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Voorwoord

Een proefschrift in het kader van plattelandsgeografie had volgens sommigen misschien meer 
voor de hand gelegen. Ik ben opgegroeid op een boerderij in een Brabants dorp en had niet veel 
met de stad. Mijn interesse voor de stedelijke omgeving, met name voor de problematiek binnen 
wijken, werd pas gewekt toen ik het platteland (tijdelijk) verliet om sociale geografie te gaan 
studeren in Utrecht. Hoe komt het dat de ene buurt langzaam verandert in een probleemgebied, 
terwijl een andere buurt zijn goede naam nooit verliest? En hoe worden de problemen in 
bepaalde wijken aangepakt? Ronald van Kempen gaf me de kans om na mijn afstuderen aan 
de universiteit te ‘blijven plakken’ en me met deze onderwerpen bezig te houden. Eerst heb ik 
onderzoek gedaan naar de effecten van het stedelijk herstructureringsbeleid. Vervolgens ben 
ik, weer dankzij Ronald, betrokken geraakt bij het Europese onderzoeksproject RESTATE1 
waar dezelfde onderwerpen centraal stonden. Leuke bijkomstigheid van de betrokkenheid bij 
zo’n Europees project, waren de reisjes die gemaakt moesten worden. Het is immers van belang 
de situatie in andere landen met eigen ogen te bekijken! Het project bleek nog een tweede 
bijkomstigheid te hebben: Ronald vroeg me of ik wilde promoveren. Hoewel ik aanvankelijk niet 
stond te springen en het even heeft geduurd voordat ik was overgehaald, ben ik nu blij dat ik het 
heb gedaan en vooral dat het af is.

Graag wil ik van de gelegenheid gebruik maken om een aantal mensen te bedanken. 
Allereerst mijn begeleiders professor Ronald van Kempen en dr. Gideon Bolt. Ronald, jouw 
naam is hierboven al een paar keer genoemd en dat is natuurlijk niet voor niets. Zonder jou was 
ik waarschijnlijk niet eens op het idee gekomen om te gaan promoveren. Je weet me te motiveren 
en ik heb ontzettend veel van je geleerd. Gideon, ook van jou heb ik veel geleerd. Hoewel je 
je misschien liever wat meer had uitgeleefd op statistische toetsen, waren je opmerkingen over 
mijn stukken altijd gevat en kritisch. Besprekingen met jullie verliepen steeds zonder grote 
meningsverschillen en ik kwam er altijd enthousiast vandaan. Jullie vertrouwen in mij stelde me 
gerust.

Ook de ‘leerzitjes’ met Anne, Karien, Erik, Matthieu, Maarten, Daniël en Rianne waren erg 
nuttig. Hoewel soms best pittig, heb ik veel geleerd van de discussies over onze stukken. Alle 
andere op de zesde verdieping van het Van Unnik gehuisveste collega’s ben ik dankbaar voor de 
gezelligheid tijdens de lunch en voor het delen van ervaringen.

Verder heb ik het steeds getroffen met mijn kamergenoten. Erik, je bent kritisch, 
geïnteresseerd en erg grappig. Het was gezellig op kamer 616! Annet, je bent geen kamergenoot 
en collega meer, maar ik hoop dat we nog lang zullen doorgaan met de wekelijkse wandel- of 
fietstochten. Bedankt voor de steun, het meedenken en de gezelligheid. Yvette, ik vind het erg 
fijn dat we nog altijd contact hebben. Je denkt over alles met me mee, staat voor me klaar en 
weet me altijd op te beuren. Dat geldt ook voor jou Rianne. We gaan geen onderwerp uit de weg, 
en tussendoor wordt er nog gewerkt ook! Je bent echt een steun voor me geweest.

Dear Emma, Hanna, Siân and of course Manuel. We have not only had a great time during 
the international RESTATE meetings, I have also enjoyed working with you on the papers. 
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Hetzelfde geldt natuurlijk voor jou Brechtje. Zonder jou had dit proefschrift er ook niet gelegen. 
Het enthousiasme waarmee je over een nieuw idee voor een artikel kon praten, maakte ook mij 
steeds enthousiast. Je bent niet alleen leuk om mee samen te werken, maar ook een geweldig 
mens.

De collega’s van Stade Advies bedank ik graag voor het begrip dat ik heb gekregen. Verder 
wil ik verschillende mensen noemen, niet eens zozeer voor de steun die ik heb gekregen in het 
kader van mijn proefschrift, maar vooral omdat ze me een beetje op de rit hebben gehouden. 
Lieve Helen, Ilse, Liselot en Simone, bij jullie voel ik me altijd welkom. Dat betekent veel voor 
me!

Dan mijn ouders. Misschien hebben jullie nooit precies begrepen wat ik al die jaren heb 
gedaan en waarom ik telkens naar het buitenland moest, maar ik weet dat jullie trots op me zijn, 
met of zonder proefschrift. Jan, ik geniet van het meegaan naar wedstrijden en vind het heerlijk 
om gewoon tegen je aan te kletsen. En Tonnie, jij bent mijn grote zus en beste vriendin.

Tenslotte Arjan. Hoewel je vaak de indruk kreeg dat ik niet graag over mijn promotie wilde 
praten, vond ik het altijd fijn als je met een zak chips naast me kwam zitten en vroeg hoe het 
ervoor stond. Met jouw simpele maar kritische vragen heb je me vaak gedwongen om even op 
een andere manier naar het stuk te kijken. En wat zal ik verder zeggen: ik ben gewoon blij dat je 
er bent Arie!

Ellen van Beckhoven
Utrecht, juli 2006

1 RESTATE is een acroniem voor Restructuring Large Housing Estates in Europe [herstructureren van 
grootschalige woongebieden in Europa].
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

“Some people even called the estate an area for the elite; it was not said aloud, but some assert that 
unemployed people could not get hold of a dwelling in Nieuw-Hoograven easily… Old-boy networks 
were also useful to claim a dwelling in this newly built area.” (2003). This statement was made by an 
inhabitant of the Nieuw-Hoograven estate in Utrecht (the Netherlands) who had been living in 
the area since 1971. Nieuw-Hoograven was built after the Second World War to accommodate 
middle-class families in modern multi-family dwellings that were located in a spacious and 
bright living environment. Apparently, the area was popular at the beginning of its existence, 
particularly with young families.

In the course of time, however, the reputation of Nieuw-Hoograven has seriously 
deteriorated. The estate has been confronted with a multitude of problems, such as high levels 
of unemployment, high crime rates, social exclusion, and pollution; currently the estate has a 
poor position on the urban housing market. As a result, many residents have lost faith in the 
estate. Although problems can also take place in other urban areas, such as the city centre or the 
19th century neighbourhoods, they appear habitually in large post-WWII housing estates, like 
Hoograven.

This phenomenon is not unique to the Netherlands; all over Europe, unfavourable 
developments can be found in carefully planned housing estates built soon after the Second 
World War. Murie and colleagues (2003: 21) state: “In this category of housing there turns out to 
be a continuity of issues and problems. The move from being seen as a source of high quality housing to 
a source of problems presents challenges for policy across Europe.” These challenges stand to the fore 
in the research study reported here. Our aim is to add to the literature on the political reactions 
to the changes that have taken place on large housing estates. Dealing with the unfavourable 
situation on problematic housing estates (that is to say, not exclusively on large housing estates) 
is of great importance both for the inhabitants of the areas and for the city as a whole. The 
objective of the underlying research can be described as follows:

To gain insight into the policy responses to the processes of change on large post-WWII neighbourhoods 
in Europe and in particular in the Netherlands.

Before discussing the policy responses more extensively, something more can usefully be said 
about the situation of large housing estates in Europe. A number of researchers have studied 
the character of these areas by concentrating on their position on the housing market and their 
physical, social, and economic developments (see, e.g., Power, 1997; Murie et al., 2003; Turkington 
et al., 2004; Musterd & Van Kempen, 200�). These researchers have all found that, initially, most 
large post-WWII estates functioned well on the urban housing market and residents were 
pleased to live on them. Although nowadays a number of positive elements are still present, many 
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of these estates have been confronted with a variety of difficulties, as can be seen in Nieuw-
Hoograven in Utrecht. These developments have created a need for information about large 
post-WWII housing estates. Turkington and colleagues (2004)2 have listed a range of problems, 
nine in total, which have also been identified by other authors (e.g., Heeger, 1993; Wassenberg, 
1993; Power, 1997; Turkington, 1997; Murie et al., 2003). Figure 1.1 gives a schematic overview of 
the problems divided into three categories: (1) residents; (2) management; (3) housing stock.

The type and intensity of the problems differ across Europe. This variety is related to the 
position of large housing estates on the urban housing market. A neighbourhood’s position on 
the local housing market, and changes within this position, are of influence on the situation 
within that particular neighbourhood (see, e.g., Bråmå & Andersson, 200�). In many Western 
and Northern European countries, the position of large housing estates on the urban housing 
market has declined. Although many of these areas were developed in the 1960s, and the housing 
stock cannot yet be considered old, competition from new-building areas presents them with a 
problem. In the Netherlands, for example, a decrease in the popularity of large housing estates 
and the construction of new dwellings elsewhere resulted in a loss of residents in these areas. 
Those who moved away were often replaced by households with little choice on the urban 
housing market, such as low-income households and ethnic minorities (see, e.g., Aalbers et al., 
2003).

Similar developments are starting to appear in Eastern and Central Europe; the 
concentration on large housing estates of families in arrears is increasing (Hall et al., 200�). In 
general, however, in this part of Europe, large housing estates have not been considered the most 
deprived urban neighbourhoods, and their position on the housing market is stable. In Poland, 
for example, the housing market is characterised by a sustained demand owing to a persistent 
housing shortage (see Bierzyński, 200�; Hall et al., 200�: 78). The problems faced by most large 
housing estates in Eastern Europe are primarily found in the physical sphere, such as internal 
and external upkeep of the apartment blocks, maintenance of the living environment, a lack of 
parking space, and so on (see, e.g., Černič Mali et al., 2003; Węcławowicz et al., 2003; Erdősi et 
al., 2003). In some cases, these problems are related to the process of privatisation that took place 
in the 1990s; managing a housing block with many different owners can become problematic 
(see, e.g., Erdősi et al., 2003).

As in Eastern and Central European countries, problems in Southern Europe appear in the 
upkeep of the public space as well as the apartment blocks. Furthermore, large housing estates in 
some of these countries have not yet been confronted with selective migration, as their Western 
counterparts have; in Spain or Italy, for example, most residents moved into their dwellings with 
the intention of staying there for the rest of their lives. Related to this, another problem these 
estates have to cope with, is the aging of the population and consequently the increasing demand 

Figure 1.1 Categories of problems on post-WWII large housing estates

Residents
• Internal social problems
• Socio-economic problems

Housing stock
• Structural problems
• Internal design problems
• Competition problems
• Urban design problems

Management
• Legislative problems
• Financial problems
• Management and 
  organisational problems

67
33
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for appropriate services at neighbourhood level (see, e.g., Pareja Eastaway et al., 2003; Mezzetti 
et al., 2003).

The problems presented in Figure 1.1 never stand alone; they are often preceded by particular 
processes of change. The concept of neighbourhood change has been a research topic for a long 
time, and has been investigated from different perspectives. It is not the aim of this thesis to 
test models of neighbourhood decline, but a short overview here of the literature on this topic 
would no doubt be useful. Systematic research on neighbourhood change started with the 
Human Ecology approach. Changes that took place in urban neighbourhoods were related to 
processes of invasion, succession or filtering – concepts developed and used by Burgess (192�), 
Hoyt (1939), and Birch (1971), for example. In many Western European estates the departure 
of high-income households is related on the one hand to an influx of households with a lower 
income and sometimes with a different ethnic background, and on the other hand to the 
construction of attractive (newly built) dwellings elsewhere (filtering). The Behavioural approach 
is a reaction to the ecological models of neighbourhood change. Unlike many human ecologists, 
behaviourists clearly do not see neighbourhood change as an inevitable process and assert that 
it can be prevented by the strength of social networks within neighbourhoods (see, e.g., Firey, 
1947; Ahlbrandt & Brophy, 197�; Ahlbrandt & Cunningham, 1979). According to followers of 
the Neo-Weberian approach, there is competition between households to gain access to desirable 
dwellings (‘housing classes’) (Rex & Moore, 1967). Whether a household has this access or not 
is highly influenced by its resources, for example income (see Van Kempen & Özüekren, 1998 
for an overview of these resources). The housing supply is of influence here; a concentration of 
relatively cheap dwellings, as is found on many large housing estates, accommodates low- and 
medium incomes rather than high-income households. In most European countries, however, 
this competition takes place in the context of a welfare state, so that a strict division between 
different income levels is not very obvious.

Within the Institutional approach, the central state, local public bodies, and private businesses 
are seen as major actors influencing patterns of urban development and also neighbourhood 
change. The retreat of the European welfare state is a major topic for many researchers in this 
respect (see, e.g., Musterd & Ostendorf, 1998). A retreating welfare state can result in declining 
incomes of state-dependent households (the elderly, handicapped people, unemployed, people 
on welfare). These households run the risk of finding themselves in areas where dwellings have 
a (very) low rent, such as large housing estates. Also, a welfare state in which priorities have 
changed may have an impact on the quantity, quality, location, and allocation of the housing 
stock (see, e.g., Varady, 1986; Van Kempen, 2002).

Within the Managerial approach, it is recognized that all institutions contain individuals who 
make the real decisions. These individuals are referred to as managers or gatekeepers (Pahl, 197�; 
1977; Lipsky, 1980). The principal idea of this approach is that ‘normal’ individuals or households 
do not have decisive power. Strongly related to the managerial approach is the Political economy 
approach. Here it is asserted that urban areas are used by powerful elites (also referred to as 
growth machines) to facilitate capital accumulation (see, e.g., Molotch, 1976). Urban development 
and similarly neighbourhood change are thus driven by the actions of these urban elites instead 
of by an ecological process or the activities of actual residents (Palm, 198�; Squires & Velez, 1987).

Finally, it is increasingly recognized that households and individuals operate within a broad 
context. These macro-level explanations have increasingly invaded the literature on neighbourhood 
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and urban change (see, e.g., Marcuse & Van Kempen, 2000; Murie et al., 2003). The basic idea 
is that, in order to explain changes on the local level (for example population change in post-
WWII estates), structures and developments (with respect to the economy, demography, politics, 
socio-cultural trends) on other spatial levels should be incorporated.

Several scientists have sought to capture the process of neighbourhood change, particularly 
of decay, in comprehensive models in which several variables and developments are linked (see, 
e.g., Prak & Priemus, 1986; Grigsby et al., 1987; Power, 1997; Temkin & Rohe, 1998; Skifter 
Andersen, 2003). These authors have paid attention to many different aspects. Some of these 
models focus on the decay of European post-WWII neighbourhoods that are characterized by an 
overrepresentation of social-rented dwellings (Prak & Priemus, 1986; Power, 1997; Skifter Andersen, 
2003). Here, importance is attached to internal as well as external factors, such as the initial quality 
of the housing stock and the environment, demographic changes, the estate’s location, size, tenure 
and residents’ access to housing, and the estate’s status compared with other tenures and areas. 
Other researchers have focused on the importance of residents’ resources and constraints or on the 
influence of social capital (see, e.g., Grigsby et al., 1987; Temkin & Rohe, 1996).

1.2 Central question and organization of the book

With the emergence of the problems, the political as well as the scientific attention paid to large 
housing estates has increased in the Netherlands (see, e.g., Van Kempen & Musterd, 1991; Van 
Kempen, 1994) as well as elsewhere in Europe (e.g., Murie et al., 2003). The research reported here 
concentrates on the policy responses to the changes that have taken place in large post-WWII 
housing estates. The focus is on key-aspects of the regeneration policy, which have all received 
political and scientific attention during the past decade, and which are applied to the situation 
on large housing estates. For example, there has been considerable interest in the role of different 
actors in the regeneration process (integrated approach). The same holds for the appearance of 
public-private partnerships and residents’ participation. Another key-aspect related to regeneration 
projects on large housing estates is the aim to create a social mix; policymakers intend to create a 
mixed neighbourhood population by developing a mixed housing stock. Different actors’ opinions 
about this social mix concept diverge markedly. In this research, attention is therefore paid to 
the point of view of the professionals as well as that of the residents. A final aspect examined 
in this research is the concept of social cohesion. Although policies often aim to strengthen the 
level of social cohesion in problematic neighbourhoods, such as large housing estates, it can be 
questioned whether residents (the direct object of this policy) attach equal importance to this 
concept. The central question of this research can be described as follows:

What are the ideas underlying the policy interventions that focus on large post-WWII housing estates? 
How can differences and similarities between the Netherlands and other European countries with 
respect to these policies be explained? And what is the relevance of these policies for the daily lives of the 
residents of large housing estates?

The core of this research consists of six articles, each based on research (quantitative as well as 
qualitative) that was carried out on different large housing estates in various European cities.3 
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Several articles focus on the same estates. Consequently there may be an overlap of information, 
particularly in the description of the case study areas.

While the Netherlands is the main focus of this research, in several chapters the Dutch 
situation is compared with other parts of Europe. In most of the literature about the strategies 
that stand central in this research, a comparison between different European countries is missing. 
For example, the long history of integrated policies in both the Netherlands and the United 
Kingdom makes it interesting to compare these countries and to find out how differences 
and similarities can be explained. Similarly, differences between the Netherlands and other 
parts of Europe in institutional frameworks might result in dissimilar strategies. For example, 
different forms of partnership can be expected in the Netherlands and Spain. Furthermore, the 
Netherlands, Spain, and Hungary could well develop different strategies for involving residents 
in regeneration processes. And also, the Netherlands, Sweden, and Spain have been compared to 
find out why and how the concept of social mix is implemented on large housing estates. These 
aspects are discussed from the point of view of the professionals concerned.

In addition, we consider in more depth the consequences of particular key-aspects for the 
residents of Dutch large housing estates, namely the concepts of social mix and social cohesion. 
Figure 1.2 gives an overview of the organization of the book.

In the current chapter, the research subject is introduced. The core of the book then concentrates 
on the political responses to the changes that have taken place on large housing estates; the 
above-mentioned key-aspects of the regeneration policy stand to the fore. This central part 
consists of three components, all dealing with two different key-aspects. The first component 
(chapters 2 and 3) concentrates on the underlying ideas of the integrated approach of urban 
regeneration, and of the concept of public-private partnerships. Differences between the 
Netherlands and other European countries are explained. The focus here is on the view of the 
professionals. In the second component (chapters 4 and �), the concepts of local participation 
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Figure 1.2 Organization of the book
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and social mix stand to the fore. Here, too, the professionals’ perspective is central. However, 
the position of the residents is different in the policy aspects discussed; residents play no part in 
the first component, while in the second they have an important role. In the third component, 
the focus is on the role the neighbourhood plays for different groups and on the importance of 
social cohesion (chapters 6 and 7). Instead of featuring the perspective of professionals, these 
key-aspects are considered from the point of view of the residents. In this third component, the 
focus is on the Netherlands.	Finally, in the conclusions answers to the central question are put 
forward and policy recommendations are made.

1.3 Research questions

Regeneration policy is a comprehensive term covering several strategies that are used to 
counteract the problems in particular housing areas. Some strategies or aspects focus on the 
housing stock, while in others the local population is central, and again others concentrate on 
the cooperation between different actors. Existing studies on regeneration policies on the local 
level are often limited to the analysis of just one of these strategies. In the research reported here, 
however, several key-aspects of the regeneration policy are discussed. In addition, each separate 
chapter contributes to the scientific literature dealing with a particular key-aspect of urban 
regeneration. Furthermore, we demonstrate that not every country encounters the problems in 
the same way; different strategies are therefore used in different contexts. In this section, the 
focus is on the research questions that are central in the different chapters, each concentrating on 
a particular key-aspect or strategy of the regeneration policy. The first policy aspect discussed in 
this research and central in chapter 2 is the integrated approach.

1 How are the different aspects (social, physical, economic) of an integrated approach interrelated? 
And how does the concept work out in practice in large post-WWII housing estates?

Since problems in cities or neighbourhoods are often very diverse and occur in different fields 
(physical, economic, and social), many policymakers consider it best to combat them together 
rather than separately. In the 1980s, as first in Europe, the national governments of France, the 
Netherlands, and the United Kingdom implemented integrated urban policies ( Jacquier, 200�). 
The idea of dealing with urban problems in an integral way gained momentum with the Vienna 
Forum in 1998; other countries were then also encouraged to develop integrated approaches 
(European Commission, 1999). The philosophy underlying this policy is that integrated initiatives 
to deal with physical, economic and social issues of urban neighbourhoods, such as large housing 
estates, lead to the most effective solutions. Although some countries have progressed further 
than others in developing this way of policy making, different parties agree that traditional 
sectoral policies are no longer sufficient to deal with the complexity of urban problems; the 
risk of working against each other is far greater in single-issue policies than in multiple-issue 
policies. Particularly in area-based policies (with a focus on one single neighbourhood, for 
example) the tendency to integrate policies is quite strong. In order to achieve the effective 
solutions aimed for, local institutions and other actors need to be released from departmental 
disunity and cooperate to solve local problems (Uitermark, 200�). At the same time, caution is 
needed, since strengthening these inter-institutional linkages may cause institutions to become 
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detached from the local population (Aalbers, 2001; Uitermark, 200�). Furthermore, although 
changes in the housing stock (through ageing, for example) are no longer seen as the primary 
cause of neighbourhood change, interventions in this field continue to be emphasized in many 
regeneration initiatives. As a result, social problems may not be resolved (Kintrea & Morgan, 
200�).

Much has been written about the integrated approach (Kooiman, 1993; Healey, 1997; 
1998a; 1998b; 2002;Vigar & Healey, 1999; Rhodes, 1988; 1997; Conway & Konvitz, 2000; 
Kearns & Paddisson, 2000; Andersen & Van Kempen, 2001; Elander & Blanc, 2001; Le Galès, 
2002; Uitermark, 200�; Jacquier, 200�; Kintrea & Morgan, 200�). What is missing in most of 
the literature, however, is a comparison of different European countries. We have therefore 
investigated the differences and similarities that can be found between the Netherlands and the 
United Kingdom, and how these can be explained. The findings in this first article are based 
on empirical research that has been undertaken in large post-WWII urban neighbourhoods 
in Amsterdam and Utrecht (the Netherlands) and Birmingham (the United Kingdom). Both 
countries have a long history of integrated policies, which makes their comparison particularly 
interesting.

The term integrated has another meaning as well; in addition to the multiplicity of issues dealt 
with, the term can refer to the various parties involved. Integrated policies are then policies 
that involve a large number of participants. Since traditional governments are no longer able 
to manage the complexity of modern society, new initiatives, involving a wide variety of actors, 
are believed to be capable of solving these problems. For local governments this shift from 
government to governance (for further information see, e.g., Rhodes, 1997; Andersen & Van 
Kempen, 2001; Elander & Blanc, 2001; Coaffee & Healey, 2003) implies that responsibilities 
are delegated to lower levels such as the neighbourhood, and to other parties such as private 
organizations. Consequently, networks of all kinds of parties and organizations have become 
commonplace in European cities. This policy aspect, which is strongly related to the integrated 
approach, is referred to as the concept of public-private partnership. It forms the second key-
aspect discussed in this thesis and stands to the fore in chapter 3, in which research question 2 is 
addressed:

2 What type of public-private partnership can be formed in which type of environment?

A partnership is an instrument of urban governance designed to realize, amongst other things, 
regeneration projects. Such authors as Andersen and Van Kempen (2001), Elander and Blanc 
(2001), Bailey and colleagues (199�), Hastings (1996), Mackintosh (1992), and Kristensen (2001), 
have already paid attention to the advantages and drawbacks of public-private partnerships 
(PPPs) in urban restructuring processes. An essential element of a partnership is that it is 
characterized by shared responsibility (see, e.g., Stoker, 199�); the result for every partner involved 
in a partnership depends strongly on the activities of the other partners involved. In this respect, 
all actors within a partnership have to agree that it is the best instrument to reach the common 
goal and not to pursue individual goals. According to Walliser (2003), in countries where the 
welfare state is less developed, the level of consensus between different actors is lower than 
in countries with a highly developed welfare state. We distinguish between different types of 
partnership (a spectrum from strong to weak PPP): a partnership is classified as ‘strong’ when 
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decision rights, costs, and risks are equally divided among the actors involved, while in a ‘weak’ 
partnership these aspects are concentrated in one actor.

A PPP cannot easily be formed or function as expected in every country or every urban 
regeneration project. In chapter 3, the formation and practice of partnerships in urban 
regeneration projects in two different contexts is examined; a partnership in the Netherlands, 
a northern European country with a developed welfare state and a relatively old democracy, is 
compared with a partnership in Spain, a relatively young democracy in the south of Europe with 
a less developed welfare state. We explain why a particular type of partnership is formed in a 
particular context, and what factors contribute to the success or failure of a PPP.

Acknowledging that partnerships are fundamental for the delivery of policies is an important 
factor for generating success (Mugnano et al., 2006). This acknowledgement is equally important 
for the involvement of residents as well; although the role of the local community differs in 
different European countries, involving residents has generally been considered an important 
aspect in policymaking. This aspect is featured in the third research question that is discussed in 
chapter 4:

3 How does the national legislative framework affect the local situation with respect to the form 
of local participation on the neighbourhood level? And what local factors can alter the power of 
national legislation with respect to local participation?

Local participation is not a new concept; it has featured in traditional governments, but its 
extent and importance has changed. As discussed above, during the past few decades, actors 
have become engaged in partnerships and other kinds of network. As a result, not only are 
formal organizations, such as governmental institutions, taken into consideration, but also 
informal elements, including housing associations and residents (see, e.g., Andersen & Van 
Kempen, 2003). Residents can be involved, because they are expected to know their own living 
environment very well and can assess the possible effects of policies on their lives (Chanan, 
1999; Fokkema & Krebber, 1999; Kearns & Forrest, 2000; Taylor, 2000). In this way, residents 
shift from being victims of policies to becoming partners in policies. Although it is only one 
element of the shift from government to governance, local participation is seen as an important 
condition for successful urban processes; the results created by local participation are expected to 
be longer standing, better, and cheaper than those generated by ‘traditional’ programmes (Healey, 
1998; Atkinson, 1999; Andersen & Van Kempen, 2001; 2003: 82). Involving residents occurs 
on different scales and in different fields. In chapter 4, the focus is on participation in urban 
regeneration processes on large post-WWII housing estates. The effects of resident participation 
in these processes have been a central object of many studies (Gilroy & Williams, 1991; Geddes, 
1998; Coaffee & Healey, 2003; Lelieveldt, 2004). Chapter 4, however, is focused on the concept 
in three different institutional frameworks (the Netherlands, Spain, and Hungary); in the 
Netherlands the concept is considered to be very important, whereas in Hungary and Spain this 
is less true. Differences between the cases are explained.

Participation within the process of urban regeneration is an instrument to give residents 
a voice in changes that will have an impact on their lives. This impact can be enormous. 
Interventions may concentrate on demolishing parts of the existing housing stock and replacing 
it by new dwellings, often in a higher price category; changing the composition of the housing 
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stock (with respect to tenure and housing form) should create a mixed neighbourhood 
population. The social tissue of a disadvantaged neighbourhood is expected to be strengthened 
and the opportunities for its inhabitants enhanced when residents with different socio-economic 
backgrounds live in the same neighbourhood. In chapter � this concept of creating a social mix is 
featured centrally. Research question 4 is discussed:

4 Why and how do policymakers implement social mix in their urban policies, particularly in urban 
regeneration programs for large housing estates? And are there lessons to be learnt from these 
regeneration practices?

Social mixing is expected to resolve or avert problems related to spatial segregation (see, e.g., 
Stevens, 199�; Musterd, 2003). Some expected drawbacks of spatial segregation relate to the idea 
that urban neighbourhoods have an impact on residents’ attitudes and behaviour. This idea is 
associated with the neighbourhood effect, which assumes that living in a neighbourhood with a 
high level of concentrated deprivation has a negative influence on the resident population’s life 
chances (Wilson, 1987; 1996; Friedrichs, 1997; Bolt et al., 1998; Wacquant, 1998; Musterd & De 
Winter, 1998; Atkinson & Kintrea, 2001). On most of the large housing estates featured in this 
research such high levels of concentration can indeed be found (see, e.g., Aalbers et al., 2003 
for the situation in Utrecht, the Netherlands). To some extent, the composition of the housing 
stock is held responsible for this situation; the overrepresentation of affordable multi-family 
dwellings attracts households with a weak socio-economic background. To combat this situation, 
policymakers aim to realize a mixed housing stock. The importance attached to this concept 
differs across Europe, however. To reveal why and how a mixed housing stock is created on large 
housing estates, in chapter � a comparison is made between three countries with respect to this 
concept: the Netherlands, Sweden, and Spain. In the Netherlands and Sweden the concept has 
an important role in regeneration policies, while in Spain this is not yet the case. How can this 
difference be explained?

What can be said about the effects of this policy? And what does it mean for the residents of the 
estates concerned? These questions are centrally featured in research question � that is discussed 
in chapter 6. The situation in two estates in the Netherlands, where the concept of social mix has 
been put into practice, is analysed.

� To what extent does the process of urban restructuring have an impact on the social contacts and 
activities of both old and new inhabitants of the targeted areas?

In the Netherlands, the concept of creating a social mix comes to the fore in the urban 
restructuring policy, which has been a major policy since 1997. Its principal aim is to improve 
the situation in urban neighbourhoods by demolishing or upgrading low-rent social dwellings 
and building more expensive rental or owner-occupied units. A change in the housing stock in 
the targeted areas is expected to result in a social mix and a decrease in the concentration of 
low-income households (see, e.g., Ministerie van VROM, 1997; Musterd, 1998). The underlying 
assumption is that a wider social mix would lead to an intensification of social contacts between 
the old and the new inhabitants, and the prosperous and the impoverished. There has also been 
a lively expectation that the new inhabitants in a restructured neighbourhood would give a new 
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impetus to the area, for example by patronizing cafes and restaurants and shopping locally (see, 
e.g., Van Kempen & Van Weesep, 1996; Reijndorp, 1996; Musterd et al., 1999; Kleinhans et al., 
2000; Van Kempen et al., 2000). The ultimate expected result is the replacement of a monoculture 
of low-income households by a thriving neighbourhood, characterized by lively social contacts 
between different groups and new opportunities for local amenities such as shops and schools. In 
chapter 6 it is questioned whether this result is indeed achieved.

The chapter contributes to the discussion of the role of the neighbourhood in the lives of 
individuals, and the extent to which restructuring interventions affect this role. The paper that 
constitutes this chapter is based on a fieldwork study undertaken in the cities of Amsterdam and 
Utrecht. In contrast with many other studies on this topic, the focus is on the activity pattern of a 
household and not just on its social contacts. The central theme is the role of the neighbourhood, 
featuring changes for traditional inhabitants while accommodating the newcomers. Are 
their social contacts made on the estate? Do they use the area for other activities? Or can the 
restructured area be seen as a dormitory, where the residents undertake no further activities?

Another strategy that concentrates on increasing social contacts between residents falls in the 
category of policy efforts that aim to increase the level of social cohesion. It is assumed that 
the combination of rapid and selective population turnover and increasing numbers of problems 
have negatively affected the social cohesion on large housing estates, particularly the social 
networks. This process is considered regrettable, since social cohesion is regarded in a positive 
light, and is considered to enhance the quality of life. Stimulating social cohesion is therefore 
an important objective of many policies that focus on large post-WWII housing estates. It is 
a pertinent question to discover how important social cohesion is in the opinions and the lives 
of the inhabitants rather than in the opinions of the policymakers. This is addressed in the final 
research question that is central in chapter 7:

6 To what extent are aspects of social cohesion important for the inhabitants of large post-WWII 
housing estates? And in what ways are residents of these areas aware of the effects of policy 
interventions that focus on increasing the level of social cohesion?

In the last decade, social cohesion has become an important topic in urban research and urban 
policy. In a neighbourhood where the people and households are very much alike, finding 
something in common is not difficult. That is the case not only in a suburban area where many 
families on a reasonable income live (Gans, 1967), but also in an impoverished neighbourhood 
where families have lived for generations (Gans, 1962). The challenge lies in the deprived areas 
with a heterogeneous and fluent population. The large post-WWII housing estates in Europe 
are a case in point. These estates are currently the focal points of policy and research and social 
cohesion is a popular concept in both. In chapter 7, we report our investigation of the extent of 
aspects of social cohesion on large post-WWII housing estates. The defining features of social 
cohesion that are used in the chapter are derived from the work of Kearns and Forrest, who 
have described the following dimensions of social cohesion: shared norms and values, social 
solidarity, social control, social networks, and a feeling of belonging to each other through a 
common identity and a strong bonding with the place where one lives (Kearns & Forrest, 2000: 
996; Forrest & Kearns, 2001: 2129). In order to find out how important these aspects are for 
the present inhabitants of the research areas, we have used data derived from a survey held 
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in two large post-WWII housing estates in Utrecht. These two areas, Nieuw-Hoograven and 
Kanaleneiland-Noord, are typical of large post-WWII housing estates in the Netherlands, 
but also of many estates in France, Sweden, Germany, and a number of estates in the UK (see 
Aalbers et al., 2003 for the Netherlands; Chignier-Riboulon et al., 2003 for France; Andersson 
et al., 2003 for Sweden; Knorr-Siedow & Droste, 2003 for Germany; Hall et al., 2003 for the 
UK). We have sought to discover how important the aspects are in the eyes of the residents and 
the extent to which (policy) interventions are capable of influencing the level of social cohesion. 
When residents find aspects other than social cohesion more important, such as the quality of 
the built environment, the presence of certain facilities, or the absence of criminality, residents 
might not even notice any effects of the implemented policies with respect to social cohesion. 
Urban policies seem to focus on social cohesion while the inhabitants’ views of its relevance are 
unknown.

Figure 1.3 Map of countries and cities in this research
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Notes
1 In their work, high-rise housing is central, which is not automatically similar to large housing estates. With 

respect to the problems, however, high-rise housing and large housing estates are to a large extent comparable.
2 This research is based on the EU �th-Framework project RESTATE (Restructuring Large-scale Housing 

Estates in European Cities). In the RESTATE project (see www.restate.geo.uu.nl) research in large 
housing estates was undertaken in ten countries: France (Lyon), Germany (Berlin), Hungary (Budapest 
and Nyiregyháza), Italy (Milan), the Netherlands (Amsterdam and Utrecht), Poland (Warsaw), Slovenia 
(Ljubljana and Koper), Spain (Barcelona and Madrid), Sweden ( Jönköping and Stockholm) and the United 
Kingdom (Birmingham and London). In total, 29 estates have been studied.
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2 The integrated approach in large housing 
estates: more than just a philosophy?

   Van Beckhoven, E., M.B. Aalbers & S. Sankey, The integrated approach in large housing 
estates: more than just a philosophy? Manuscript to be submitted for review.

Abstract
In several European countries, area-based policies have been developed to deal with the 
unfavourable situation that has appeared in many urban neighbourhoods, particularly large 
post-WWII developments. The philosophy behind these area-based policies is that integrated 
initiatives to deal with the physical, economic and social aspects of these urban neighbourhoods, 
will lead to the most effective solution. It is expected that this integrated approach will realise 
better results in the urban renewal process. This article focuses on the ‘integrated’ aspect of area-
based policies in the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, looking specifically at how the 
integrated approach works in practice and how the different aspects of the policy are interrelated. 
We find that there is an unbalanced relationship between policies that focus on physical 
interventions and those that focus on social interventions. Also, findings have shown that some 
area-based initiatives claiming to be using integrated methods are not, and ‘integration’ is often 
a term used by policymakers but not implemented. This lack of integration is partly due to the 
limited flexibility in decision-making at the local level in dividing funds between and within the 
different policy fields.

2.1 Introduction

Traditional sectoral policies are no longer considered sufficient to deal with the complexity of 
urban problems. Consequently several European cities have implemented new policy initiatives 
through the past decade. This can be seen, for example, in the field of urban regeneration and 
neighbourhood renewal, where the ‘integrated approach’ has been introduced. The idea of dealing 
with urban problems in an integral way gained momentum with the Vienna Forum in 1998 
(European Commission, 1999), which encouraged more integrated approaches to be put into 
practice.

In the European context, the first initiatives of such integrated urban policies came from 
local governments and local key actors. Once these initiatives were considered successful they 
often became ‘formalised’ at a higher level of government, and institutionalised in formal policies 
and programmes. This implies that integrated approaches were often characterised by horizontal 
cooperation in the beginning, and (partly) top-down in later stages of the policy ( Jacquier, 
200�). Jacquier argues that France, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom were the first 
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European countries where national governments implemented integrated urban policies and 
mandated these to local governments (see Table 2.1). Often ideas about integrated policies and 
practices from one country have been adapted to another country’s local context; for example, 
the French Contrats de Ville clearly influenced the Italian Contratti di Quartieri, and the Dutch 
Grotestedenbeleid and French Politique de la Ville likewise the Belgian Grootstedenbeleid/Politique 
des Grandes Villes. Furthermore, EU programmes and structural funds have played and continue 
to play a role in promoting an integrated approach. In Italy, for example, programmes funded 
by the European Union have had a significant role as catalyst or activator of integrated policy 
programmes.

In this paper we try to explore how the integrated approach within renewal policies works in 
practice. The focus is on regeneration policies and programmes that are implemented in large 
post-WWII housing estates.1 During the past decade, many of these housing estates have 
suffered from multiple problems, which have led the estates to be central to efforts to renew 
neighbourhoods and cities (see, e.g., Murie et al., 2003; Van Kempen et al., 200�). It is therefore 
interesting to focus particularly on these areas. The key questions we aim to explore include; how 
are the different aspects (social, physical, economic) of an integrated approach interrelated? How 
does the concept work out in practice in large post-WWII housing estates?

On the basis of empirical research carried out in several large post-WWII neighbourhoods, 
we find that in many cases the term ‘integrated’ is more a policy-‘buzzword’ than a coherent and 
recognisable practice.2 By looking at the situation in case study areas in the Netherlands and the 
United Kingdom, both of which have a long history of integrated policies, it becomes clear that 
this is, to a large extent related to the division of resources (i.e. money, time). Even though in 

Table 2.1 Integrated urban policies in different European countries

Policy Starting year

France Développement Social des Quartiers Neighbourhood Social Development 
Policy

1982

Développement Social Urbain Urban Social Development Policy 1988
Politique de la Ville Policy for the City 1990

Netherlands Probleemcumulatiegebiedenbeleid Policy for Problem Accumulation Areas 1985

Grotestedenbeleid Big Cities Policy 1994
United 
Kingdom

New Life for Urban Scotland 1988
City Challenge Programme 1991
Single Regeneration Budget 1993

Sweden Utsatta Bostadsomraden Development of Underprivileged 
Neighbourhoods

1995

Denmark Kvarterløft Urban Uplift [Regeneration] 1997
Italy Programmi di Recupero Urbano (PRU) Urban Renewal Programme 1993

Contratti di Quartieri Neighbourhood Contracts 1997
Germany Die Soziale Stadt The Social City 1999
Belgium Grootstedenbeleid/Politique des 

Grandes Villes
Big Cities Policy 2000

Source: adapted from Jacquier (2005)
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theory the integrated approach seems the best way to deal with urban problems, in practice it 
turns out to be complicated and difficult. Before focusing on the two case studies, the concept of 
an integrated approach is linked to discussions on governance and area-based approaches.

2.2 The integrated approach as a mode of governance

Traditionally in Europe, (local) government has been the main actor in urban and neighbourhood 
projects. However, in the 1990s urban government encountered a movement towards more 
differentiated forms of urban governance; more sectors became involved in governing activities 
and decision-making and hence local government became urban governance. Since some 
responsibilities have been transferred to the marketplace and civil society, public matters are 
no longer the exclusive responsibility of the state (Kooiman, 1993). Following initial moves to 
involve the private sector, the voluntary and community sectors have also recently been involved 
in both the consultation and delivery of renewal policies (Kearns & Paddison, 2000; Andersen & 
Van Kempen, 2001: 7). Le Galès (2002), on the contrary, argues that voluntary sector associations 
have long-established links with urban government, and that their inclusion is all but innovative. 
What is new is that new governance arrangements are taking place in the context of the 
reshaping of the state, and that some forms of governance pose a threat if they are not based on 
representative democracy and do not exercise power in the interest of society (Elander & Blanc, 
2001).

One basic element of the reshaping of the state is the process of deterritorialisation and 
reterritorialisation to which urban administrators and political elites are reacting. This reaction 
may include management reforms, such as neighbourhood councils or decentralisation of services 
management (Le Galès, 2002). Another reaction, and to a large extent related to the previous 
concept, is the increased use of ‘integrated’ policy programmes. Significantly, the majority of 
academic literature on this concept is based on the UK context, where it is known as ‘joined-up’ 
policy. In the 1990s, it became clear that traditional sectoral policies were not sufficient to deal 
with the complexity of urban problems. To counter this, many countries have implemented new 
initiatives that involve a ‘multifaceted’, integrated approach to the problems inherent in many 
urban neighbourhoods. It is acknowledged that the presence of distressed urban areas weakens 
cities and creates both economic and social costs, for example a loss of potential economic growth 
and an increase in social injustice. These estates are often confronted with various difficulties, 
which should be dealt with in a multifaceted way (see, e.g., Conway & Konvitz, 2000). It is 
feared that policies that are not integrated do not address problems adequately, because such 
solutions do not focus on the inter-linkages between problems. Policymakers therefore realised 
that physical, social and economic issues should be taken hold of simultaneously. At the same 
time, they should take into consideration that a well-articulated strategy from the outset is a 
precondition to achieve this (DTLR, 2002). It is essential therefore that initiators of regeneration 
programmes consider how these issues should come together to deliver the best outcomes. Local 
institutions and other actors need to be released from departmental cleavages and cooperate 
to solve local problems (Uitermark, 200�). In effect, the integrated approach is a mode of 
governance that is characterised by a belief in the benefits of complimenting different (policy) 
sectors that target problems with a local focus.
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Related to the introduction of this integrated approach, an increasing number of European 
governments have started fighting against problems in deprived urban areas through area-based 
initiatives. Such policies tend to be integrated, at least in their philosophy. In this respect, Vigar 
and Healey (1999) consider ‘sectoral’ and ‘territorial’ as two opposing tendencies in governance 
forms. Indeed, an integrated approach is supposed to cut through existing sectoral approaches. 
Yet, tendencies to work within a single sector are strongly embedded in the organisation of 
most governments (Rhodes, 1988). This seems to be in contrast to the trend of introducing an 
integrated approach in policymaking in numerous European countries. Administrative cultures 
and organisational divisions and practices tend toward the maintenance of a sectoral status quo 
and indeed in many cases the retention of authority at central government level. This can prevent 
integration of different policy sectors (Rhodes, 1988; 1997; Vigar & Healey, 1999). As Jacquier 
(200�: 372) argues:

The reform has to face up to veritable sectoral and sometimes bureaucratic organisations which 
have, from the very centre of the State apparatus to its furthest peripheral reaches, invested in 
administrative structures (…) the main tendency is to reproduce organisations and systems of 
government identically (path dependency processes), except that they work less efficiently.

In fact, even though administrative and political cultures may at times be dynamic, this does not 
necessarily make them flexible, and as a result ‘new’ approaches, such as the integrated approach, 
are not so much transforming as they are restructuring existing power structures and policy-actor 
networks. Existing policy-actor networks often have the possibility to restrain from ‘real’ changes, 
and adopt discourse changes into existing practices, or to cast new ideas, policies, ‘philosophies’ 
and discourses in old practices. Or, as the architects of actor network theory put it, each actor is 
invested with a ‘will’ with which to make “other elements dependent upon itself and translate their 
will into a language of its own” (Callon & Latour, 1981: 286). As a result, practices are constructed 
according to the logic of the actors involved.

Pros and cons of an integrated approach
There are clear advantages of integrated policies. The risk of working against each other is more 
extreme for example, in single-issue policies than in multi-issue policies. Also, combinations of 
problems can be attacked from different angles. Third, and finally, all kinds of small initiatives 
can be bundled together, creating a clear overview of the situation (Van Kempen & Van 
Beckhoven, 2006). In addition to advantages, disadvantages can also be mentioned with 
respect to dealing with urban issues in an integrated way. Working in an integrated way can 
cause organisational problems, while simultaneously the approach can bring about difficulties 
within the neighbourhood involved. With respect to organisational problems, in some cases 
there are problems related to the nature of top-down programmes that derive from national 
governmental departments. For example, national programmes tend to have short-term rather 
than long-term objectives. This is probably related to the fact that government departments have 
little experience with joint working; since policy development is segmented, there might be a 
lack of understanding of shared problems and of the potential for joint solutions. Second, the 
involvement of more players and initiatives can cause problems. Since priorities, timescales and 
interests can differ between these actors, developing or implementing plans can become laborious 
(see also McGregor et al., 2003). This critique also holds for area-based policies; conceptions of a 
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programme’s goal and/or the problems it tries to solve may be quite different between the actors 
involved (e.g., Skifter Andersen, 2002). A third disadvantage in this field is related to the fact 
that inter-institutional linkages may be strengthened, while at the same time these institutions 
get more and more detached from the local population (Aalbers, 2001; Uitermark, 200�).

In addition to organisational disadvantages, the integrated approach can have a negative 
impact within the neighbourhood involved. For particularly problematic neighbourhoods for 
example, this integrated approach can result in a situation in which developing physical plans 
is considered to be a good way to deal with social problems (e.g., Van Beckhoven et al., 200�; 
Aggett, 200�). Although changes in the housing stock (e.g. aging) are no longer seen as the root 
of neighbourhood change and it is considered to be part of the set of problems, within wider 
regeneration initiatives, interventions in the housing stock continue to be emphasised (Kintrea 
& Morgan, 200�). As a result, social problems may not be solved or are merely replaced.

2.3 Integrated approach in regeneration policy in the Netherlands and the 
United Kingdom

So far, this paper has mainly focused on embedding the concept of an integrated approach 
to urban problems into a wider debate. In this section, the integrated approach in Dutch and 
English urban policy is discussed; how is the approach shaped and what are the outcomes in 
practice?

2.3.1 The Netherlands
Regeneration and urban renewal policies have existed for a long time. Since the 1960s, Dutch 
national policies on urban renewal have been subject to three approaches (Vermeijden, 2001). 
Up until the early 1970s, the expansion of the function of larger cities as economic centres was 
emphasised. In the late 1970s and 1980s, the main goal was just the opposite; attention turned 
to the quantitative and qualitative reinforcement of the urban residential function of the city 
centre and its surrounding urban residential neighbourhoods. Urban renewal focused almost 
completely on housing for the urban working classes: in poor neighbourhoods with bad housing 
conditions urban renewal concentrated on building new dwellings and improving the existing 
stock for the (poor) residents who were already living in that area. At the end of the 1980s, it was 
realised that the urban economy had lost much of its strength due to suburbanisation and the 
focus on housing provision for poor residents in the cities. The new policy of urban revitalisation 
[stedelijke vernieuwing] concentrated on areas with multiple problems (problem accumulation 
areas). In this policy, not just housing needs, but also reinforcement of the urban economy was 
central. At the same time of the introduction of this urban revitalisation policy, a social renewal 
policy was put into place. This policy concentrated on the improvement of social cohesion within 
neighbourhoods, but was replaced by the Big Cities Policy (BCP) in the 1990s. The urban 
revitalisation policy continues to exist next to the BCP.

Although the BCP is a national government initiative, it was created as a response to a 
request by the four largest cities in the Netherlands (Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague and 
Utrecht). The underlying objective of the BCP is to create ‘the complete city’. Complete cities are 
cities where everyone feels at home, cities with thriving economies, jobs for jobseekers, pleasant 
living conditions, liveable neighbourhoods, safe streets and an inclusive community.
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Initially, the BCP concentrated on ‘income-neighbourhoods’, or areas that are predominantly 
low-income, and aimed at fighting these concentrations of low-income households. To achieve 
this, the BCP concentrated on restructuring the urban housing market through a tenure change 
at the neighbourhood level: low cost accommodation, mainly in the social-rented sector, had to 
be demolished and replaced by more expensive homes (both social-rented and owner-occupied) 
to create a mix of dwellings and to attract more affluent households to the neighbourhood.

In the second and third stage,4 the aim of the BCP changed from attracting more affluent 
households, to offering better chances for the existing residents to find affordable accommodation 
within the same area, i.e. preventing the need to go to another neighbourhood for finding 
other and better accommodation (Musterd et al., 2003; Van Kempen, 2000). In addition to 
this, the BCP aims to improve safety (objective as well as subjective), the quality of the living 
environment, the social quality of society, and to increase the economic power of cities by 2009.

An important instrument used to achieve the aim of a ‘complete city’, is by approaching 
economic, social and physical policy areas simultaneously and in direct association with each 
other. An integrated approach is considered to lead to the best solution to problems that manifest 
at geographical levels, such as the city and the neighbourhood: ‘The Big Cities Policy and urban 
renewal should be the opportunity to break with the tradition of ‘sector-wise’ working and come 
to solutions in the full social field’ (Gemeente Amsterdam, 1999: 13). These fields are also referred 
to as the ‘three pillars’: the employment and economic pillar, the physical development pillar, 
and the social pillar. Later, a fourth pillar, safety, was added. The employment and economic pillar 
focuses on creating employment, on organising work-training programmes, and on encouraging 
entrepreneurs from ethnic minority groups. The physical development pillar involves improving 
the quality of and access to housing, the workplace and the general living environment. The social 
pillar then focuses on advancing and improving the social infrastructure, by, amongst others, 
reinforcing the position of vulnerable groups, ethnic minorities and/or disadvantaged individuals. 
Finally, the safety pillar was introduced because there is a call for safe environments and because 
safety was considered a major issue that was not addressed accordingly by the former renewal 
plans (see Aalbers et al., 2004). Most of the BCP funds are drawn from existing budgets and 
policies, which have been redirected into the BCP (Priemus et al., 1997).

Although the employment and economic pillar receives most direct BCP money; effectively 
the physical development pillar receives by far the largest sums of investment. This is because 
physical programmes are heavily co-financed by other organisations, such as housing associations. 
In the philosophy of the policy, the urban revitalisation policy is part of the BCP’s physical pillar, 
but the urban revitalisation policy is, in practice, not integrated with the BCP and, contrary to 
the BCP, it is not administered by the Ministry of Internal Affairs (Home Office), but by the 
Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment.

The integrated, decentralised approach in practice: focus on Amsterdam and Utrecht5

Organization
Related to the BCP, Dutch local governments were asked to formulate their visions and strategies 
on how to become a ‘complete city’. In this respect, local policymakers developed multi-year 
development programmes, incorporating a number of measurable goals which function as targets 
within a contract between the municipality and relevant ministries. In addition, the integrated 
character of the BCP on the neighbourhood level had to be included in these programmes.
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According to another contract that is signed between the national government and respective 
municipalities, about EUR 1,806 million and EUR 428 million (respectively EUR 2,4�6 and EUR 
1,642 per capita) was transferred from the national government to the cities of Amsterdam and 
Utrecht respectively between 1999 and 2003. Each city makes its own multi-year development 
programme, and is responsible for dividing the money. Within both cities, about half of the sum 
is targeted for ‘Work and employment’ (pillar 1). The division of the rest of the money differs. 
In Amsterdam, about one-quarter is spent on ‘Physical development’ (pillar 2) and one-quarter 
on the ‘Social infrastructure’ (pillar 3). In Utrecht on the other hand, just one-sixth is allocated 
to the physical pillar, while the rest is allocated to social infrastructure. The level of integration 
between the different pillars is not based on an equal division of money over the three pillars. 
But this alone is not a reason for arguing that the integrated approach is unbalanced. Below, we 
will see there are other reasons for criticizing the integrated philosophy of the BCP.

Another difference between both cities, which may also influence the implementation 
and outcomes of an integrated approach, can be found in the way the policy is implemented 
on the neighbourhood level. This is partly related to the fact that unlike in Utrecht, the City 
of Amsterdam has a decentralised city government structure and elected city district councils. 
Consequently, in Amsterdam, the BCP was ‘translated’ to the district level. Since 1999, the city 
districts have developed and implemented plans after they have been approved of by the central 
city, requiring a new method of working for the central city and the sectors. The districts lodge 
their plans with the ‘Amsterdam Office for the BCP’ [Bureau Grotestedenbeleid], which holds 
responsibility for an integral assessment and a financial review of the plans and takes care of the 
BCP coordination.

Unlike in Amsterdam, in Utrecht this decentralisation process has not taken place. The 
overall BCP Programme is coordinated by the ‘programme-bureau Utrecht’ [Programma Bureau 
Utrecht]. This bureau is responsible for realising the objectives, and renders account to the national 
and local government. Coordinators and project managers from different local departments, who 
are responsible for developing the BCP plans, carry out the actual programme. In doing so, there 
is close cooperation with social partners, who are crucial for a successful progress of the Utrecht 
BCP; as ‘specialists in the field’ they implement a large part of the programmes. However, since 
national budgets are allocated to the different departments, working in an integrated way is 
sometimes challenging. Although local officials, the local government and parties concerned 
on the neighbourhood level are involved in developing neighbourhood-plans and programmes 
in order to appoint which actions should be undertaken, their acquaintance with the objectives 
of the BCP on the neighbourhood level is often limited. To deal with this situation, the local 
programme-bureau works on improving the communication between these different actors. 
Furthermore, every city councillor is involved with one or two particular neighbourhoods in 
order to establish a connection not just within the local departments, but between several sectors 
as well (Gemeente Utrecht, 2002).

Practice
The question now remains if there is a truly integrated (neighbourhood regeneration) approach. 
Interviews with key actors in the cities of Amsterdam and Utrecht suggest there is not one 
integrated policy, but a wide spectrum of policies, channelled through separate funding streams. 
The idea of integration is criticised for being inflexible and fragmented. Several points of critique 
are discussed below.
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First, it can be said that the practice of the Dutch BCP is not one of integration, but one of 
fragmentation and bureaucracy. Where the ‘integration on paper’ of different policies should 
have led to ‘integration in practice’, it has instead led to an extra layer of bureaucracy. A former 
consultant of the Amsterdam city council speaks in this context of ‘middle-management taking 
over’. He argues that a whole layer of ‘middle-managers’ has been introduced to coordinate 
the communication between different layers of government, and between different public and 
private actors. This is not unique to the BCP; middle-management (in the public sector) has 
gained more influence in many other fields. In cities like Amsterdam, with a structure of city 
district councils, the power of middle-managers is not necessarily bigger than in smaller cities 
like Utrecht. The addition of an extra layer of government, without fully mandating discretionary 
power to this layer, has lead to more bureaucracy, longer lines of communication and therefore 
more communication, more meetings and more reports. This potentially also means a longer 
timescale for policies and plans to be communicated and implemented at a local neighbourhood 
level.

Second, and related to the first point, despite the integrated philosophy of the BCP, the 
different policies that are part of it (or, that form it) are still disconnected (e.g., Hulsbergen 
& Stouten, 2001). Likewise, the official advisory council of the Ministry of Housing, Spatial 
Planning and the Environment, the VROM-Raad (2001), concludes that integrated policies 
have not resulted in authentic area-based initiatives because too many local policies share 
more similarities with one another than the differences between these areas would justify. Not 
only local differences in problems, but also local differences between areas in strength and 
opportunities are often ignored (Aalbers et al., 2001). Furthermore, the VROM-Raad not only 
criticises the lack of integration between the different pillars of the BCP, it also criticises the 
fragmentation within pillars, particularly within the social pillar. In this pillar, policies are too 
heavily focused on the integration of different groups, and too little on poverty and exclusion. 
Moreover, policies are project-led, rather than outcome-led. Lastly, although initially Priemus 
and colleagues (1997: 688) feared that “The Big Cities Policy is too heavy on social renewal and too 
light on market-oriented urban renewal”, the VROM-Raad proposes a leading role for the social 
pillar in achieving better integration of the different pillars and policies. In practice, however, 
differentiation of the housing stock is given too much emphasis within physical renewal. Here 
the question arises whether restructuring focuses on present residents or on attracting new 
residents (i.e. households with a stronger socio-economic position). Likewise, although the 
approaches should be integrated, physical and social interventions seem to focus on different 
groups of residents.

The philosophy of the BCP, which speaks of direct lines of communication and money, 
has never been implemented. Tendencies to work within sectors are strongly embedded in the 
organisational structure of Dutch government. Old actors keep on being involved in their stake 
in the BCP, while new actors, like the ‘middle managers’ of City Hall, also demand inclusion. 
The end result is not a true integration of policies, but ‘integration on paper’ and ‘fragmentation 
in practice’.

A third critique on integrated working can be found in the fact that local policy makers, both 
elected city councillors and appointed public officers, complain about the lack of integration of 
policies coming from central government and departments/ministries. According to many of the 
actors involved, it is not a matter of too little money, but too much over-regulated money, which 
results in a lack of freedom. They indicate that this is not a result of the constraints the city 
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district office puts on the money, but of the labelling of so-called integrated funding streams 
from central government and City Hall. Other key actors confirm this:

There is enough money, but the money is so regulated… Amsterdam really has a tendency to directly 
pin down all the money that is provided by The Hague [from the national government] in a little bit 
adaptable from – everything is earmarked. (…) Seventy-six pots of money in the Big Cities Policy. 
Seventy-six pots that all work according to their own rules of the game. (…) That makes one go rather 
crazy. (…) The city district offices don’t even get involved into the matter. It is already divided by 
City Hall. Most of that money doesn’t even enter the city districts. Once the money enters City Hall, 
senior member of the local council A takes a handful and senior member of the local council B takes a 
handful. This is how they divide the money among one each other. And then the city district offices get 
the small pieces that are left… . (…) If the city districts get some of these other pots of money, there is 
only one thing they can do with it, because it is labelled and all the rules are already drawn up. (Ms. K. 
Leenman, former project manager for the renewal of the Bos & Lommer district, in a documentary by 
Rottenberg et al., 2002)

The BCP is not a single funding stream that provides areas with one-off funding based on a set 
of conditions and agreements.

Fourth and last, time constraints may force policymakers to spend the money in a relatively 
short period of time or to spread it over a longer period. Spending money in a short period of 
time may not be possible because some things simply take time, while spreading spending over 
a longer period may withhold policymakers from key investments, for example in pilot projects. 
Also, many (often physical) interventions have a long-term perspective, which can cause social 
problems in the period between the announcement and the implementation of restructuring 
plans (e.g., in the field of maintenance of dwellings and the living environment). Related to this, 
social interventions often have a short-term perspective. In other words, there seems to be too 
little fine-tuning between physical and social interventions. Several policymakers complain that 
it is impossible to switch money from one project, policy or pillar to another one, although they 
firmly believe that is what a truly integrated policy should enable, and is essential in tackling 
problems in the neighbourhood. One conclusion is that the BCP is fragmented and rigid 
instead of integrated and flexible. Another conclusion is that the critique of social scientists on 
policymakers should not so much be directed at local policymakers but at national policymakers.

2.3.2 The United Kingdom
Like the Netherlands, urban policies have existed in the United Kingdom for many years. 
However, it was not until the early 1990s that criticism of previous approaches to halt the 
decline of urban problems really came to the fore. In particular, the Audit Commission urged 
reform of urban policy due to the characteristics of policy generally being a “patchwork quilt of 
complexity” (Audit Commission, 1989). This resulted in a change in the structure and emphasis 
of programmes, the focus of which was the development of new multi-sectoral partnerships first 
in the City Challenge and latterly the Single Regeneration Budget. However, key issues remained 
which lead to a rethinking at national government level. The Labour government elected in 
1997 is often credited for the change in direction of regeneration policy. Urban problems were 
acknowledged to be underpinned by structural elements, together with a lack of coordination 
between different departments and tiers of government. As Tony Blair (1997) stated:
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Getting government to act more coherently is the key… Joined-up problems demand joined-up 
solutions…I described how government itself would have to change if it was to be the solution rather 
than, as is sometimes the case, being part of the problem.

The emphasis had now shifted to ‘joined-up’ government and holistic solutions. The establishment 
of the Social Exclusion Unit (SEU) is widely acknowledged as signifying the government’s 
commitment to more effective regeneration. This encompassed a clear rejection of the notion of 
the ‘underclass’, which had underpinned the social pathology of previous governments, in favour 
of the concept of deprivation and ‘social exclusion’. The resulting initiatives can be seen as an 
attempt to streamline and coordinate programmes and create an emphasis on the targeting of 
resources culminating in a more joined-up approach.

The Social Exclusion Unit and the Neighbourhood Renewal Unit have set the policy 
framework for urban regeneration programmes; the National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal 
(NSNR) is the central device for tackling regeneration nationally. The NSNR aims to ensure 
that communities establish minimum standards and that these standards should within a 10-20 
year timescale ensure that no one is seriously disadvantaged by where they live. The priorities 
are to deliver economic prosperity, safer communities, high quality education, decent housing, 
and better health in the poorest parts of the country and instilling a strong sense of community. 
The NSNR requires every local authority to have a local neighbourhood renewal strategy, which 
is overseen by the Local Strategic Partnerships (LSP), a non-statutory, multi-agency body which 
works with all sectors to address the specific problems within communities.

More recently, the integrated approach can be seen via the White Paper Modernising 
Government published in March 1999. Recognition of the many layers of policies and 
responsibilities and a general lack of coordination necessitated a change in working relationships 
between the central and the local government. The establishment of the Regional Development 
Agencies (RDA’s) symbolised a move toward coordinated regional working and a decentralising 
shift in power, as well as the prioritisation of regeneration as a key focus of activity.

Subsequent national programmes of work have targeted specific areas of the United 
Kingdom, with specific funding pots available for the most deprived areas such as the New Deal 
for Communities programme, (NDC’s). The Indices of Deprivation 20046 are also used to focus 
funding on 88 of the United Kingdom’s most deprived neighbourhoods and housing estates, 
via the Neighbourhood Renewal Fund, which is made available to facilitate changes in the way 
mainstream budgets are used to improve services. Birmingham has received £22 million (EUR 
32 million) per year since 2003/04. It could be argued that the distribution of funding is overly 
reliant on the notion of the scale of deprivation, with the scarcity of resources undermining good 
intentions and the concept of integrated approaches in urban renewal.

The latest initiative towards implementing integrated working, are the Local Area Agreements 
(LAA’s). Such was the impact of the LAA’s on 21 pilot authorities, a national roll out of the 
programme is anticipated in 2007. LAA’s are essentially a compact between central government, 
local authorities, and partnerships, coordinated via the LSP in order to improve public services. 
LAA’s bring together over 100 funding streams and associated targets, with the aim of simplifying 
targets and monitoring. It aims to enable an integrated approach to policy development and 
outcomes and as a result, LAA’s introduce more flexibility and a greater responsive relationship 
between central government and a locality. LAA’s aim to strengthen the delivery of NSNR, and 
develop/enhance identification of local priorities and links to other policies.
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The integrated, decentralised approach in practice: focus on Birmingham

Organization
The Birmingham City Council constitutional governance framework responded to the 
modernising local government agenda mentioned previously. Since the mid 1980s Birmingham 
has provided local access to services via neighbourhood offices and forums and via the Local 
Involvement Local Action process (LILA), with the establishment of ward committees and 
advisory boards supporting local activities and more recently, advising on the allocation of NRF 
at a local level.

Since 2000, Birmingham has embarked upon a programme of devolution and localisation in 
response to the modernising government agenda and local reform, which has been instituted via a 
series of discussion and consultation events. This process of localisation and devolution has rolled 
out across Birmingham where traditional parliamentary constituencies have been repackaged as 
11 district management teams and it is within these districts that the effects of the localisation 
policy can be seen. Some decision-making powers have been devolved to these districts feeding 
into the central city planning procedures, and acting as a focus for local service provision. The 
belief behind this is that smaller districts are more capable of delivering strategies and working 
with communities at a local level and to have a representative face to whom accountability and 
responsibility rests.

With respect to joint working, the Birmingham Strategic Partnership (BSP) provides a 
means to coordinate and facilitates joint working between agencies and therefore secure 
commitment to common goals. It operates on a citywide basis as a family of partnerships 
linking to and accountable for, the delivery of the various actions their members take to deliver 
the city wide Community Strategy and Local Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy. Activities are 
based around themes, such as health, crime, employment, education and housing, community 
safety or population/settings-based such as children and young people or older people. There 
are also specific multi-agency collaborations, which act as expert reference groups, such as the 
Information Sharing Group.

Key to the devolution and localisation agenda has been the utilisation of the newly formed 
district management teams. This has necessitated the BSP working with the eleven district 
management teams in order to set up a network of localised District Strategic Partnerships (DSP). 
Part of this new approach to service delivery, emphasises teamworking across services, focusing 
on the needs of the local community and service users. The DSP have been established to take 
forward the work of the BSP but at a more localised level as well as promoting shared working 
and collaboration at both district and ward level. The DSP are effectively the people in power 
and consist of ward councillors, ward support officers, police, fire, health authority staff, housing, 
education, training, local voluntary sector organisations, as well as community representatives.

In addition, the DSP’s are responsible for producing and implementing a Community Plan 
for their district, which complements the City’s Community Strategy. This plan in turn, becomes 
the overarching strategic document at a district level. The plan seeks to work in partnership with 
existing structures so that when planning services, activities and spending, the priorities identified 
within the plan will be taken into account. In addition, key priorities and actions will demonstrate 
an understanding as to how services, resources, and expertise in the district will be joined-up by 
the DSP on the ground to make a real difference to people’s lives. This will enable local people, 
residents and businesses to have more of a say in the way their services and city are run.
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Practice
This section relies on empirical evidence gathered in two Birmingham estates. The activities, 
which have emerged in both locations, are the result of very different processes and policies 
relating to housing management. Whilst the Central Estates have benefited from a successful 
transfer of housing stock from Birmingham City Council to Optima Community Association in 
1999, the Bromford and Mirfield estates in Hodge Hill are subject to a pilot Community Based 
Housing Organisation (the council’s response to its failed wholesale stock transfer ballot).

Wholesale stock transfer had been seen as vital to the success of the city council as well as for 
the future of housing provision in the city. Firstly, there were associated problems with backlog 
of outstanding repairs and structural problems with its stock, as well as associated problems 
relating to resources. Professor Power led the ‘Independent Commission into the Future of 
Council Housing in Birmingham’ in 2002. The report recommended that the city council create 
3� Community Based Housing Organisations (CBHO) to deliver housing management with strong 
community participation (Power Review, 2002). Instead the city council has implemented a four-
year programme of devolution to CBHO’s, with a roll out approach to focus on specific districts 
each year; the Hodge Hill District, being one of two pathfinders in 2003/04 (BCC, 2003a; 
2003b). The city council has also aimed to ensure the CBHO’s fit within the citywide political 
devolution process and localisation plans; this envisaged control of housing budgets provisions as 
well as local service delivery for contracts and repairs.

The CBHO’s are intended to give local communities a greater say in the management of 
their homes and can allow tenants to decide just how much say and how much direct control 
they want; so a CBHO can take a number of forms, depending upon how much tenants want 
to control. However, there is a belief that devolution and the changing of the administration 
of the city council, has led to a change in how regeneration and the community is perceived by 
councillors. This has not come without its downfalls for both estates. In the Central Estates the 
perception is that the city is no longer interested in the regeneration of communities, therefore 
estates have been ‘left to get on with it’, whilst in Hodge Hill, there is concern that the reasons 
for choosing this particular area for the CBHO as a result of the failed stock transfer bid, are 
being lost. As such, the specific issues relating to the housing stock and its management are 
being reviewed and the concern is that the decision to have the CBHO could be reversed by the 
new administration.

Regardless of the relatively recent movement towards a CBHO, which is housing led, there 
have been relatively few other initiatives or policies to have impacted upon the area. Therefore 
it could be argued that the Hodge Hill estates lack the commitment from the city council for 
regeneration to be on an inclusive basis.

Interviews with key stakeholders in Birmingham, would suggest integrated working does 
not occur across the whole of the city council. There are a number of factors, not least relating 
to the councils makeup and size of the city. However, it is hoped that devolution will facilitate 
increased integrated working with key service providers, although this process is at an early stage 
of development and will need to be revisited. The consensus at present is that the City Council’s 
administration is too inflexible as there are “certain councillors in specific areas, who tend to do what 
they want and are just not interested in communities and neighbourhoods” (personal communication 
with stakeholder, Hodge Hill, August 200�).

The two case study estates fall within three of the newly created districts. Whilst the Hodge 
Hill estates of Bromford and Mirfield both fall within the Hodge Hill district; the Central 
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Estates in Attwood Green, managed by Optima Community Association, fall within two 
districts and therefore are part of two district strategic partnerships (Edgbaston and Ladywood).

The key issues impacting on regeneration in the estates are related to the framework of the 
districts, the DSP and their objectives. Whilst the city retains its strategic direction, the shift 
towards the district structure necessitates a local interpretation and interpretation of city plans. 
This creates problems relating to competing priorities resulting in a fragmented approach 
towards regeneration and renewal across the city and with a loss of common goals.

The effect of the DSP priorities will impact more within the Central Estates, due to it 
being covered by two districts. Table 2.2 identifies each DSP priorities and suggests those in 
one area are locally based and therefore not contiguous across areas. There is concern therefore 
that policies implemented in one part of an estate or area are not integrated with policies in a 
different DSP area; hence creating conflict.

The number of partners involved can create problems regarding accountability and ownership of 
priorities, targets, and action plans. Two DSP’s across one estate thereby equates to two sets of 
partners and partnerships; more communication issues, bureaucracy and middle management. In 
the context of one estate’s work programme, Optima, the duplicity of partners creates operational 
problems when bidding for funding. Monitoring has to be in place and strict assurances given 
that one ward’s allocation of funding is not used in the other.

Within Hodge Hill, approaches are seen to be too ad hoc, with policies usually based on 
thematic principles i.e. crime or safety. In this area, the lack of regeneration activity is as a result 
of insufficient regeneration policies on the ground. It is not necessarily the case that approaches 
are not integrated – there are just too few of them to make a difference. This lack of regeneration 
activity is therefore a deficiency of the city in practicing integrated regeneration across the city.

However, whilst it would appear there is evidence of partnership working at a local level 
on the Central Estates by virtue of regular meetings of a crime and safety party, the overall 
operational problems connected with policing a vast estate like the Central Estates, have become 
apparent. Whilst the Central Estates bridge two DSP’s on a strategic housing level, they also 

Table 2.2 Competing priorities? Community Planning Priorities within District’s Strategic 
Partnerships

Community Priorities (Plan) District Strategic Partnerships

Edgbaston Ladywood Hodge Hill

The Central Estates, Attwood Green  
(Optima Community Association)

Bromford and Mirfield 
Estates, Hodge Hill

Young people 1 4 4
Crime/safety/ASB 2 1 1
Environment 3 2 2
Health 4 3 3
Culture/leisure 5 - -
Housing/management 6 5 2
Education/employment - 6 4

Source: Adapted from the District Community plans (Edgbaston Constituency 2005; Ladywood Constituency 2004; and Hodge 
Hill Constituency 2004)
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bridge three police operational command units, meaning, three different Chief Inspectors and 
three different approaches towards policing/community safety across the estate patch. The 
prioritisation of the regeneration of these estates can give rise to concerns as to the perceived 
problem areas being labelled as such. The resulting stigmatisation and potential psychological 
effects can be long lasting, and whilst prioritisation does lead to benefits for the estate concerned, 
there can be a danger regeneration or coordination in one area leading to a lack of focus in other 
areas. Strategies to join up certain service areas can lead to others becoming more disintegrated 
or disrupted.

Another point of critique is related to community engagement. Despite the government 
requirement for community engagement within the preparation of community plans, community 
networks feel they have been under-engaged in this process. An example of this involves the 
Ladywood community plan process, where the district community plan’s priorities were not 
consistent with those identified by the community-planning event.

This is perhaps an example of where theory and practice relating to DSP’s and integrated 
approaches is inconsistent and requires a greater degree of participation by people affected 
in local areas or in the long term the DSP won’t reach them. It should “provide meaningful 
engagement where the community can express a wish or desire to influence networks and influence those 
decision makers and those in power” (personal communication, resident, August 200�).

In short, in the UK context, despite the plethora of policies and initiatives aimed at the 
renewal of urban areas, many policies have remained focused thematically such as health, 
housing, or education, highlighting the overall rhetoric of joined-up government. However, 
unlike the Dutch Big Cities Policy, there is no overarching or comprehensive policy framework 
and funding mechanism for cities in the UK. Instead independent initiatives are brought 
together ad hoc but with central government regulation to ensure their aims are taken forward.

The Birmingham case studies have demonstrated the ideals surrounding integrated policies 
and holistic regeneration are warmly received and recognised, by community actors, DSP’s, city 
councillors. However, efforts need to be made to ensure inclusion and a holistic approach on an 
estate-by-estate basis.

Empirical evidence would suggest that the notion of utilising District Strategic Partnerships as 
a means of enabling integrated approaches is in its infancy in Birmingham as a whole. Perhaps 
this is best demonstrated in the words of one resident and worker within the community sector 
who stated:

Integrated approaches and holistic regeneration should be about everybody coming together, all 
people, all residents and service providers, with partnership arrangements to join up housing, 
social economic, environmental, leisure, transport, health etc, and tie the whole thing into place. 
They should all be seen as being pieces of a jigsaw, which need to fit neatly together. That should 
be the vision for holistic regeneration and integrated working – the light at the end of the tunnel 
for these estates (Personal communication, resident/community worker, August 200�)

2.4 Conclusions

In the 1990s, in many European countries it became clear that traditional sectoral policies were 
not sufficient to deal with the complexity of urban problems. To counter this, many countries 
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have implemented new initiatives that involve a multifaceted, integrated approach to the 
problems inherent in many urban neighbourhoods. Related to the introduction of this integrated 
approach, an increasing number of European governments have started fighting against problems 
in deprived urban areas through area-based initiatives. On the basis of empirical research, which 
has been undertaken in large post-WWII urban neighbourhoods in the Netherlands and the 
United Kingdom, this paper focused on the ‘integrated’ aspect of area-based policies, looking 
specifically at how the integrated approach works in practice and how the different aspects 
(social, physical, economic) of the policy are interrelated.

First, and in contrast to the trend of introducing an integrated approach in policymaking in 
numerous European countries, such as the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, it seems that 
tendencies to work within a single sector are still strongly embedded in the organisation of most 
governments. Despite the overall rhetoric of joined-up government, administrative cultures and 
organisational divisions and practices tend toward the maintenance of a sectoral status quo and in 
many cases the retention of authority at central government level; existing policy-actor networks 
use their possibilities to restrain from ‘real’ changes, and adopt discourse changes into existing 
practices. It appears that some area-based initiatives claiming to be using integrated methods are 
not, and ‘integration’ is on occasion a term not implemented, but only used by policymakers.

The philosophy of the Dutch Big Cities Policy for example, which speaks of direct lines of 
communication and money, has never been implemented. Old actors retain their stake in the 
BCP, while new actors also want to be included. National government earmarks most of the 
funding; aldermen divide the remaining pieces of the pie. Next, middle-management in local 
authorities adds an additional layer of bureaucracy and regulation. The end result is not a true 
integration of policies, but ‘integration on paper’ and ‘fragmentation in practice’ – bureaucracy 
and inflexibility amount. It also appears that this notion of an integrated approach is in its 
infancy in Birmingham as a whole. Findings show that the idea of integrated working via the 
District Strategic Partnerships is wholly un-provided for, un-resourced in both the financial and 
time sense and generally suffers from a lack of power devolved to those on the ground in order 
to ensure integrated or joined-up approaches works. Apparently, integrated approaches form an 
additional layer of policy rather than the baseline design and delivery of all programmes. It turns 
out to be difficult to really get main programmes to develop in an integrated and coordinated 
way. One of the critiques is that governments only achieve integration through additional 
initiatives.

In addition we have found that there is an unbalanced relationship between policies that 
focus on physical interventions and those that focus on social interventions. Since social 
interventions often have a short-term perspective, there seems to be too little fine-tuning 
between physical and social interventions. Policies tend to focus primarily on economic or 
physical issues so that social aspects are under represented. Here, a lack of communication can 
be seen as an important influencing factor. Furthermore, and related to the previous remark, the 
question arises whether restructuring focuses on present residents or on attracting new residents 
(i.e. households with a stronger socio-economic position). Although the approaches should be 
integrated, physical and social interventions seem to focus on different groups of residents.

In conclusion, it can be said that integrated approaches may work internally within 
organisations. Problems exist, however, when trying to work across boundaries; externalising 
these approaches to other areas, estates, and potential partners might result in problems. The 
philosophy of integrated initiatives – that dealing with the physical, economic and social aspects 
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together will lead to the most effective solution – is flawed because it ignores the complexity 
and the path-dependency of administrative organisations and cultures. It is a philosophy 
therefore, not a means of working. Integrating different modes of governance is not easy and it 
takes more than a philosophy to achieve actual integration of different policies and their related 
policy cultures and practices. Integrating policy takes a long time not just to set up, but also to 
manage, action and deliver. This necessitates resources but above all commitment to a common 
goal, a common outcome and as a result needs strong leadership and networking skills. Ideally, 
integrated working should encompass combined budgets; leading to the loss of duplicity found 
within urban polices and service delivery now.
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Notes
1 Large housing estates can be defined as estates built in the second half of the 20th century that consist of 

groups of at least 2,000 housing units and are recognized as distinct and geographical areas, planned by the 
state or with support from the state.

2 The information is partly derived from an empirical research study, which is part of a European research 
project (RESTATE). RESTATE is the acronym for: Restructuring Large Housing Estates in European 
Cities: Good Practices and New Visions for Sustainable Neighbourhoods and Cities. For more information 
on this project, see www.restate.geo.uu.nl.

3 The BCP knows three stages: GSB I was carried out between 199� and 1999; GSB II between 1999 and 2004, 
and recently GSB III has been implemented and will run till 2009.

4 This section draws heavily on Aalbers et al. (2004) and Van Beckhoven and Aalbers (200�).
� The Indices of deprivation 2004, enables government and authorities to identify the most deprived areas and 

identify the pockets of deprivation that were previously masked by more affluent areas surrounding them. 
Seven domains are used, compiled from 37 topics, and have a high geographic detail.
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Abstract
In modern forms of urban governance besides the local government, more partners are often 
involved in urban regeneration and ‘public-private partnerships’ are formed more frequently. 
PPPs are part of the ‘environment of actors’, which is formed by the actors involved in the 
urban regeneration field, the role of these actors and their share of power. PPPs can differ on 
a spectrum from weak (the decision rights, costs and risks are concentrated in one actor in the 
PPP) to strong (decision rights, costs and risks are shared between various actors). In this paper 
PPPs in a power-balanced situation (the Netherlands) and in a power-unbalanced situation 
(Spain) are examined. Differences in both environments of actors are explained by a different 
level of welfare state, a different tradition of democracy and differences in the general context of 
urban regeneration. In these different environments of actors different forms of PPP are formed. 
These differences are examined and explained in this paper.

Keywords: Urban regeneration, public-private partnership, Spain, the Netherlands

3.1 Introduction

Problems concerning deprivation and segregation are a known feature of many urban 
neighbourhoods in Europe. Many feel that these neighbourhoods are in need of intervention. 
In order to do so, urban regeneration1 projects are set up, aiming at decreasing social, economic 
and/or physical problems. Traditionally the (local) government has been the main actor in 
regeneration projects. However, in the 1990s urban government faced a movement towards more 
differentiated forms of governance, more sectors were getting involved in governing activities 
and decisions: urban government became urban governance. Urban governance includes areas 
such as social welfare, environmental protection, education and physical planning and shows 
innovations in terms of co-regulation, co-steering, co-production, cooperative management and 
public-private partnerships on national, regional and local levels (Kooiman, 1993). One practice 
that has become common all over Europe is the creation of public-private partnerships (PPPs).



48

Not in every country and in every urban regeneration project a PPP is easily formed and 
functions the way it was expected. This paper aims at identifying differences in the formation 
and practice of PPPs and tries to understand and explain these differences. A comparative study 
of PPPs in the Netherlands and Spain is conducted. Most recent writing suggests that there are 
two general reasons for undertaking international comparative research in the social science: (1) 
the furtherance of explanatory and predictive theory, and (2) the understanding and transfer of 
policy from one country to another (Counch et al., 2003). The comparison in this paper is mainly 
related to the first reason.

Various forms of PPPs appear as urban policy differs through time, urban regeneration 
projects differ, various actors can be involved and power between actors is shared differently. 
The central question of this paper concerns which type of PPP can be formed in which type of 
environment. To answer this question the formation and practice of PPPs in urban regeneration 
projects in two different backgrounds is examined. PPPs in the Netherlands, a northern 
European country with a developed welfare state and a relative old democracy, are compared 
with PPPs in Spain, a relative young democracy in the south of Europe with a less developed 
welfare state. The Dutch case is analysed as an example of a situation where power is shared 
more or less equally between actors. The Dutch case study concerns the PPP in Hoogravens’ 
Heart in the city of Utrecht. The second background concerns the unbalanced situation in Spain 
where power is concentrated instead of divided between more actors. The Spanish case study is 
formed by the PPP in Ciutat Vella, the old city centre of Barcelona.

An urban regeneration project consists of various phases. This paper focuses on the 
first phases, in which initiative, design of schemes and development are central (thus, the 
implementation phase is not examined). Actors important in the first phases highlighted in 
this study, are: (1) the government, (2) owners of public houses (housing associations) and (3) 
developers (public and private). Other actors, such as the inhabitants and builders can play a role 
in the first phases, but are disregarded in this paper.

The next section elaborates the term ‘public-private partnership’ and goes in depth on the 
central question. It is also discussed why the environment of actors is more power balanced in 
the Netherlands than it is in Spain. To understand and explain the differences in the formation 
and practice of PPPs in both countries, knowledge concerning the urban regeneration contexts 
and the environment of actors are important. Section 3.3 describes and compares these urban 
regeneration contexts in Spain and in the Netherlands. How this context influences the 
environment of actors, is elaborated in section 3.4. Section 3.� concerns the formation and 
practice of PPPs in Spain and the Netherlands. In the conclusions the causes of the differences 
in the formation and practice of PPPs will be cleared.

3.2 Theoretical background

In this paper the term public-private partnership is classified as an institutionalised form of co-
operation between government and one or more private partners in a project with common 
interests via a distribution of decision rights, costs and risks (Centraal Plan Bureau, 2001). A PPP 
is characterised by common responsibility; the final result for every individual partner strongly 
depends on the action of the other partners involved in the project.
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The term partnership belongs to a broader family of network concepts used in recent academic 
literature on urban policymaking and implementation. For example, a particular organisation 
unit of local government may join other actors in a coalition to develop a policy to solve a 
particular problem. This coalition may be just an ad hoc arrangement for one particular occasion 
(“an issue network”) or it may be an element of a long-term strategy for a set of actors (“a policy 
community”) (Elander 2002; Rhodes 1986). Sometimes policies in a particular city may even be 
identified as the product of an enduring urban regime (Stone, 1989), which might be labelled an 
enduring partnership for urban governance.

In the literature, four sets of arguments in favour of partnership are commonly put forth: 
synergy, transformation, budget enlargement and capacity enlargement (Mackintosh, 1992; Bailey et 
al., 199�; Hastings, 1996; Elander, 2002; Friedrichs & Vranken, 2001). According to Mackintosh 
(1992), synergy is the additional benefit gained when two or more partners act together to attain 
a common goal. Synergy is realised in the form of an increased profit for the private-sector 
participant and in producing new resources to advance the social goals of the public-sector 
partner. This dimension of synergy is thought of as resource synergy (Hastings 1996). Combining 
different perspectives creates not only the potential to realise additional profit or added value, 
but also forge an innovative set of policies or solutions. Hastings conceives this type of synergy 
as policy synergy; a process by which new insights or solutions are produced out of the differences 
between partners.

The second argument is formed by Mackintosh’s model of transformation; a process 
whereby partners seek to change or challenge the aims and operating cultures of other partners. 
Partnerships are vehicles through which the private sector can ‘shake up’ the public sector, thus 
bringing about more streamlined decision-making or a more entrepreneurial way of working, 
and a simultaneously mechanism whereby the public and voluntary sectors challenge the private 
sector to adopt more ‘social’ objectives, less driven by short term gain. Hastings (1996) divides 
transformation in two types; uni-directional transformation and mutual transformation. In the first 
model a battle of change occurs, which involves an unequal power relation, in which, crucially 
one or all parties are unwilling to change. The public sector is ‘reformed’ against its will and, 
to a lesser degree, the private sector is forced to develop more social objectives. The second 
process, the mutual transformation, is characterised by less conflictive relationships. Each partner 
might be willing to accept the need to change itself, as well as aspire to learn as well as to teach 
(Hastings, 1996). The two processes can be distinguished by the balance of power between 
partners and by the outcome of the process.

The third argument in favour of partnership is budget enlargement, which concerns the 
objective of raising more money by trying to obtain additional support from a third partner. 
Today such arrangements are common, in both national and EU context (Elander, 2002). Thus 
by showing a will to cooperate, two or more partners might gain additional support from central 
government or the EU, thereby making their budgets larger, unlike a situation where each of 
them would have acted in isolation (Mackintosh, 1992).

The fourth argument ‘capacity enlargement’ is related to an increase of challenges of 
local governments and a need for more capacity. In general, local governments have more 
responsibilities in a narrower financial framework. To cope with this, responsibilities are spread 
among various intergovernmental, voluntary and private sectors. Public-private partnerships are 
formed to realize major development projects that would otherwise be unfeasible (Friedrichs & 
Vranken, 2001).
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In this paper the formation and practice of a PPP is put into relation with the distribution of 
power between actors. Actors active in urban regeneration form the environment of actors. In 
this environment power can be shared in different ways, mainly depending on the developments 
and characteristics of the context of urban regeneration. The context of urban regeneration forms 
the framework for all regeneration activities and is related to two factors: (1) the composition 
of the housing market and (2) (urban and housing) policy. Urban policy is related to urban 
problems, as it sets up conditions for the carrying out of projects and determines the general 
aim of urban regeneration. Policy can directly influence actors as well, by determining conditions 
concerning their activities or PPP.

The role of a private actor in urban regeneration for example depends on the context of 
urban regeneration in general. Furthermore, its market-strategy, its organisation, the diversity 
of its activities and the phase of involvement and power in a regeneration project are important. 
The role of government depends mainly on urban (or regeneration) policy. In the next section, 
the context of urban regeneration is discussed in more depth.

In this paper a comparison is made of the formation of PPPs in Spain, an unbalanced situation, 
and the Netherlands, a more or less balanced situation. In this comparison the level of the welfare 
state and the level of urban governance within a country are important influencing factors.

The absence of a strong welfare state has to be taken into account when Spain is compared 
with other European countries, like the Netherlands (see Navarro, 2000; Pareja et al., 2004). 
In contrast with Spain, the Netherlands is a generous welfare state, which was constructed 
after WWII in order to promote, among other things, equity between citizens. According to 
Walliser (2003), in countries where the welfare state is less developed, the level of consensus 
between different actors is lower than in countries with a high level of welfare state. This agrees 
with Akkerman’s (2003) description of the Netherlands as a country with a strong consensual 
tradition. This level of consensus is related to the division of power between the government and 
other actors; in Spain, the government is present more emphatically in urban politics than in 
the Netherlands where, especially urban policy, has a more technical character (Walliser, 2003). 
This, related to the high level of consensus in the Netherlands, results in a divers environment of 
actors where power is shared with different private and public actors. The Dutch environment of 
actors can be characterised as more balanced than the Spanish environment.

A second difference between Spain and the Netherlands affecting the formation of PPPs is 
related to the tradition of democracy. In a young democracy, the idea of actively involving actors 
in public policy making, sharing responsibilities and power is relatively new (Van Beckhoven et 
al., 2004). This may explain why the relative young democracy of Spain has little experience with 
the formation of PPPs. In the more developed democracy of the Netherlands, the involvement 
of private actors has been a central aim in, amongst others, urban policy for several years. Since 
the 1990s responsibilities of the Dutch government have been transferred to other public and 
private actors (e.g., increased responsibility of housing associations). Therefore more actors 
have been involved in, for example urban regeneration projects. Likewise, more experience with 
forming PPPs has been gained. The Dutch environment of actors is therefore more various and 
power has been shared more equally compared to the environment of actors in the relative young 
democracy of Spain.
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As mentioned above, a PPP is characterised as a cooperation of government and private actors 
via the share of decision rights, costs and risks. PPPs can differ on a spectrum from weak to 
strong PPPs. The term ‘strong PPP’ is used for a partnership in which decision rights, costs 
and risks are equally shared amongst actors involved. In a ‘weak PPP’ decision rights, costs and 
risks are concentrated in one actor. The central question addressed in this paper reads as follows: 
Which type of PPPs are formed in which type of environment of actors? The paper tries to pay 
attention to performances of these PPPs as well, however caution is warranted when trying to 
explain the effects of regeneration partnerships (Bailey et al 199�: 221). Therefore, this paper will 
look at performances in the process of the PPP.

Methodology
To answer the central question, two case studies will be analysed. The method of case studies 
is chosen for its ability to take account of a large amount of local detail at the same time as 
generally comparable information. Another argument for the use of case studies is formed by the 
flexibility of case studies in practice (Masser, 1986: 14). The carrying out of only two case studies 
makes generalisation however difficult.

In Spain, a case study of the first initiative of public-private partnership in the country is 
studied: Procivesa (Quaderns, 2001). Procivesa is the partnership in the regeneration project of 
Ciutat Vella, the old centre of Barcelona. To gain insight in the role of actors in Spain, interviews 
with key-persons in this regeneration project were held and memorandums were examined. 
With respect to the situation in the Netherlands, a regeneration projects in the city of Utrecht 
will be discussed: Hoogravens’ Heart. Interviews with key persons and memorandums of the 
project have been analysed.2

3.3 Urban regeneration contexts

As stated in the previous section, the context of urban regeneration is of influence on the division 
of power in the environment of actors and on the formation and carrying out of a PPP. It was 
also stated that this context is formed by the composition of the housing market and (urban and 
housing) policy. For both countries, these two components are elaborated in this section.

One of the main differences between the Spanish and the Dutch housing market is found 
in the tenure structure. In 2001, the Spanish housing stock mainly belonged to the owner-
occupied sector (81 per cent), 11 per cent was rented (mainly private) and 8 per cent was classified 
as ‘other’ (neither purchased nor rented) (Censo, 20013). Within the owner-occupied sector 
two types of dwellings are found; free market dwellings and Officially Protected Dwellings 
(Vivienda de Protección Oficial, VPO). Dwellings of the last type are public dwellings with 
a postponed ownership4. Besides the small rental sector, the scarcity of dwellings available for 
low-income households is a peculiar characteristic of the Spanish housing market. In contrast, 
in 2001 the Dutch owner-occupied sector was only little larger than the rented sector (�3 per 
cent and 47 per cent respectively) (ABF Woningvoorraadbestand). The Dutch rental sector is not 
only attractive for low-income households but also for middle- and high-income households. 
Lately things seem to change however, as the owner-occupied sector is increasing at the expense 
of the social-rented sector. Moreover, Van Kempen and Priemus (2002) argue that the rental 
sector is becoming more and more the domain of low-income households. Housing demand 
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in the Netherlands is high, especially in the Randstad�, and the production of new dwellings is 
concentrated more and more on the owner-occupied sector (e.g., Ministry of Housing, Spatial 
Planning & Environment, 1998; www.cbs.nl, visited in July 2004).

The second component influencing the context of urban regeneration concerns urban policy. 
In Spain urban regeneration has never been addressed directly by the national government’s 
urban policy. Nevertheless, the central government is active in drawing up Housing Programs. 
These stress the importance of increasing housing affordability and accessibility for low-income 
groups (Kruythoff & Pareja, 2000). In the most recent Housing Plan (Plan de Choque7) urgent 
measures are taken to improve accessibility to the housing market. These measures include the 
stimulation of the rental sector and the development of more VPO dwellings. Since the start 
of the decentralisation process in Spain around 197�, policy at a local level has become more 
important. Hence, urban policy, including regeneration policy, is established by the Autonomous 
Communities.8

In contrast to Spain, the Dutch central government plays a more active role in policy 
concerning urban regeneration. In 1994, The Big Cities Policy was implemented and in 1997 a 
white paper on urban regeneration was drawn up. The Big Cities Policy stresses the importance 
of the ‘complete city’; a city fulfilling the high demands from inhabitants, companies and visitors. 
This policy is based on an integrated approach; economic, social and physical policy fields 
(‘pillars’) are merged. Lately, the policy has been extended by a fourth pillar: safety. The financial 
instrument for the Big Cities Policy consists of the Investment Budget for Urban Renewal. This 
budget grants subsidies to local governments to invest in urban renewal and stimulates them to 
cooperate with private partners in urban regeneration projects.

In Spain, urban regeneration is primarily addressed to improve housing conditions 
in deprived areas. In the Netherlands on the other hand, the urban regeneration policy aims 
to differentiate the urban housing stock, particularly within those neighbourhoods with a 
large number of dwellings in the social-rented sector.9 At this moment most problems are 
concentrated in neighbourhoods, which were built after the Second World War, between 194� 
and 1971 (Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning & Environment, 1997).

In the Netherlands a large amount of dwellings are being developed at the moment at 
the Vinex-locations10. In the latest white paper on planning11, the Dutch national government 
announced to realise new dwellings, besides these locations outside the city, mainly in the 
‘existing cities’. Furthermore, six national urban networks with their own economic character 
are appointed, where the increasing urbanisation can be concentrated. Within these networks, 
amongst others, urban regeneration is an important item (www.regering.nl, visited in April 
2004).

3.4 The environment of actors

In section 3.2, differences in the balance of power in Spanish and Dutch environments of actors 
were explained by differences in the level of welfare state and the tradition of democracy. In this 
section the actors involved in urban regeneration in both countries and their roles are described.

Spain has three levels of government; the national government, the autonomous community 
government and the local government.12 The local government mostly takes the initiative in 
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regeneration projects. It is the main actor involved in the design of urban plans, regeneration 
schemes and it is often the leader and manager of regeneration projects.

Developers are indispensable in regeneration projects to develop dwellings. There are two 
kinds of developers active in the residential sector of Spain; private and public developers. Private 
developers mainly develop houses in the free market, whereas public developers are organisations 
usually related to the Autonomous Community or the municipality and mainly develop VPO 
dwellings. Spanish Housing Programmes subsidise both types of developers13 (mainly through 
interest rate subsidies of loans) if the dwellings fulfil several requirements such as floor space or 
maximum selling price. The conditions of these VPO dwellings hamper profit making for private 
developers (Pareja, 1999). An example is found in the selling-prices, which are insufficient to 
cover even land costs. Consequently, most private developers are not interested in developing 
these VPO dwelling. Besides private developers, other private parties such as banks or insurance 
companies are scarcely involved in regeneration projects in Spain.

In the first phase of Dutch urban regeneration projects three actors are of main interest; the 
local government, the housing association and the developer. Although the involvement of the 
local government in social housing is decreasing in favour of the responsibilities of the housing 
associations, this actor still plays an important role in urban regeneration. Local government 
often decides which neighbourhoods are regenerated and is always involved in drawing up 
schemes for regeneration projects. In most regeneration projects the local government plays the 
role of the director of the project.

In contrast to Spain most dwellings in regeneration-areas in the Netherlands belong 
to the social-rented sector. As housing associations own a large part of these dwellings, they 
are important in the Dutch regeneration context. Together with the local government, the 
housing association is often the initiator of a regeneration project. Housing associations 
possess some important trumps in the Dutch regeneration context (Stuurgroep Experimenten 
Volkshuisvesting, 1999); they have a large knowledge about the local housing market, they 
stay involved in the neighbourhood after the regeneration and they have contact with the 
inhabitants. Since the nineties the relation between the government and the housing association 
has changed14. Housing associations have become less controlled by the government and can be 
seen as fairly independent landlords, combining market activities with a social task (Dieleman, 
1996). Since housing associations do not receive financial support they have become more 
sensitive to market forces. Lately housing associations are becoming larger organisations with a 
stronger financial position, as a result of mergers (Van Kempen & Priemus, 2002). Their field of 
activity has become more diverse1�. Besides owning and managing the social housing stock, some 
housing associations also became active in developing dwellings. The role of housing associations 
in the urban regeneration context is often seen as initiator, financier, manager (mostly with other 
actors) and more and more as developer (mostly of social dwellings).

The third (possible, not indispensable) actor active in Dutch regeneration projects is the 
private developer. The activities of developers concern the development, redevelopment and 
sometimes also building of dwellings and other types of real estate. The most important reason 
for involvement in regeneration projects is to obtain profit. Developers want to be involved in 
these projects since it is known as ‘the challenge of the future’ (the area where most building 
and development activity will take place in the future) (Buildingbusiness, December 2000). 
Developers are aware that experience with regeneration is important to maintain their activity in 
the field of developing and building residential dwellings (Berenschot 2002). A developer needs 
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to convince the indispensable actors – the local government and the housing association- of 
their added value in regeneration projects, which are said to be (Van Boxmeer, 2001; Keicentrum, 
2001): (1) the knowledge and vision of the housing market; (2) the organisation power and the 
power to accelerate the process; (3) creativeness in solutions and ways to earn money and, (4) to 
identify, take over and power the financial risks.

The role of a developer partly depends on the phase of the project in which their involvement 
starts. If they are involved early, they can be involved in the design of the scheme. Due to their 
diverse experience and knowledge they can also be involved in measures concerning for example 
green areas and transport -apart from the conventional development of dwellings (mostly in the 
ownership sector at a medium and high price-level). Since housing associations are increasing 
their knowledge concerning the development of dwellings and increasing their financial capacity, 
the role of a developer is likely to change. Besides the role of investor and developer the role of 
process-manager and provider of creative solutions in regeneration projects is expected to gain 
importance (Van Boxmeer, 2001).

The role of actors compared
The formation and carrying out of PPPs partly depends on the role of actors in the urban 
regeneration context. Therefore, the role of actors in both countries is compared, based on their 
role in the urban regeneration process.

Since the Spanish public housing stock is very small, no actor similar to the -in the 
Netherlands important- housing association exists in Spain. In both Spain and the Netherlands 
the local government is, with a few exceptions, always involved. Generally in both cases the local 
government can be seen as the initiator and director of the regeneration process. The role of 
the developer is totally different in both countries. In the Netherlands no public developers, 
like in Spain exist. At least not anymore, as public housing used to be developed by local 
governments. Four prime differences between private developers in Spain and the Netherlands 
are distinguished (Van Boxmeer, 2002). The first one is ‘market-strategy’; to maintain their 
activity in the field of development and building of residential dwellings, Dutch developers need 
to gain position in building plots in the ‘existing city’. Whereas in Spain, urban regeneration 
and future work for developers are less related. The second difference can be seen with respect to 
‘organisation’; in the Netherlands some developers who recognise the importance of regeneration 
start (or started) a special division devoted to developments in regeneration areas. For Spanish 
developers it is not common to start such divisions. Thirdly, the ‘diversity of activities’ can be 
mentioned; the role of a private developer in the Netherlands can be more diverse than the 
role of their colleagues in Spain. In the Netherlands they can be involved in designing urban 
plans, financing the project and measures concerning public space, commercial sites, dwellings, 
infrastructure and other measures. In comparison to Spanish developers, their role is not only 
focussed on the development of dwellings. And the final difference exists in the field of ‘phase of 
involvement’; as their role can be more diverse, developers in the Netherlands can be involved at 
an earlier phase in the project than their colleagues in Spain.

The differences mentioned here can partly be explained from the differences in possibilities 
to make profit in Dutch and Spanish regeneration projects. The aim of regeneration in the 
Netherlands is to mix the housing stock in a neighbourhood, often resulting in demolition of 
social housing and rebuilding of more expensive houses. The development of these new dwellings 
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is interesting for private developers. In Spanish regeneration projects social dwellings are rebuilt, 
which hamper private developers in making profit.

Share of power
In Spain few actors are involved in urban regeneration. Most power is concentrated with the 
local government. The Dutch environment of actors is more diverse. In addition to the housing 
associations and local government, which play an important role in the Dutch regeneration field, 
some private developers in the Netherlands are involved as well. As a result of decentralisation 
of governmental power, the housing association’s power in the environment of actors increased 
giving them opportunities to develop more roles – initiator, financier, manager, developer- in 
urban regeneration. The division of power between housing association and local government is 
-more or less- balanced. Although private developers have not enjoyed much power up till now, 
this is likely to increase (Van Boxmeer, 2001). The share of power and responsibilities between 
actors forms the base for how public-private partnerships are formed and materialised.

3.5 Public-private partnerships

A progressive partnership in Barcelona: Procivesa
In the old city centre of Barcelona ‘Ciutat Vella’ regeneration has taken place since 1987 when 
an Integral Rehabilitation Plan was approved. The district was characterised by an ageing and 
decreasing population. Residents with a relative high income left the district and were replaced 
by immigrants with few financial resources. The district has a medieval urban structure with a 
low quality housing stock in high densities. The regeneration program focuses on the creation of 
urban diversity, the maintenance of population in the area and the construction and rehabilitation 
of dwellings.

In 1988 Procivesa (PROmoció Ciutat Vella), a company devoted to complete and manage 
the urban regeneration project of Ciutat Vella, was formed (capacity enlargement). Procivesa is 
seen as the first partnership in a Spanish urban regeneration project (Quaderns, 2001). Although 
Procivesa is controlled by the local government, it enjoys considerable freedom in managing 
the project of Ciutat Vella (Van Boxmeer, 2002). Procivesa is a ‘sociedad de economia mixta’; 
a semi-public company. The initial capital (17 million euros) is partly formed by public funds 
(61 per cent; of which �4 per cent by the local government of Barcelona and 7 per cent per cent 
by the provincial government) and 39 per cent is formed by private capital (banks, the parking 
company SABA and EUR a private developer). In a later stage, the European Union also 
financed the regeneration process. Procivesa managed these subsides as well. Both EUR (the 
private developer) and SABA (the parking company) developed car parks. It is asserted that 
these parties are only interested in profitable subprojects in the regeneration project of Ciutat 
Vella (Van Boxmeer, 2002). The role of other developers in the urban regeneration project is 
limited to the final phase of the project.

The Spanish government obligates the ending of a ‘sociedad de economía mixta’ after 14 
years. In 1999 Procivesa stopped and Foment de Ciutat Vella S.A., its successor, was set up with 
the same aims and structure as Procivesa.
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The main visions and schemes for the regeneration of Ciutat Vella were already set up before the 
incorporation of Procivesa. No use was made of possible policy synergy of attracting partners 
earlier in the process. This resulted in little decision-making power for private partners, who, 
therefore were not able to influence the developments in the area much. Procivesa acts like a 
partnership with legal possibilities of a public organism and the economic interests and 
instruments of a private company (Von Heeren, 2002). According to von Heeren, the local 
government helps Procivesa in reaching their economic objective by modifying laws and decrees 
(resource synergy). She criticises that the regeneration process in Ciutat Vella lacks an organism 
that controls a responsible attitude towards the affected residents, towards the historical heritage 
and towards the investment of public money. Although partners in this partnership have a shared 
vision, it may be discussed that local government has strayed from public interest.

Rosetti and Gomá (1998) characterise the regeneration process of Ciutat Vella as a good 
example of multi-level governance; the local government has shared finance, decision making 
and carrying out of the project with other levels of government, regional government, the central 
government and the European Union. Although the local government may have shared parts 
of the process with different governmental levels, the share of decision rights, costs and risks 
with other (private or non governmental) partners is minimal. In the theoretic section a weak 
partnership is characterised by a strong concentration of decision rights, costs and risks. It can be 
concluded that in the partnership Procivesa and its successor Foment de Ciutat Vella, the local 
government enjoys major power and decision rights, costs and risks are only shared minimally 
with other (private and non governmental) partners. Therefore Procivesa and its successor 
Foment de Ciutat Vella are classified as a weak PPP.

Public-private partnership in Utrecht: Hoogravens’ Heart
Since 199�, urban regeneration in the city of Utrecht focuses on five priority-neighbourhoods. 
Nieuw-Hoograven in the southern part of the city is one of these neighbourhoods. In 1996 
a plan called Hoogravens’ Heart [Hart van Hoograven] was developed. This far-reaching 
regeneration project focuses on a large shopping centre and its direct surroundings, which have 
been confronted with decay (both physical and social). By differentiating the living environment 
(both the public spaces and the housing stock), it is tried to improve the situation (see Aalbers 
et al., 2003). The plans for realising Hoogravens’ Heart were developed when regeneration 
interventions in the city were organised through so-called ‘Neighbourhood Development 
Plans’16. Related to this approach, the Neighbourhood Department of the local government, the 
involved housing association and an extern developer, agreed on cooperation in a partnership 
(capacity enlargement). The project is partly financed by a national subsidy (Investment Budget 
for Urban Renewal) (budget enlargement) and partly by the other partners involved (resource 
synergy). Although the actors agreed to work together, neither a clear vision on the future of the 
neighbourhood, nor a clear division of responsibilities was set up. Moreover, partners involved in 
the PPP seem to be unwilling to change or adapt their visions. For example, as their properties 
were written off totally, it looked as if the housing association tried to postpone the execution of 
the plan as long as possible (in order to continue receiving rents). At the same time, the developer 
tried to influence the plans in order to secure the financial investments. The absence of a clear 
urban plan and a share of responsibilities resulted in a delay of the project and a decrease of trust 
among many residents and entrepreneurs. However, finally in December 2003, a breakthrough 
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was realised. A feasible financial plan is available now, in which the financial responsibilities, 
wishes and ideas of all partners involved are documented in a so-called Programme of Demands.

The partnership with respect to Hoograven’s Heart can be classified as a strong PPP – each 
partner (the local government, the housing association and the developer), enjoys almost equal 
power and decision rights, costs and risks are divided among them. However, the partnership 
is faced with some problems; as the partners are unwilling to change or adapt their visions, the 
situation can be characterized by uni-directional transformation as discussed in section 3.2.

It can be said now that the organisation of a partnership seems to be influenced by the 
division of power between actors involved. However, a strong partnership does not necessarily 
result in a good performance. It seems that Procivesa, which is categorised as a weak partnership, 
is confronted with less organisational problems than the partnership that is related to 
Hoogravens’ Heart, where a strong PPP was formed.

In the Netherlands public-private partnerships are set up more commonly than in Spain. 
Besides strong PPPs also weak PPPs are set up. See Van Beckhoven and colleagues (2004) for an 
example of a weak PPP (in the regeneration of the Utrecht neighbourhood ‘Kanaleneiland’).

3.6 Conclusions and evaluation

This paper focussed on public-private partnerships (PPPs) in urban regeneration processes. A 
PPP has been characterised as an agreed cooperation between government and private actors 
via the share of decision rights, costs and risks. Different types of partnerships (a spectrum from 
strong to weak PPP) can be distinguished: a partnership is classified as ‘strong’ when decision 
rights, costs and risks are equally divided among the actors involved, while in a ‘weak’ partnership 
these aspects are concentrated in one actor.

On the basis of the findings in this paper it can be concluded that weak PPPs are often 
formed in an unbalanced environment of actors, like in Spain. Here, PPPs are a scare 
phenomenon. In an environment of actors where the distribution of power between actors is 
balanced, strong PPPs can be formed. This is the case in the Netherlands for example, where 
PPPs are regularly formed in urban regeneration projects. However, in this situation the 
formation of a strong PPP is not self-evident.

The differences between Spain and the Netherlands are related to differences in the way 
power is divided in the environment of actors. Different levels of welfare state, different traditions 
of democracy and differences in the general context of urban regeneration can explain this.

This paper shows that performances in a strong PPP are not necessarily better than those of 
a weak partnership (i.e. to what extent is the organisation confronted with disagreement, delay or 
other problems?). The weak PPP related to Ciutat Vella in Barcelona, for example performs better 
than the PPP that is related to Hoogravens’ Heart in Utrecht, where a strong PPP was formed. 
In the paper some reasons in favour of a partnership are mentioned; synergy, transformation, 
budget enlargement and capacity enlargement. On the other hand, the involvement of more 
actors may result into a delay of the process. This may form a reason to abandon the formation of 
a (strong) PPP.

A partnership is an instrument of urban governance to realise, amongst others, regeneration 
projects. All actors within a partnership have to agree that it is the best instrument to reach the 
common goal and not pursue individual goals. Not the division of power within the partnership, 
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but a shared vision on the regeneration project and agreement on the share of power, seem to be 
important for a good result of a regeneration project.
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Notes
1 Throughout this paper the term ‘urban regeneration’ is classified as a form of urban renewal. Urban 

regeneration is defined as the task to improve the living and working climate in neighbourhoods where 
quality of life is under threat. The term urban renewal is used to refer to the improvement of the quality of 
life, employment and the attractiveness of economic investment in the city (not necessarily in neighbourhoods 
under threat). The definitions of urban regeneration and urban renewal are based on definitions used in Dutch 
urban policy: ‘Grote-stedenbeleid’ [Big Cities Policy] and ‘Nota Stedelijke Vernieuwing’ [Memorandum on 
Urban Renewal] (Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and Environment 1997).

2 The interviews and literature analyses related to the Dutch case are part of a European research project, which 
focuses on large-scale post-WWII housing estates in different European cities: RESTATE. RESTATE is the 
acronym for: Restructuring Large Housing Estates in European Cities: Good Practices and New Visions for 
Sustainable Neighbourhoods and Cities. For more information about this project, see www.restate.geo.uu.nl.

3 In Pareja and San Martín (2002) more information can be found concerning the tenure imbalance in Spain.
4 For about 2� years, residents have to pay a relatively small amount of money every month before being owner 

of the dwelling. The officially protected dwelling (Vivienda de Protección Oficial, VPO) starts as a public 
dwelling and finally becomes a dwelling in the owner-occupied sector. The VPO is an important instrument 
in the Spanish housing policy and consist of subsidises for residents and ‘brick and mortal’ subsidies. The 
dwelling and builder need to satisfy some requirements (for more see Pareja et al., 2003).

� The Randstad is an urban area in the west of the Netherlands. The main cities of the Randstad are: 
Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague and Utrecht.

6 The ‘plan de choque’ is approved in June 2004 and is the precursor for the Housing Program 200�-2008. The 
governing party (social-democrats) promised in its election campaign the access to a dwelling for 180.000 
families a year.

7 Spain is divided into 17 Autonomous Communities, which enjoy different degrees of governmental autonomy. 
Catalonia is one of the Autonomous Communities of Spain with Barcelona as its capital.

8 Dutch policy stresses the importance of a mixed housing stock (different housing types at different price-
levels) in a neighbourhood to maintain or stimulate a differentiated population in the area.

9 In order to fulfil qualitative and quantitative demands the government appointed areas where a large amount 
dwellings has to be built (Vinex-locations). In the period 199�-200� a total of 63�.000 dwellings will be built 
at these Vinex-locations, according to the plans of the national government.

10 This white paper has been approved in May 2004 and contains the political vision on spatial development and 
its most important objectives for the period 2004 – 2020.

11 The provincial government politically represents the municipalities and does not enjoy much power.
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12 Also the demand side is financially supported by the government and the amount of aid depends, amongst 
others, on the level of income.

13 In 1993 Besluit Beheer Sociale Sector (BBSH) [the Agree on the Subsidized Rented Sector] came into effect 
and gave housing associations more administrative independence. Financial ties binding housing associations 
and the national government were largely dissolved in 199� (see for more: Priemus, 199�, 1996; Dieleman, 
1996). The work and the role of housing associations changed and in 2000, in the memorandum on housing in 
the 21st century, new rules are fixed concerning their working area.

14 The main field of activity of the housing associations is still focussed on their social task; to take care of living 
for people in a vulnerable position, to offer housing services and look after the living environment. Other 
activities need to have a substantial and causal connection with the core business (Remkes & Pronk, 2000).

1� Nowadays, the main activities within the city’s regeneration programme are bundled in the so-called DUO-
agreement. The most important difference between this new approach and the Neighbourhood Development 
Plan is connected to the number of parties involved in the regeneration process. Under a Neighbourhood 
Development Plan (like in Nieuw-Hoograven), at least three parties were involved from the beginning: the 
local government, one or more housing associations, and one or more developers. In the case of the DUO-
agreement however, ‘just’ two parties are involved: the local government and the association(s) concerned. If 
the occasion arises, they can decide themselves which developer they involve in a later stage.
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Abstract
During the 1990s, urban government authorities in many European countries encountered a 
movement leading towards more differentiated forms of governance. More sectors, like housing 
associations and the public sector have become involved in governing activities and decision-
making: local government became urban governance. Although it is only one element of this 
shift, increased attention for local participation is seen as an important condition for successful 
urban processes. This characteristic of the changing role of government stands to the fore in this 
paper, particularly participation in urban regeneration processes in post-WWII large housing 
estates. It is in these areas in particular that significant physical, economic and social changes 
have emerged in the past two decades. By concentrating on three post-WWII large housing 
estates in the Netherlands, Spain, and Hungary, differences within the institutional frameworks 
are shown to result in different forms of participation at the neighbourhood level. Furthermore, 
it appears that the availability of formal instruments does not automatically lead to a high level 
of participation within a neighbourhood.

Keywords: Urban regeneration, local participation, large housing estates, Spain, the Netherlands, 
Hungary

4.1 Introduction

As a result of the shifting role of government across Europe, civil society has become more 
important in urban policy, including regeneration policy. Although the role of the local 
community differs in different European countries, involving residents has generally been 
considered an important aspect in policymaking.

In Europe, (local) government has traditionally been the main actor in urban regeneration 
projects. However, in the 1990s, in parallel with such major social changes as the shift from 
a welfare to a post-welfare ‘mode of regulation’, an economic shift from a Fordist to a post-
Fordist ‘mode of accumulation’, and the shift from a ‘providing’ state to an ‘enabling’ state, urban 
government authorities encountered a movement leading towards more differentiated forms of 
governance. More sectors, including housing associations and parts of the public sector, have 
become involved in governing activities and decision-making: local government became urban 
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governance, and the role of urban government authorities within urban regeneration projects has 
changed.

Andersen and Van Kempen (2003: 80) list four developments that accompany this policy 
transition: (1) the replacement of universalistic by targeted policies; (2) an attempt to integrate 
policy fields from various departments into a unitary project organization; (3) a growing use of 
covenants as policy regulation; (4) a concentration on the empowerment of the inhabitants of 
cities and specific neighbourhoods. This increased awareness of the contribution of residents 
is exemplified by an increase in the attention paid to resident participation; not only does 
government have to listen to the people, but it must also involve them actively at all stages of the 
policy process. This characteristic of the changing roles of government stands to the fore in this 
paper.

Resident participation occurs on different scales and in different fields. In this paper, the 
focus is on participation in urban regeneration processes, predominantly on post-WWII large 
housing estates. It is interesting to focus on these estates, since across Europe they often form 
the focus of regeneration interventions.

Local participation is not a completely new concept; it has featured in traditional governments as 
well. During the last decade, however, related to the increased emphasis on governance, its extent 
and importance has changed. Society has become more complex, and within the new framework 
actors are engaged in partnerships and other kinds of network that are fairly autonomous with 
respect to the state. As a result, not only are the formal organizations taken into consideration, 
but also the informal elements, including the residents. It is expected amongst others that 
residents can contribute to the delivery of urban policy, and likewise to regeneration policy. The 
shift from government to governance has several consequences for both local governments and 
residents. For local governments, it implies that responsibilities are delegated to lower levels, 
such as the neighbourhood, and to other parties, such as the citizens. ‘Sounding-board groups’, 
partnerships, expert teams, and community groups are just a few of the new organizational forms 
that shape the policymaking processes. At the same time residents acquire a more important 
role in policymaking, requiring capacities that were not needed in more traditional forms of 
government (Dekker & Van Kempen, 200�).

This paper reports a comparative analysis concerning local participation in the regeneration 
processes of post-WWII large housing estates in three European countries with distinct regional 
and historic backgrounds: the Netherlands, Spain, and Hungary. The juxtaposition of these 
cases facilitates the examination of three countries from different European regions: Western, 
Southern, and Eastern Europe. The central focus of the study is to assess to what extent national 
dimensions influence the form and level of local participation within post-WWII large housing 
estates. Differences within the institutional frameworks – the Netherlands being an established 
democracy, Spain and Hungary being young democracies – are expected to result in different 
forms and levels of participation at the neighbourhood level. Furthermore, it is questioned 
whether the availability of formal instruments at the local level automatically lead to a high level 
of participation.

Throughout the paper, we worked from the presupposition that involving residents and civil 
organizations in the process of urban regeneration is unquestionably a positive phenomenon. 
Although it is only one element of the shift from government to governance, local participation 
is seen as an important condition for successful urban processes (Andersen & Van Kempen, 
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2001); the results created by local participation are expected to be longer standing, better, and 
cheaper than those generated by ‘traditional’ programs (Andersen & Van Kempen, 2001; 2003: 
82).

In the next section, local participation is placed in a theoretical context and is related to the 
concept of democracy, since in connection with it, legitimacy has become one of the most 
frequently cited reasons for involving residents in policymaking. In section 4.3, national 
dimensions with respect to local government, regeneration interventions, and local participation 
are elaborated. The focus is on how these dimensions influence the form and level of local 
participation. In section 4.4, an analysis is presented of the practice of local participation in 
regeneration policies in the three selected countries. The situation on three large housing estates 
is described: one in Utrecht (the Netherlands); one in Barcelona (Spain); one in Budapest 
(Hungary). The selected case studies are not necessarily representative of their respective 
countries. They were chosen to present interesting cases of residential involvement, where the 
interaction between the national legislative context and the local residential involvement can be 
highlighted. The paper ends with some concluding remarks.

4.2 Participation in a broader context

All over Europe, legitimacy is now put forward as an important reason for involving residents 
in policymaking. This development is considered to be a response to a decline in the number 
of voters, resulting in problems with traditional representation, traditional local government 
practices (bottom-up instead of top-down) and obscurity about the accountability of both 
elected and non-elected officials. In this section, local participation is placed in a broader context 
and briefly related to the concept of democracy. Different forms of local participation are then 
described.

4.2.1 Democracy and local participation
The complexity of modern society is often said to ask for a more engaging form of democracy. 
Representative democracy – a form of democracy in which citizens exercise their right 
of participation in making political decisions through elected representatives – should be 
supplemented by a participative form of democracy. The representative character of democracy 
needs to be strengthened, and more direct influence of the citizen is required to reduce the 
distance between the voters and the elected. Residents often think that their ideas are not 
adequately reflected in government policies; indifference can be the result. Linking civil society 
more closely to policymaking processes implies a general concept of participative democracy 
– a form of democracy, which stresses the citizen’s participation as its most important quality 
(Stoker, 2004).

Achieving functional and fruitful participation is difficult, however. Even de Tocqueville, one 
of the greatest theoretician of modern democracy, stressed that one of its utmost problems lies in 
the tension between quantity and quality. The number of participants (quantity) should be a tool, 
a control instrument. In many cases, however, participation seems to be a goal; a large number 
of participants is considered more important than the ensuing result. In a well-functioning 
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democracy there should be a balance between authority and participation: between the elected 
and the voters. This balance is, however, variable and difficult to attain.

Pointing to the importance of local participation, it is also argued (see, e.g., Hirst, 2000; 
Stoker, 2004) that the core institution of democracy is not the national state; democracy must 
have a strong local dimension. The balance between authority and participation may lean more 
to participation at the local level than is the case at the national level.

4.2.2 Forms of local participation
Within the various local democracies, different forms of local participation can be distinguished. 
These different forms are related to some extent to the share of power residents have in the 
policymaking process. Power determines who participates and in what ways. One of the 
obstacles to participation is the reluctance of local politicians to share power with local people. 
The political will to share power is therefore important for the form of local participation in the 
policymaking process (Del Pino & Colino, 2003).

Ladder of local participation
In the 1960s, Arnstein developed a framework for outlining the key stages leading to citizen 
control. In her model, in which she ranks forms of participation on a participation ladder, she 
identifies three broad categories of citizen participation (see Figure 4.1) (Arnstein, 1969). Non 
participation (‘manipulation’ and ‘therapy’): instead of enabling local residents to participate 
fully in the decision making process, the objective here is to permit policymakers (those with 
power) to ‘manage’ and ‘educate’ their constituents. In this context, participation is little more 
than a public relations exercise designed to secure public support for decisions that have already 
been taken. Tokenism (‘information’, ‘consultation’, and ‘placation’): the objective here is to give 
residents a voice and to ensure that this voice is heard. However, policymakers are not obliged 
to comply with their requests. Thus, participation does not seriously challenge existing uneven 
power relationships. Citizen power (‘delegated power’ and ‘citizen control’): the objective here is 
the proper empowerment of local residents so that they can play a full and equal part in the 
decision making process. Citizens have, for example, the power to ensure compliance with their 
demands and even to formulate and implement a program themselves.

67
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Citizen control

Delegated power
Degree of citizen power
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Non participation

Partnership

Placation
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Informing
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Figure 4.1 Arnstein’s ladder of citizen participation
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Successive studies of local involvement agree that, in most participatory programs, communities 
have remained at the margin of power, even when they are relatively well organized (Hastings et 
al., 1996; Taylor, 1998; 2000). Fewer examples are therefore found of forms of local participation 
placed higher on the ladder.

Since Arnstein developed her ladder in the 1960s, it represents particular ideas of that time. 
This is not to say that her work has lost its relevance. The past decade, connected with the rise 
of governance, attention for the concept of local participation increased again. Society has 
become more complex and related to that the need to involve more partners in, amongst others, 
policymaking, has gained in importance; in a network society, residents’ opinions should be taken 
seriously and to some extent, residents are considered as contributing partners. Also related to the 
complexity of modern society a participative form of democracy is preferred over representative 
democracy (see section 4.2.1).

As stated in the introduction, the paper has worked from the presupposition that involving 
residents and civil organizations in the process of urban regeneration is unquestionably a positive 
phenomenon. Likewise, we don’t judge developments as better when they are higher on the 
ladder. Furthermore, it is not to say that a higher level of participation automatically results 
in more effective or more democratic policy. Without specific resources, residents’ power may 
not yield the anticipated results. According to Wilcox (1998), different levels of participation 
are appropriate in different circumstances to meet the expectations of different interests. In a 
democracy, the residents’ responsibility also has limits; the elected politicians take ultimate 
responsibility. Therefore, to avoid situations in which residents expect more power than they can 
realistically acquire and to aim at effective and democratic policy, the limits of residents’ powers 
and responsibilities need to be made clear to all stakeholders from the start.

Top-down versus bottom-up & informal versus formal
In many cases, local participation is initiated by local, regional, or national government 
authorities. In the case of top-down local participation, the government makes available more 
formalized instruments such as sounding boards and steering groups. In a bottom-up form of 
local participation on the other hand, residents put themselves forward to make their voices 
heard. They ask the policymakers for more power in decision-making processes. In practice, 
these two forms of local participation (top-down and bottom-up) are expected to have different 
organizational forms and result in different participation levels.

Related to some extent to the top-down and bottom-up forms of participation, a distinction 
between informal and formal participation can be drawn (see, e.g., Walliser, 2003). Informal 
participation takes place around different types of interaction between actors or as a result of 
protests and demonstrations that result in negotiations. Formal participation, on the other hand, 
is organized via formal government instruments. This last form of local participation has become 
increasingly important in urban governance.

Associative and individual participation
Patterns of local participation have changed (Wuthnow, 1998); organizations and clubs have, 
to some extent, been replaced by looser, more individual forms of participation. In associative 
participation, representatives of residential associations or other groups or organizations 
are involved in the participation process. In what is referred to as individual participation, 
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individuals who are not linked to an association represent personal interests. Although some 
participation processes are characterized by a combination of individual and associative (or 
group) participation, many participation processes are still dominated by the participation of 
group representatives.

4.3 National dimensions influencing forms of local participation

In the previous section, it was stated that the local level is often seen as the core institution 
of democracy. Local participation can be stimulated most effectively at this level. This 
section gives an overview of some national dimensions that influence the appearance of local 
participation. In this framework, the government at the local level and urban policy are related 
to local participation. In the final part, the theme is the appearance of different forms of local 
participation in the three countries.

Government at local level
In urban governance, the responsibilities of government authorities (that is, governmental levels) 
have changed and local participation has acquired more opportunities to develop. In this section, 
the role and power of different governmental levels in the Netherlands, Spain, and Hungary are 
compared. Particular attention is paid to the changed role and power of the policymakers at the 
local level.

Since WWII, the national government in the Netherlands has played a leading part in 
public policies, including housing (Salet, 1999). In the 1980s, however, the role of the national 
government changed. As a result, local government authorities acquired more important 
responsibilities in the field of housing. Other parties, housing associations in particular, also 
gained new responsibilities. In addition to the national and local governmental levels, there is 
a regional level of government. The role of the regional authorities is rather limited and is in no 
way comparable to those in more federalized states such as Spain or Germany (see Aalbers et al., 
2004).

Following Franco’s death in 197�, Spain changed from a dictatorship to a constitutional 
monarchy, with the creation of three levels of government: central, regional, and local. Many 
responsibilities have been decentralized from central government to regional government, 
which consists of 17 Autonomous Communities (A.C.). In contrast with the Netherlands, the 
regional government in Spain is an important governmental level. This institution has important 
responsibilities in urban policy and housing.

In Hungary, after the political changes of 1989-1990 a politically independent system of 
local government authorities was created that counterbalanced the power of the central state. 
Local government authorities were assigned very strong competencies over their territory – such 
as planning competencies – and became responsible for providing a wide range of services – 
such as healthcare, primary education, social services, maintenance of the basic infrastructure, 
public transportation, and street lighting. Many former state assets were transferred to the local 
government authorities, which included the former state enterprises, the utility companies, and 
the ownership of housing. Local government authorities have had an important role in the 
field of housing for a long time. However, with the massive, give-away style of privatization 
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of the 1990s, their role has diminished.1 Besides the local and the central level, Hungary also 
has regional, county, and micro-regional governmental levels, although their competencies are 
limited (Szemző et al., 200�).

The role of local governments differs in the three countries. Although in Spain local government’s 
responsibilities have increased as a result of the decentralization process, in comparison with 
the Netherlands the responsibilities of Spanish local government authorities are nevertheless 
relatively few and their budgets are rather limited. In Hungary, the political independence of 
the local government authorities is not based on a strong economic foundation. As a result they 
are quite vulnerable and dependent on the central state in many respects. In general, in all three 
countries local government is seen as the most appropriate governmental level at which to set up 
initiatives for local participation.

Local participation in urban policy
The Dutch Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom Relations defines resident participation as “an 
approach whereby the authorities enter into formal contacts with individual citizens with the intention 
of providing the authorities with insight into the opinions and experiences of the citizens, and into 
their wishes and interests”	 (Ministerie BZK, 2003: 6). In 199�, the Dutch national government 
introduced its Big Cities Policy (BCP). The underlying philosophy is to create a ‘complete 
city’ by integrating three policy fields (‘pillars’): physical, economic, and social. The horizontal 
coordination of these policy areas is essential to this integrated approach. Recently, the policy has 
been extended by adding safety as a fourth pillar. Breaking up the homogeneity (both physically 
and socially) in several assigned housing estates is considered an important step towards creating 
a neighbourhood that is attractive and differentiated in both physical and social respects. One 
of the aims of the policy is to generate a situation in which citizens are part of society, and 
are independent of such organizations as welfare agencies (Andersen & Van Kempen, 2003). 
Furthermore, and to some extent related to this, local participation is an important element 
of this national BCP. In this framework, residents need to become more involved with their 
living environment and with each other. They should therefore organize themselves, or at least 
see to it that they have the opportunity to make their views heard in any regeneration plan. 
In addition, the policy aims to reverse the trend of a growing gap between the electorate and 
the politicians that became apparent in the Netherlands towards the end of the 1990s. A more 
participative form of democracy is looked for. It has been asserted that, if this objective is to be 

Table 4.1 Overview of the role of governmental levels in housing policy in the Netherlands, 
Spain and Hungary

The Netherlands Spain Hungary

Local Increased, as a result of 
decentralization and 
deregulation processes

Budgets rather limited Strong competences, but limited 
economic base

Regional Not important Very important Not important
National Less important, as a result 

of decentralization and 
deregulation

Less important, as a result 
of decentralization 

Less important, as a result of 
decentralization, but can be 
influential through financial help 
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reached, residents need to be involved in regeneration projects to a significant extent (Kleinhans 
& Kruythoff, 2002).

In Spain, there is no central urban policy or general integrated approach regarding the 
physical regeneration of neighbourhoods. Policy concerning physical regeneration is available at 
the regional levels, but these policies do not stimulate local participation. The idea of involving 
residents in policymaking has been developed more recently, and the national government 
has only lately begun to encourage local participation. Although some programs stimulating 
local participation have been set up at the city and neighbourhood level (as seen below), local 
participation in Spanish regeneration policy does not have such an important and well-developed 
role as it does in the Netherlands.

The case of Hungary is similar to that of Spain, but with an even weaker emphasis on local 
participation. In Hungary, the concept and its use during the development and application of 
various policies is in an initial phase. As a result, local participation is mostly confined to protests 
and demonstrations, which are generally regarded as the most effective ways of conveying the 
residents’ message. Both local and national government authorities regard local participation as 
a nuisance to be tolerated and adequate formal instruments enabling participation have yet to be 
developed. Changing residential expectations, the strengthening of NGOs, and the EU norms 
and regulations that stimulate the development of partnerships with residents may well alter this 
situation in due course.

Forms of local participation in the three countries
There has never been any urban social movement in the Netherlands, apart from some residents’ 
protests in regeneration processes in the 1970s. Instead, formal instruments have been used to 
launch local participation. The concept of participation was introduced in the 19�0s. At that time, 
information and consultation were the main forms used to involve residents. In the 1960s and 
1970s, in relation to the proceeding democratization process, residents wanted to have a say in 
the content and implementation of policies (Engbersen, 2004; Van der Ham & Van der Meij, 
1974). As a result, emphasis was shifted to the organization of meetings and discussions in which 
residents could let their voices be heard. In the course of time, ideas about these approaches have 
changed considerably. Since the end of the 1980s and the beginning of the 1990s, policymaking 
and planning processes have been characterized by interactivity and openness; instead of 
considering each other as opponents, citizens and government are to be thought of as partners 
(Vranken et al., 2003); all the actors involved are considered as equals. In the case of urban 
regeneration processes, residents are supposed to be involved in the process at an early stage 
(Engbersen, 2004). In this respect they are approached by such actors as housing associations, 
interest groups or welfare organizations.

Despite these changes, participation still seems to be an instrument of government and 
stakeholders; these parties decide to what extent and at what times residents are involved in the 
process. Policymaking processes are therefore often characterized by a top-down approach.

Unlike the Netherlands, Spain has a short political tradition of formal local participation. 
Informal participation, however, has a longer history. In Spain, between the late 1960s and the 
early 1980s, urban crises and political change resulted in the most significant urban mobilization 
in Europe since 194� (Castells, 1986). Residents’ associations played a major part in these large 
social movements. Although nowadays the residents’ associations are less important within the 
neighbourhood, local government authorities still use residents’ associations as their principal 



71

partners in dialogue (Pindado, 2000). In addition to these associations, local government is 
currently developing tools for other types of formal participation. For example, residents who 
have indicated their willingness to participate in one way or another are registered in a database. 
Also at the local level, several institutions have been developed that concentrate on increasing 
the extent of participation of particular groups, such as the elderly.

Local participation is only marginally integrated into the instruments of urban management 
and rehabilitation in Hungary. The formation of governance in most former socialist countries 
has been slow and rather one-sided. In the partnership of the local government authorities 
and the private sector, the civil society – together with the residents – has only been weakly 
represented. Consequently, on a local level, residential participation in daily matters is often 
restricted to the office hours of local representatives and the local authority, which is a very 
inefficient means of communication between residents and politicians/policymakers. And in the 
case of an urban renewal program, residents are informed – since they are directly affected – but 
they are not involved in any way in the development of the program. This disregard can partly 
be explained by the fact that generally there are no integrated, multi-dimensional urban renewal 
plans for the estates. Consequently, many decisions considering the improvement of the estates 
are taken by different departments, which make the process of communication and participation 
difficult. Returning to Arnstein’s ladder, the situation in Hungary can largely be characterized by 
what is called a degree of tokenism: usually informing the residents, and sometimes involving 
consultation and placation.

4.4 Local participation in large housing estates in Utrecht, Barcelona, and 
Budapest

Large housing estates: their history and present situation
Nieuw-Hoograven in Utrecht was constructed in the 19�0s and 1960s and is located relatively 
near the city centre. The estate was built as part of an extensive national program designed to 
resolve the post-WWII housing shortage in the Netherlands. In many cities a large number 
of dwellings had to be built as quickly as possible, so ‘efficiency’ became the keyword. In this 

Table 4.2 Overview of forms of and tools for participation in housing policies in the 
Netherlands, Spain and Hungary

The Netherlands Spain Hungary

Informal 
participation

Weak Has been very strong, 
especially residents’ 
associations

Important, mainly in the form 
of demonstrations

Formal 
participation

Strong: policies stimulate 
participation. Many tools 
available

Tools are being created Weak, no tools

Individual/
association 
participation 

Associations are becoming 
important

Associations have been 
important for some time 

Individual, but with the 
strengthening of the NGOs 
they will hopefully become 
more involved
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post-WWII neighbourhood, multi-family dwellings (medium-rise) – primarily belonging to the 
social-rented sector – are over-represented.

Trinitat Nova is situated in the peripheral neighbourhoods of Barcelona. The estate was 
built in the 19�0s and 1960s to accommodate immigrants moving to Barcelona from rural areas 
in other parts of Spain. With respect to ownership, most dwellings in the area are officially 
protected houses (that is, public dwellings with a postponed ownership).2 Furthermore, the area 
is characterized by a mixture of medium-rise and high-rise apartment blocks.

Havanna was built from the mid 1970s through the early 1980s – more than a decade 
later than the other estates featured in this paper – and consists only of high-rise complexes. 
It is located in the outskirts of Budapest, and initially housed people coming from poor 
neighbourhoods. Although the initial population composition has changed – the poorest people 
left Havanna after the privatization of the housing stock in the mid 1990s3- the estate still 
struggles with its bad reputation and somewhat weak population.

With respect to the composition of the neighbourhood population, there are some differences 
between the estates. Nieuw-Hoograven has changed from a homogeneous neighbourhood with 
a native population into a heterogeneous area with a range of different cultures. Trinitat Nova 
and Havanna, on the other hand, have always been characterized by a homogeneous population.

There is another difference between the estates with regard to participation. By the end of the 
1960s, the residents in Trinitat Nova in Barcelona had started to organize themselves in order to 
campaign for better living conditions; many facilities were lacking and construction deficiencies 
had become apparent. The government responded to the protests by putting plans into effect to 
improve the neighbourhoods. In contrast with Trinitat Nova, the history of the Utrecht and the 
Budapest neighbourhoods shows no patterns of informal local participation; plans to improve 
the area have mainly been initiated by the national and local government authorities.

At present, the three estates featured in this paper are confronted with both physical and social 
problems. Although initially these areas functioned well on the urban housing market, in all 
three cases some of the ‘classic’ problems of large housing estates have emerged: vandalism, 
drug abuse, the antisocial behaviour of gangs and groups of youths, unemployment, educational 
arrears, and the obsolescence of the housing stock (see Aalbers et al., 2003 for further information 
about the Utrecht neighbourhood; Pareja Eastaway et al., 2003 for the Barcelona case; Erdősi 
et al., 2003 for the Hungarian case). At the same time, however, it must be stressed that every 
neighbourhood is different. As is the case for most East-Central European countries, the social 
problems on the estates of Hungary are generally of a lesser extent than those of the Netherlands 
or Spain. Despite the many problems they face, which are mostly of physical nature, housing 
estates in Hungarian cities are not the most seriously deprived urban neighbourhoods.4

4.4.1 Utrecht: policies and participation

Policies
Within the framework of the national Big Cities Policy, Dutch cities could designate specific 
neighbourhoods needing extra attention. These neighbourhoods often belong to the post-WWII 
parts of the urban housing stock and are characterized by a population that is weak in socio-
economic terms. The city of Utrecht nominated Nieuw-Hoograven as such an estate.
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In 2001, the plans for the physical regeneration of Utrecht within the framework of the national 
BCP were documented in the DUO agreement [De Utrechtse Opgave]. This agreement sets out 
the powers and responsibilities of all partners in the regeneration process, including the residents. 
The extent to which residents can influence plans (citizen power) depends on how they are 
organized. Referring to the ladder of participation (see section 4.2.2) a residents’ association is 
often involved in the form of ‘placation’; they can give advice. The opinion of individual residents 
is gathered through surveys or interviews organized by the housing association or by the local 
government authority (‘consulting’).

At the same time, in common with other local authorities, Utrecht initiated the 
‘neighbourhood approach’; local authorities have become more active at the neighbourhood level 
(by organizing evenings for the dissemination of information or discussions about planned policy 
interventions, for example). This approach is expected to increase the interest and involvement of 
citizens in policymaking (Van Brunschot et al., 2002).

Forms of participation
Before the DUO agreement was set up, residents living in the involved neighbourhoods were 
invited to work in focus group(s) on a plan of requirements. This procedure was also followed 
in Nieuw-Hoograven. All the people who were affected by the regeneration interventions 
(residents, entrepreneurs, for example) were invited to think about one particular aspect, such 
as safety. However, because several of the plans that came out of these meetings were unrealistic 
or unaffordable and therefore not considered practicable, the participating residents became 
disappointed; they thought their opinions should be taken more seriously. To prevent such 
situations recurring, residents’ power is now clearly defined in the DUO agreement.

In addition to the agreements bundled in the DUO agreement, since 2001 Nieuw-
Hoograven, along with every other neighbourhood or district in the city of Utrecht (ten in total) 
has acquired a neighbourhood council [wijkraad]. This council consists of a group of residents 
who represent the neighbourhood population. They can give the local government solicited as 
well as unsolicited advice on whatever in the neighbourhood is felt to deserve more attention. 
These councils have not been in existence for very long, but it is already apparent that this 
method needs to be improved in several respects. For example, the position of these councils 
was not made sufficiently clear, which in some cases resulted in confusion; unlike other resident 
associations, neighbourhood councils have closer links with policymakers and are more directly 
involved in policymaking. Furthermore, members of the councils were of the opinion that their 
advice was not taken seriously.

It seems that local politicians in Utrecht prefer associative participation; residents’ associations 
have more power than individual residents. At the same time, it seems that such aspects as 
information provision are capable of improvement. Finally, the question of representativity 
arises; do the participating residents represent the neighbourhood population accurately? 
Although in the opinion of the local politicians they do, social workers and people working at 
the neighbourhood level often take the opposite view (see Aalbers et al., 2004). When involving 
residents it is important to strive for a democratic representation of the entire neighbourhood 
population. Of course, not all residents always aspire to become involved, but they should be 
able to do so, if they wish (see, e.g., Van Beckhoven & Van Boxmeer, 2006). Furthermore, it is 
important to note that resident participation is affected by residents’ skills, knowledge, resources 
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and power. In this respect, an important requirement for involving residents is capacity building 
(see for more Stoker et al., 2003).

4.4.2 Trinitat Nova: policies and participation

Policies
In Spain, there is no central policy or general integrated approach regarding the physical 
regeneration of neighbourhoods. Urban regeneration mainly concerns the demolition of the 
most dilapidated dwellings and their replacement with newly-built dwellings. These processes 
only take place in areas where rehabilitation would be more expensive than new construction. In 
the second half of the 1990s, the local and regional government authorities directly responsible 
for the dwellings decided to implement certain urban regeneration and renewal projects in the 
neighbourhood of Trinitat Nova in Barcelona.

In addition, a Community Development Plan [CDP: Plan de Desenvolupament Comunitari] 
has been set up. The CDP is financed by the regional government and aims to prevent social 
exclusion and improve the residents’ quality of life (Direcció General de Serveis Comunitaris, 
2002). In the CDP, the involvement of residents is seen not as an aim but as a strategy to achieve 
the CDP objectives.

Policy concerning physical regeneration in Trinitat Nova does not encourage local participation. 
Nevertheless, the residents have intervened in the decision-making process of the regeneration 
to a certain extent. The public authorities’ decision to intervene with respect to the poor technical 
state of the dwellings occurred at the same time as the CDP was being set up. The CDP was 
the initiative of the residents of Trinitat Nova, not the regional government. The residents’ 
association is an important player in both the CDP and the physical regeneration of the estate. 
The coordinators of the CDP are also closely associated with the residents’ association. The 
residents put forward some ideas (such as the orientation of the dwellings with respect to the 
sun and other sustainable elements) that have been included in the Special Plan for Interior 
Reform: Plan de Especial de Reforma Interior [PERI].

Forms of participation
The residents’ position on Arnstein’s participation ladder is quite high, located on the step of 
‘placation’ and maybe even ‘partnership’. The CDP in Trinitat Nova has extended and reinforced 
social networks and created various projects. One of the success factors of the high level of 
participation and the positive results of the CDP is the bottom-up organization of the program. 
The CDP in Trinitat Nova has gone further than the formal policy set up by the regional 
government; the objectives and projects put forward by the administrative program have been 
surpassed.

In Trinitat Nova, the strong social cohesion is a positive factor in the local participation. 
Although the residents’ organization was relatively weak at the start of the CDP, it has 
contributed to a strong association structure in the neighbourhood and has played an 
important part in the CDP and the regeneration process. This is an example of associative local 
participation. However, individual participation is also important in Trinitat Nova, since in the 
Community Development Plan different workgroups are set up in which individual residents 
and specialists participate.
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4.4.3 Havanna: policies and participation

Policies
There are very few national policies regarding neighbourhood renewal in Hungary. This situation 
is the result of the privatization process of the 1990s, which led to today’s housing estates’ pattern 
of separate condominiums�, and the fact that local government authorities are responsible for 
the local housing policy. The role of the state is confined to limited financial help, and the local 
government authorities together with the inhabitants of condominiums are responsible for 
taking the initiative in renovations.

With regard to large housing estates, there is no policy or program focusing on participation. 
The most important policy is based on a governmental decree of 2001, but has been updated and 
modified in the last four years; a main plank of the policy is to subsidize renovation – through 
both insulation and building construction – in order to make energy consumption more efficient 
in all buildings constructed with industrial technology. Recently, however, subsidies have been 
granted towards the refurbishment of roads, playgrounds, parking places, and green areas in the 
direct vicinity of a building.6

The problem of the Havanna estate has been taken seriously by its local government authority; 
it has a vision about the future of the estate, and makes great efforts to achieve this vision. 
Interestingly, however, most of these efforts are physical interventions. The regeneration is 
conceptualized as a slow, step-by-step process, initiated and conducted by separate departments 
of the local government authority, with no coordinating body.

Generally speaking, this type of organization does not encourage residential participation. 
However, owing to the ownership structure within the estates – all buildings consist of 
condominiums – the residents have decisive power on all questions concerning their building. 
It is they who make the final decision to undertake any kind of renovation or to participate in 
the above-mentioned program for state subsidies. In this case the role of the local government is 
restricted to financial support and the provision of information, but the initiative has to be taken 
by the residents.

Forms of participation
The level of residential participation on the Hungarian housing estates is difficult to assess. On 
the one hand, it can be said that the residents – as owners – are very much involved in the life 
of the estate. As owners, they have the right to initiate rehabilitation works (both smaller and 
larger) in their building, but they have to reach a consensus for anything that is going on inside 
the building.7 As shown by the example of the Havanna estate, where the local government 
authority wanted to deal with security problems by installing a CCTV system, each and every 
building had to give permission to install the cameras. Using Arnstein’s ladder, this situation 
indicates that the residents have control and delegated power in this respect. Considering the 
composition of the housing stock, however, this is in fact not very surprising.

An almost opposite situation can be seen when taking into account residents’ involvement 
in the affairs of the housing estates as a whole; the residents’ involvement in the affairs of a 
condominium is almost never matched by the residents’ involvement in the affairs of the housing 
estates as a whole. On the Havanna estate, when a decision concerns not just one building, but 
the whole estate, the responsibility lies with the local government. People tend to think only 
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about their own property and their own building and disregard larger scale issues. There are no 
residential organizations and – outside their own building – the residents have little opportunity 
to promote their interests.

This behaviour of the residents is matched by that of the local government. Generally 
speaking, local government authorities in Hungary are less than enthusiastic in encouraging 
residential participation. In this regard, the local government authority for the Havanna estate 
is far better than average, although it lacks the instruments of formal participation and doesn’t 
encourage consultation with the residents. Referring back to Arnstein’s ladder, this situation 
characteristically equals what she defines as providing information.

4.5 Conclusions

The changing function of urban governments and the evolution of governance have led to 
considerable transformations of urban policies in contemporary Europe. As described in this 

Table 4.3 Overview of the role of participation in regeneration policies and the instruments used

Nieuw-Hoograven Trinitat Nova Havanna

Regeneration policy
Role in policy Important item in national 

and urban regeneration 
policy
Aim:
• i mproving social structure
• building political trust

No important item in urban 
regeneration policy;
Important in CDP as a 
strategy to prevent social 
exclusion

Practically plays no role in 
urban regeneration policy, but 
there is more and more talk 
about the necessity of greater 
residential involvement and 
the encouragement of active 
participation 

Tools •  Previously mainly through 
focus groups

•  Currently documented 
in the DUO agreement 
(advisory role for residents’ 
associations, discussions, 
information meetings, 
neighbourhood councils, 
surveys, interviews)

• Workgroups in CDP
•  Residents contracted 

professionals as 
interlocutors with local 
government

Municipal office hours and a 
few residential forums present 
the opportunity for residents 
to express their opinion 

Forms of local participation
Position on 
participation 
ladder

Placation
Consulting
Information

Partnership
Placation
Consulting
Information

Information
Partnership (in cases regarding 
condominiums)

Bottom-up vs. 
top-down

Top-down Bottom-up Top-down

Associative/ 
individual 
participation

Associative Both: associations play 
an important role and 
individuals participate in 
workgroups 

Individual

Level of 
participation

Low High Low
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paper, this change has altered the way in which responsibilities are distributed, policies conceived, 
and decision-making processes operated. One aspect of this change has been the growing 
involvement of residents and NGOs in the field of urban policy, especially in the process of 
urban regeneration.

Although these changes are to be found all over Europe, their presence can vary from country 
to country and even from one locality to another, with specific elements being more important 
in one place than another. This paper has concentrated on one element of this change: the extent 
to which the participation of residents can now be regarded in Europe as a standard process. It 
compared the situation in three different countries – the Netherlands, Spain, and Hungary – with 
distinct regional and historic backgrounds. It analysed how the national legislative framework 
affected the local situation in each country and vice versa, what local factors could alter the power 
of national legislation. Finally, it compared three urban renewal projects – one from each country. 
As said, it has been deliberately avoided placing a value judgment on participation. Instead, the 
paper has worked from the presupposition that involving residents and civil organizations in the 
process of urban renewal is unquestionably a positive phenomenon.

In analysing the cases, important differences between the three countries with respect to 
their national legislation were found: in the Netherlands, legislation and norms stimulate local 
participation: in Spain, there is much less stimulation and, in Hungary, practically it is not to 
be found at all. There are many factors capable of bringing about these differences, but the fact 
that Spain and Hungary are younger democracies than the Netherlands is important in this 
respect. In relatively young democracies, the idea of involving residents in decision-making is 
less familiar than in older, more established democracies. So, in contrast with the Netherlands, 
regeneration policy in Spain and Hungary puts no emphasis on local participation; the right 
of residents to have a voice in the discussion and decision-making concerning their city or 
neighbourhood does not seem to be fully acknowledged (in Hungary even less than in Spain). In 
turn, the longer tradition of local participation in Dutch policymaking results in the availability 
of more participation instruments in the Netherlands than in Spain or Hungary.

The availability of formal instruments at the local level does not automatically lead to a high 
level of participation. An instrument may be more successful in one neighbourhood than another. 
In Trinitat Nova, for example, the residents themselves developed instruments to enable them 
to participate. They used these instruments more successfully than did the residents in Nieuw-
Hoograven, whose instruments were offered by the policymakers. Taking this into account, it 
can be questioned whether formalizing participation automatically leads to high levels of 
participation or whether it can be considered as a restriction for residents to develop their own 
instruments. Probably, some kind of adjustment needs to be found, leaving room for residents to 
develop their own ideas. However, the lack of formal instruments does not automatically imply 
that residents develop their own. As the Hungarian case study demonstrates, residents – even 
as homeowners – often develop very little interest in engaging themselves in the affairs of the 
housing estates. They would rather take care of their own property (as it was pointed out above, 
it is up to the residents to undertake any kind of renovation, for example), and leave the task of 
looking after public goods to the local government.

In addition, the cases also showed that where instruments to facilitate participation are 
available, local variables have an enormous influence on their use. The first of these variables 
concerns the association structure within a neighbourhood. Weak association structures, no 
associations, or associations lacking cooperation form a barrier to the development of local 
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participation (as is the case in Havanna). On the other hand, in neighbourhoods with a strong 
association structure, the resident association can play an important part in the regeneration 
process (as in Trinitat Nova). Furthermore, a bottom-up process and a management model in 
which the project managers are directly connected with a residents’ organization have a positive 
effect on local participation (as in Nieuw-Hoograven).

As the comparison of the three cases demonstrates, forms of local participation can differ 
enormously between countries. Generally speaking, however, participation mostly reaches what 
Arnstein calls the degree of tokenism, with Hungary on its lower level (information) and the 
Netherlands and Spain on the higher level (consultation and placation). Generalizations are, 
however, difficult to make for any of the countries, as the example of Hungary shows, where 
residents sometimes become partners, through the fact that they are homeowners. Finally, 
apart from the local factors, national legislation and tradition – which currently determine 
how the policy of residential participation functions in a country – the policies and norms of 
the European Union have to be mentioned, which raises the hope that, despite the lack of 
participatory traditions in many of the new and some of the old member states, in the long run 
local participation and the idea of effective and valuable residential involvement will be promoted 
and accepted in most countries. Although the policies of the European Union lack the strength 
of national and local legislation, they can nonetheless become important influencing factors. The 
policies can create a certain climate or trend, where giving residents a voice can become normal 
practice.

Notes
1 The most important change in the Hungarian housing sector was the privatization of the housing stock in 

the 1990s. Approximately 1� per cent of the housing units were transferred from the state to the private sector. 
This privatization was of the ‘giveaway’ type where tenants paid only a fraction of the actual market price of 
the units. Immediately before the political and economic changes in 1990, the share of the state rental sector 
was 19 per cent on the national level and around 61 per cent in Budapest. By 2001, the national proportion 
went down to 4 per cent, and to a little bit more than 8 per cent in the capital. Although the process of mass 
privatization is now basically over, a slow, but steady decrease of the municipal-owned dwellings still persists 
(see Hegedüs & Tosics, 1996 or Bodnár, 2001 for further information on the privatization of the housing stock 
in Hungary).

2 Residents pay a relatively small monthly sum for about 2� years before becoming owners of the dwellings. An 
officially protected dwellings [VPO: Vivienda de Protección Oficial] starts as a publicly owned dwelling and 
finally becomes a dwelling in the owner-occupied sector.

3 The poorest households left the large housing estates mostly due to the difficulty of maintaining the 
apartments – the utility costs are very high in these buildings – and in the hope of making some money from 
selling their freshly privatized apartments. The apartments that were sold to them for a fraction of their value 
in the process of privatisation could be sold on the following day for their real value, assuring some financial 
gain to the owners, despite the relative unpopularity of these apartments.

4 Large housing estates form a substantial segment of the Hungarian housing market – approximately 20 per 
cent of it. Their status depends largely on the position they occupy in their local housing market (Bányai et 
al., 1999). Despite the physical troubles they face, their population – among whom many poor people can be 
found – are generally not the most deprived people in Hungary; many solid middle-class and lower-middle 
class households can be found on Hungarian large housing estates.
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� As a result of the privatization process, the majority of tenants became home-owners, so that the buildings 
became condominiums. Even the apartments owned by the municipality are mostly dispersed in different 
condominiums, and very rarely did a whole building remain in municipal hands.

6 Insulation works take precedence over all the other renovations. As a result, works involving building 
construction (like the renovation of the elevator) or the refurbishment of the surrounding roads, parks, and so 
forth will only be subsidized if the heat emission of the building fit current standards.

 The non-repayable loan is maximized at one-third of the costs (and 400.000 HUF/approximately 1600 EUR). 
The loan is financed by the state, while the local government and the condominium share the remaining 
two-thirds of the cost. However, starting from 1st August, 200�, a special loan program was set up for those 
condominium owners and local government authorities who cannot come forward with their own share for 
the reconstruction works. The state-subsidized 1�-year loan has fixed interest rates of �-6 per cent. For the 
socially deprived owners the state covers the cost of the interest rate.

7 Depending on the type of intervention they are planning, either a simple majority (�0 per cent plus 1) or the 
consensus of 80 per cent of the owners is necessary.
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Abstract
Planners and politicians frequently assert that promoting social mix strengthens the social tissue 
of a disadvantaged neighbourhood. Social mix is expected to resolve or avert problems related 
to spatial segregation. Some expected drawbacks of spatial segregation relate to the ideas about 
a neighbourhood effect: urban neighbourhoods are expected to have an impact on its residents’ 
attitudes and behaviour and living in a neighbourhood with a high level of spatial segregation 
would have a negative influence on the life chances of its population. Since the late 1990s, the 
social mix concept has increased in importance in urban regeneration and renewal policies in 
several European countries. The aim of this article is to describe how the social mix concept 
is used in post-WWII large housing estates in Europe, areas undergoing significant physical, 
economic, and social change in the past two decades. We describe whether, why, and how social 
mix is an issue in policies designed to resolve the problems on these estates. Drawing on the 
situation in the Netherlands, Sweden, and Spain we show that the level of segregation and the 
increased attention paid to the social mix concept in policymaking is related to issues regarding 
the national housing system and immigration.

5.1 Introduction

Throughout Europe, many large housing estates1 encounter such problems as social exclusion, 
high unemployment rates, and physical deterioration. Since the late 1990s, urban regeneration 
and urban renewal policies have become significant strategies to deal with these problems. In 
many countries these policies now feature the concept of social mix. Planners and politicians 
frequently assert that promoting social mix strengthens the social tissue of a disadvantaged 
neighbourhood.

In this study we investigate whether, why, and how social mix plays a part in European 
regeneration policies targeted on the problems of large housing estates. To discover why and how 
social mix is implemented we compared three European countries that differ with respect to the 
importance of the concept in policymaking (whether): the Netherlands, Sweden, and Spain.
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In the Netherlands, social mix has been implemented in several urban regeneration projects. 
The concept also plays a part in Sweden, although it seems less important in practice. In Spain, 
the concept is less familiar. We seek the reasons underlying the differences in policymaking and 
try to understand why policy differs in different spatial contexts; why and how do policymakers 
implement social mix in their urban policies, particularly in urban regeneration programs for 
large housing estates? Are there lessons to be learnt from these regeneration practices?

In the next section the concept of social mix is placed in a theoretical context and is 
related to spatial segregation and the neighbourhood effect. Social mix has won an important 
place in urban policy. However, some criticisms of the concept are also discussed. In academia, 
there seems to be no general view of the concept, and policymakers may also have their own 
perspectives. The implementation of social mix in national urban policy depends on certain 
institutional characteristics and social developments. In section �.3, we consider these issues in 
the countries selected with special reference to concentrated deprivation on their large housing 
estates. The role of social mix and the instruments used in urban policy in the three countries are 
described in section �.4. In section �.�, we discuss how social mix is expressed in practice with 
reference to experiences of regeneration in six (two for each city) large housing estates in Utrecht 
(the Netherlands), Stockholm (Sweden), and Barcelona (Spain). The empirical information 
is derived from a European research project (RESTATE). This project focuses on the present 
situation and future perspectives of large post-WWII housing estates in various European cities.2 
Finally, lessons are drawn concerning the use of social mix instruments in regenerating large 
housing estates.

5.2 Social mix in a broader context

Social mix strategies (sometimes referred to as social balance) are often related to such societal 
problems as the concentration of poverty and unemployment; in a socially-mixed population 
these problems are supposed to be avoided (Stevens, 199�). A residential mix is defined as: “a 
situation in which groups of all kinds live together in a residential area” (Van Kempen & Özüekren, 
1998: 1633). The term covers numerous overlapping indicators of population characteristics, 
including class, income, employment status, age, ethnicity, and religion (see Goodchild & Cole, 
2001). In this section, social mix is related to problems concerning spatial segregation and the 
neighbourhood effect concept. The perspective of different actors is also discussed.

Spatial segregation
Spatial segregation is defined as: “the residential separation of groups within a broader population” 
(Van Kempen & Özüekren, 1998: 1632). The negative effects this may generate dominate the 
literature (see Van Kempen & Özüekren, 1998; Bolt et al., 1998; Musterd & De Winter, 1998; Van 
Kempen & Priemus, 1999; Strömbald, 2001; Andersson & Van der Burgt, 2001). First, segregation 
may cause economic disadvantages for the residents of a neighbourhood with concentrated 
poverty. Lack of contact with relevant individuals and institutions limits people’s opportunities 
to participate in civil society (see Morris, 1987; Putnam, 1993, cited in Hibbitt et al., 2001; Burgers 
et al., 1997); the weak ties that, according to Granovetter (1973), offer information about labour 
market opportunities are missing.
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Second, there are educational drawbacks: research indicates that children with a foreign 
background have less chance of receiving a good education in a ‘black school’ than in a ‘white 
school’ (Özüekren, 1992). Also, living in areas where their playmates’ command of the majority 
tongue is poor makes fluency hard to acquire (Ballard, 1990, cited in Bolt et al., 1998; Özüekren, 
1992).

Furthermore, there are political disadvantages. Pinderhughes (1987, cited in Bolt et al., 1998) 
pointed out that, in estates with an ethnically homogeneous, non-native population, political 
mobilization is often concentrated on racial issues rather than other important matters. Next, a 
concentration of poverty can result in what Wacquant (1998) calls “organizational desertification”; 
it can erode the economic base for commercial services and discourage the presence of non-
commercial facilities, such as healthcare and educational facilities (Sarkissian, 1976; Massey & 
Denton, 1993).

Some positive effects related to spatial segregation are also mentioned (see Bolt et al., 1998; 
Van Kempen & Özüekren, 1998; Musterd & De Winter, 1998; Van Kempen & Priemus, 1999). 
Although the physical proximity of like-minded people can have negative effects, a situation may 
also develop in which social contacts grow. Furthermore, a concentration of specific groups can 
create an economic base for specific types of business. Spatial segregation can create political 
advantages; a localized concentration of people of the same group may attract the attention of 
politicians.

The neighbourhood effect
Some of the issues of spatial segregation relate to the general assumption underlying all 
neighbourhood research: urban neighbourhoods have an impact on the attitudes and behaviour 
of their residents (Friedrichs, 1997: 141). Living in a concentration of poverty would have a 
negative influence on the life chances of its population. This is called the neighbourhood effect 
(Urban, 2002: 4; 200�). Atkinson and Kintrea (2001: 2278) define neighbourhood effects as 
“the net change in the contribution to life-chances made by living in one area rather than another.” 
Although they state that, in this sense, neighbourhood effects can be both positive and negative, 
emphasis is most often on the negative part.

The work of William Wilson (1987, 1996) is important here. By analyzing the extent of 
poverty in US cities, he asserts that living in a poor neighbourhood leads to the social isolation 
of the residents. Rising unemployment, the flight of middle-income groups, the influx of 
poor households, and the ageing and impoverishment of the residents who remain all put 
the social organization of particular neighbourhoods under pressure. Wilson found that poor 
neighbourhoods have higher rates of school dropout, teenage pregnancy, resignation in searching 
for employment, and the physical deterioration of buildings. Friedrichs (1997) states that the 
main mechanisms specifying neighbourhood effects are interaction and social learning. He 
posits that proximity increases the probability of interaction, which in turn results in adaptation, 
diffusion of attitudes, and behavioural patterns.

The visibility of certain neighbourhood characteristics (litter, physical decay, visible acts of 
aggression and crime, drug abuse) has an impact on the attitudes and behaviour of residents. 
These characteristics may be perceived as normal and shift the norms of the residents away from 
those of mainstream society (Friedrichs, 1997: 147; Bolt et al., 1998; Wacquant, 1998). In this 
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context, Healey (1997) states that the social world, which is built up through the social interaction 
in the living space, is a key variable determining whether place based disadvantage occurs or not.

The arguments for realizing a social mix are based on a belief that space and place have a 
deterministic effect on those who live there. The neighbourhood effect can, however, be 
questioned. How much does the environment influence our life chances and choices? Many 
factors (household as well as personal characteristics) can alter the impact of the environment 
(see Musterd, 2003; Ostendorf et al., 2001; Buck, 2001; Van Beckhoven & Van Kempen, 2003; 
Friedrichs, 1997; Andersson, 2004).

Actors’ perspectives on the concept of social mix
Different actors operate in different spatial contexts, so awareness of their perspectives on the 
concept of social mix is needed. First in politicians’ eyes, an important reason for pursuing social 
mix is to avoid urban ghettos (Ostendorf et al., 2001). Social mix is expected to counter the 
negative effects of spatial segregation. But is spatial segregation a big enough problem to justify 
intervention? According to Musterd (2003), the segregation issue is overblown. He sees social 
mix as a xenophobic response to the supposedly problematic integration of immigrants and 
(relatively) poor households in our society. As long as the integration processes do not result in 
the development of static worlds apart, with place-bound ghettos of poor households or ethnic 
minorities, policymakers should not be eager to intervene. Whereas the segregation-integration 
debate addresses both the social and the ethnic dimensions of neighbourhood composition, some 
European countries have concentrated on the ethnic dimension (Musterd, 2003).

Second, besides the politicians’ perspective, some estate managers tend to believe that social 
mix facilitates the management of problematic estates. Housing associations – important actors 
in post-WWII housing areas in many countries – consider social mix as a means of controlling 
the social composition of their housing stock and the characteristics of their tenants (Goodchild 
& Cole, 2001).

Finally, Goodchild and Cole (2001) refer to several studies of the experiences of residents 
in areas made more socially mixed. In most cases, residents welcomed mixed communities as 
long as their personal interests were protected. They appreciated the influx of higher income 
households, because the reputation and appearance of the area improved (Atkinson & Kintrea, 
2000; Crow & Allen, 199�).

5.3 National dimensions influencing spatial segregation

Institutional factors, social developments, and policy traditions influence urban policymaking. 
It is not our intention to analyse these factors here. We wish to understand the part social mix 
plays in urban policy, specifically in the urban regeneration of large housing estates. Many of 
these functioned initially as attractive, modern estates, but present a different picture today. 
Demographic changes are particularly interesting in our perspective. Understanding turnover 
rates and the concentration of particular types of household on large housing estates requires 
knowledge about tenure. This aspect is featured in this section. Attention is also paid to the 
immigration issue; as elaborated in the previous section, the segregation debate is often based on 
the ethnic dimension.
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Segregation in tenure
In 2002, the Dutch owner-occupied sector was very little larger than the rented sector (�4 per 
cent vs. 46 per cent) (Ministerie van VROM, 2004). Obviously, the Netherlands have sought 
a balance between the rented and privately-owned housing sectors. From the 1980s, ideas 
changed concerning the social-rented sector, which became the reserve of low- or middle-
income households. New construction concentrated on the more expensive sector (Van Kempen 
& Priemus, 1999). Since the mid-1990s, this policy change has probably contributed to spatial 
segregation and the concentration of low-income households, particularly of ethnic minorities. 
The allocation rules have also contributed. The main criteria for housing allocation are income 
and household composition; immigrant families often have a low income and large household 
size and so qualify for an affordable dwelling in the social-rented sector, which are often 
overrepresented in large housing estates.

In Sweden, about half the population lives in small houses, and owner-occupation is the 
most common tenure for this housing type. About 36 per cent of the Swedish population lives 
in the rented sector, equally divided between private and public rent (there is no social-rented 
sector). A further 16 per cent lives in cooperative housing (www.scb.se): tenants buy the right 
to occupy a dwelling, but the property is owned collectively by a housing association formed by 
the tenants. Unlike the Dutch system, the Swedish public rental sector is open to households of 
all kinds; allocation is often based only on the time (number of days) a household is registered 
in the housing queue. The public housing companies are usually owned by the municipality, 
which operate a non-profit policy. Since large housing estates have lost their attractiveness, their 
waiting lists are shorter. So this policy selectively directs the newcomers on the local housing 
market (young people, migrants, and immigrants) and people with few options including those 
who cannot afford to buy a house or a cooperative dwelling to the least attractive estates.

In 2001, the Spanish housing stock was heavily dominated by the owner-occupied sector 
(81 per cent), 11 per cent was rented (mainly private) and 8 per cent classified as ‘other’ (neither 
purchased nor rented) (Censo, 2001, see Martin, 1997; Pareja & San Martín, 2002 for information 
on tenure imbalances in Spain). There is no public-rented sector as in the Netherlands or 
Sweden. The owner-occupied sector consists of two types of dwelling; free market and Officially 
Protected Dwellings [Vivienda de Protección Oficial, VPO]. The latter are public dwellings with 
a postponed ownership. Residents pay a relatively small monthly sum for about 2� years before 
they own their home: the VPO dwelling starts as a public dwelling and finishes in the owner-
occupied sector. In Spanish housing policy, the VPO is an important instrument; it provides 
subsidies for residents and ‘brick and mortar’ subsidies. New residents of VPO dwellings have to 
meet income criteria; both low- and middle-income families are regarded as target groups.

Low-income households are concentrated in the Dutch and Swedish public-rented sectors. 
There is a form of segregation according to type of tenure. Hence, the concentration of poverty 
found on large housing estates relates to the concentration of public-rented dwellings there. 
In Spain, rather than the tenure of a dwelling, whether it is ‘protected’ is an indicator of the 
socio-economic status of its inhabitants. This indicator is not strong since both low- and middle-
income households are eligible for a VPO dwelling. Moreover, an increase in income does not 
prevent households from remaining in such a dwelling (Kruijthoff & Baart, 1998). Therefore, 
households with an improved socio-economic situation do not automatically leave the area. 
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Consequently, the concentration of low-income households in VPO dwellings in Spain is not as 
obvious as in the Dutch and Swedish rented sectors.

Immigration
Immigration from other countries (European and non-European) has become an important 
characteristic of demographic development in many European countries. In the 1960s and 1970s, 
the Netherlands welcomed guest workers and people from the former colonies. Migration has 
increased the diversity of the Dutch population (Van Kempen, 1997). In the 1980s, 11 per cent of 
the total population had a non-Dutch background, while in 2004 this share had almost doubled 
(www.cbs.nl). In the early 1970s, immigrants in the Netherlands could not acquire a social-rented 
dwelling; they were forced to buy or rent in the private sector. This situation changed in the 
early 1980s. To some extent related to the allocation rules, from that time, increasing numbers of 
immigrants entered post-WWII large housing estates (see above).

Sweden has also been an immigrant country for several decades. As in the Netherlands, 
the foreign-born population in Sweden has nearly doubled in the last thirty years: in the 1970s, 
6.7 per cent of the population was born outside Sweden, the corresponding figure in 2004 was 
12.2 per cent (www.scb.se). Initially, immigrants were mainly guest workers from the Nordic 
countries, Southern, and Eastern Europe. However, since the late 1970s, third-world refugees 
have dominated the influx; they are mainly concentrated in the metropolitan areas, where they 
often occupy dwellings in the public-rented sector on the least attractive estates (often post-
WWII large housing estates) in the urban fringe.

The immigration situation in Spain is completely different, since Spain used to be an 
emigration country. Migrants only started to arrive in the 1990s; in 1991 below one per cent of 
the Spanish population was foreign born; in 2004 this percentage was seven (www.ine.es). This 
is still low compared with the Netherlands and Sweden, although currently immigrant flows are 
increasing. Initially, this group settled in the centres of large cities such as Madrid and Barcelona. 
Now, many are moving to the housing estates in the peripheral areas, where they turn up in large 
housing estates.

5.4 Spatial segregation and large housing estates in the Netherlands, Sweden 
and Spain

In many European countries, selective migration to and from large housing estates has occurred. 
The tenure situation on these estates influences the turnover rate. In this section we consider 
urban spatial segregation, particularly the effects on large housing estates in the selected 
countries.

Origin of the large housing estates in the Netherlands, Sweden and Spain
Post-WWII large housing estates were constructed to meet housing shortages. In the 
Netherlands these were largely the consequence of the Second World War. War-damage and the 
post war baby boom left many cities with insufficient suitable dwellings. Consequently, between 
the 19�0s and the mid-1970s, the national government implemented an extensive building 
program.
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In Sweden, urbanization, low production volume in preceding decades, the demolition of inner 
city (slum) residential areas, and demographic change (more small households) contributed 
to housing scarcity (Andersson et al., 2003). Between 196� and 197� many dwellings were 
constructed on large housing estates (Lujanen, 2004). This production was part of the Million 
Homes Program: a state-initiated program to construct one million dwellings in a ten-year 
period.

In Spain, the urbanization process in the 19�0s and 1960s, when migrants from rural areas 
went to the large cities to look for work, increased housing demand. Initially, many people tried 
to build their own accommodation. Large housing estates were then developed to provide them 
with decent housing.

In all three countries the large housing estates were constructed with an emphasis on quantity 
and efficiency. New methods and materials led many large post-WWII housing estates to have 
an overrepresentation of multi-family buildings. The dwellings had to be built quickly and 
governments and builders wanted to keep their investment low, so the quality of the building 
materials was compromised.

Spatial segregation and Dutch large housing estates
Initially, the Dutch large housing estates were attractive neighbourhoods accommodating a 
homogenous population in modern dwellings. This picture changed. The physical homogeneity 
(overrepresentation of multi-family dwellings) and the relatively poor quality of the housing 
stock led prosperous households to depart. This process of selective migration was accelerated 
by the construction of attractive dwellings in other parts of the cities. The allocation rules 
(see section �.3) and the composition of the housing stock (primarily social-rented dwellings) 
led low-income households, amongst them immigrants, to take their place. Consequently, the 
socio-economic profile of the residents became homogeneous, while their cultural background 
became heterogeneous. In addition to general impoverishment, social tensions were exacerbated 
in some neighbourhoods and the number or quality of services decreased. These developments 
contributed to the fear of income ghettos, which played a part when social mix was implemented 
in urban regeneration (see Musterd et al., 2003; Van Kempen, 2000).

Spatial segregation and Swedish large housing estates
In the 1960s and 1970s spatial segregation became acknowledged in Sweden. As in the 
Netherlands, a process of selective migration could be noted, especially in large housing estates 
in the metropolitan regions; prosperous households left, leaving a concentration of immigrant, 
low-income, and unemployed households. Some of these areas are transit areas where newcomers 
on the housing market (young households and immigrants) start their housing career. When 
they can afford to, they leave the large housing estates and move up the housing and social 
ladder. Furthermore, many large housing estates were confronted with high vacancy rates. Today 
though, many of these estates in metropolitan regions have low turnover rates because of the 
general housing shortage. This has had a stabilizing effect on these estates.

Initially, the spatial segregation discussion addressed socio-economic dimensions. Ethnic 
segregation was not recognized until the 1980s. The metropolitan areas are now divided cities: 
socio-economic and ethnic segregation is extensive. The socio-economic segregation is often 
said to be the cause of the spatial division between population groups. Ethnic segregation 



88

can therefore be considered secondary (Andersson, 1999). Both a social and an ethnic mix are 
therefore important to make people stay in the area by facilitating a housing and social career 
within the area. Realizing a tenure and housing-type mix is expected to achieve such a population 
mix (see below).

Spatial segregation and Spanish large housing estates
Many post-WWII large housing estates in Spain accommodate working-class families in VPO 
dwellings featuring postponed ownership. Some of these estates house many gypsies, the largest 
ethnic minority group in Spain.

Compared with similar Dutch and Swedish estates, residential mobility on Spanish large 
housing estates has been low. This is related to tenure differences. Moving from a VPO dwelling 
before it is paid off would entail a financial loss since the regional government has first option 
to buy the dwelling below market value (see Pareja et al., 2004). Since many households did 
not move when their socio-economic situation improved, they have not been replaced by low-
income households. Nowadays prices on the free market are rising, so residents hesitate to leave 
their inexpensive dwellings.

Currently, most of the VPO dwellings on the large housing estates have been paid off or are 
owned by the residents through privatization programs. The housing market on these estates 
has opened up. Cortés (2004) predicts that the worst estates (with respect to the quality of the 
housing stock and the living environment) will become highly segregated, since the original 
residents are already abandoning these areas. These large housing estates attract groups such as 
immigrants who find access to the housing market difficult.

5.5 Social mix: policy and instruments

The Netherlands
The social mix concept was introduced into Dutch urban policy in 1997 in the Memorandum on 
Urban Renewal [Nota Stedelijke Vernieuwing]. This was related to the concern for the possible 
negative effects of spatial segregation (see section �.4). The objective of the policy was to realize a 
mixed population in urban areas (Musterd, 1998).3 The break-up of the housing stock’s monotony 
with respect to tenure and housing type was considered an important means of realizing this 
goal: replacing parts of the old housing stock by new buildings of a higher price class and in 
the owner-occupied sector would attract and retain well-to-do residents, counteract spatial 
segregation, and enhance the quality of life in these residential areas. The improvement, merging, 
and sale of rental dwellings also formed part of the restructuring intervention (Ministerie van 
VROM, 1997). Nowadays, realizing a mix in tenure terms is incorporated in new-building 
projects: 70 per cent of new dwellings should be built in the owner-occupied sector and 30 per 
cent in the social-rented sector.

Apparently, policymakers assume that interventions in the housing stock bring about social 
effects; restructuring is expected to create more chances for socially deprived residents. Associated 
with the presence of positive role models, an increase in social integration is anticipated 
(neighbourhood effect). Research in several Dutch housing estates where a residential mix was 
realized has shown, however, that such favourable influences (increasing and intensifying social 
contacts between residents with different socio-economic backgrounds) are the exception rather 



89

than the rule; people in socially-mixed estates tend to live alongside each other, not together (the 
‘living apart together’ phenomenon). Although the regeneration interventions brought about 
an increase in the quality of the housing stock and changed the composition of the population 
in the involved neighbourhood, people prefer to live near people like themselves. If this is not 
the case, neighbourly interest is not easily generated (Gans, 1961; Portes & Sensenbrenner, 1993; 
Kleinhans et al., 2000; Van Beckhoven & Van Kempen, 2003).

Sweden
In Sweden, as in the Netherlands, social mix plays a part in urban policies. As early as the 1970s, 
when spatial segregation by social class was first acknowledged (see section above), the Swedish 
government decided to implement a social mix policy on the neighbourhood level [allsidig 
hushållssammansättning] to counteract the segregation process (SOU, 197�: �1). However, whether 
this political aim has ever guided the actual planning process throughout the country is doubtful. 
Some municipalities have pursued more active and ambitious mixing policies than others, but 
the state has been unable to regulate local plans. The policy is not at the top of the political 
agenda, but forms part of the goals for the national program The Metropolitan Initiative that 
started in 1998.4

The primary measure to achieve a social mix is through creating a mix in tenure and housing 
types. This is implemented in different ways. First, owing to the urban housing shortage, 
restructuring interventions in Sweden have not included extensive demolition programs. 
Instead, new dwellings are added to the existing housing stock, so that density is increased. To 
attract other household types (affluent/native) these new dwellings are of a different price class, 
housing type, and tenure. Since large housing estates are often dominated by dwellings in the 
public-rented sector, new buildings comprise cooperatives and small owner-occupied houses. 
Large housing estates are already densely built so opportunities for new-building are limited 
(demolition is not an option). In these areas this measure therefore contributes little to a change 
in the population composition.

Another way of creating a tenure mix is by changing tenure in parts of the existing housing 
stock. Actors in the private as well as the public-rented sector have offered some of their 
properties to the residents. The tenure is then changed from public/private rent to cooperative 
housing. In the peripheries of the metropolitan areas (where most large housing estates are 
located), where tenure mix is most needed, this process has proceeded slowly. In the inner city, 
prices were set below market value, while prices in the peripheral estates were closer to the 
market price. The economic incentive to buy was thus stronger in the central locations.

A third instrument to generate a social mix is to refurbish the estates (in both physical 
and social/commercial respects) to make them attractive to all types of household. Although 
somewhat different, these last two instruments are implemented in the Netherlands as well.

Sweden has also applied some indirect measures to achieve a mix of population groups. 
These measures include increasing housing opportunities among specific population groups, 
such as immigrants (through information, economic subsidies, legal rights, etc.). One example 
is awareness of discrimination and racism in the housing market. The discrimination of 
immigrants by real estate agencies and private landlords has been acknowledged. Combating this 
phenomenon is an indirect measure enabling social mix (Borevi, 2001).

Although Sweden has had a social mix policy since the 1970s, the measures have been small-
scaled. To prevent the recurrence of the problems related to the Million Homes Program, which 
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had been criticized for being homogeneous in both tenure and housing type, in new construction 
areas a mixed housing stock is realized (with respect to tenure and housing type).

Spain
In Spain, urban policy is the responsibility of the Autonomous Communities (AC) and can 
therefore differ between the 17 ACs. In this article we feature Catalonia, the AC of which 
Barcelona is the capital.

Spanish housing policy does not include any elements aimed at establishing a social mix in areas 
with a biased socio-economic structure. Social mix has not featured in local or regional policies 
in Catalonia. Until recently, no high level of spatial segregation at a regional or city level could 
be identified (Kruythoff & Baart, 1998). However, increasing immigration and rising housing 
costs have fostered social polarization and spatial segregation. Household income is an important 
factor determining one’s opportunities on the housing market in Catalunya; the housing market 
therefore functions as a selection mechanism, with different social groups occupying different 
areas of the city and metropolitan area (Nel.lo, 1996 referred to in Kruythoff & Baart, 1998 and 
his presentation on 6 April 200�).

The segregation-integration debate may become as important in Spain as in the Netherlands 
and Sweden. Spanish policymakers may also want to implement social mix policies to counter 
the negative effects of spatial segregation and neighbourhood effects in poor neighbourhoods.

5.6 Social mix in large housing estates in Utrecht, Stockholm, and Barcelona

In this section, we report how social mix policies and instruments have been implemented in 
regeneration projects in the large housing estates of Nieuw-Hoograven and Kanaleneiland in 
Utrecht (the Netherlands), Husby and Tensta in Stockholm (Sweden), and Trinitat Nova 
and Sant Roc in Barcelona (Spain). Although a range of interventions can be found (e.g., 
interventions designed to improve an estate’s image), the focus is on interventions aimed directly 
at realizing a mixed neighbourhood population.

5.6.1 Regenerating large housing estates in Utrecht

Research areas: Kanaleneiland and Nieuw-Hoograven
Kanaleneiland and Nieuw-Hoograven in Utrecht are both located relatively near the city centre; 
they accommodate 7,808 and �,933 residents respectively (Gemeente Utrecht, 200�). Initially, both 
estates were inhabited by native Dutch residents who were pleased to live there. In the course of 
time, however, the population has changed; the share of residents in Kanaleneiland with a non-
Dutch background increased from 3.6 per cent in 1980 to 78 per cent in 200� (Gemeente Utrecht, 
200�). This change relates to the allocation rules; their household size and low incomes give 
these households the right to relatively large, affordable dwellings, which are well represented on 
both estates. This socio-cultural heterogeneity of the population is accompanied by homogenous 
socio-economic characteristics (high unemployment and low educational levels).

These areas are confronted with other developments, such as vandalism and crime, feeling 
unsafe, decreased quality of public space, and educational arrears. Both estates are among the 
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most problematic areas of Utrecht (a more elaborate description of the developments in 
Kanaleneiland and Nieuw-Hoograven can be found in Aalbers et al., 2003).

Social mix in local policy making
As at the national level, local politicians consider that a concentration of ethnic minorities 
together with socio-economically weak households should be avoided. Interventions in the 
housing stock are seen as an important instrument to break up this concentration and prevent 
income ghettos. In 2001, the three local housing associations and the local government authority 
agreed on the restructuring task for the city of Utrecht under the DUO agreement [De Utrechtse 
Opgave: Utrecht’s Task]. Much of this agreement consists of a plan to demolish 9,�00 (social) 
rented dwellings in Utrecht before 201� and replace them with 9,000 new dwellings. Of these, 
two-thirds will be owner-occupied and one third social-rented dwellings.

Social mix in the regeneration of Nieuw-Hoograven and Kanaleneiland
A considerable part of the restructuring task within the city of Utrecht involves Nieuw-
Hoograven and Kanaleneiland. In Nieuw-Hoograven some apartment complexes have already 
been demolished (34�) and the number of single-family dwellings in the owner-occupied sector 
has increased (102). Almost 80 per cent of these dwellings have been sold to households already 
living in Utrecht. Furthermore, several social-rented single-family dwellings have been renovated 
and other demolition/new-building projects are planned (319 apartments will be replaced by 43� 
new dwellings in both the social-rented and owner-occupied sector) (Aalbers et al., 2004).

In Kanaleneiland, a far-reaching restructuring project is planned. Since the estate connects 
a new-building area and the city centre, parts of the area have to be refurbished to make the 
connection attractive. Under this plan, 1,300 new high-rise dwellings in both the owner-occupied 
sector and the social-rented sector (related to the national Urban Renewal Policy the ratio will 
be 70/30) will replace ��0 high- and middle-rise dwellings.

Another restructuring project in Kanaleneiland includes the replacement of the existing 
primary schools by a new building accommodating all three schools and other neighbourhood-
oriented functions. The building will be surrounded by about 100 new dwellings (both mid-rise 
and single-family dwellings) to be constructed in the owner-occupied and social-rented sectors 
(again the ratio will be 70/30). Interestingly, most of the owner-occupied dwellings have been 
sold to residents who already live in the estate.

In both Nieuw-Hoograven and Kanaleneiland, the restructuring interventions aim to create 
a social mix; the housing stock is to become more heterogeneous in terms of ownership and 
price so as to attract new residents or retain prosperous residents. In addition, the housing 
associations responsible for the management of large parts of the housing stock are cooperating 
with the local government authority to adapt the allocation rules; allocating students or young 
artists to dwellings on the demolition list and apartments that are difficult to let, makes the 
neighbourhood population more differentiated (see Aalbers et al., 2004).

The interventions have also received some criticism. In Nieuw-Hoograven, the social plan 
failed; each restructuring project should include a plan that gives every household the opportunity 
to move into another dwelling (owner-occupied or social-rented) in the same neighbourhood 
after the restructuring interventions, or into a dwelling that is at least similar to their present 
dwelling (with respect to size and monthly rent) somewhere else in the city, according to their 
preferences. But the new dwellings in the owner-occupied sector were too expensive and new-
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building in the social-rented sector was not completed on schedule. Consequently, many people 
were forced to move and ended up in other parts of the city where social-rented dwellings are 
over-represented (Kleinhans & Kruythoff, 2002). These displacement effects may also occur in 
other large housing estates (Andriessen, 2002). Although part of the stock on new-building plots 
is constructed in the social-rented sector (30 per cent), these dwellings are often too expensive 
for the residents of estates such as Nieuw-Hoograven (Lucassen, 2002). Finally, some residents 
in Kanaleneiland disagree with the demolition plans; they do not want to leave the area and 
would prefer renovation (Van Beckhoven & Van Kempen, 200�).

5.6.2 Regenerating large housing estates in Stockholm

Research areas: Husby and Tensta
Tensta and Husby are located on the outskirts ( Järvafield) of Stockholm and accommodate 
about 17,000 and 11,�00 residents respectively (2004). Both estates are multi-ethnic enclaves; in 
Husby, �9 per cent of the residents and in Tensta, 61 per cent have a foreign background.� About 
100 nationalities can be found on these estates. Both Husby and Tensta have a poor reputation 
and their position on the Stockholm housing market is weak. Furthermore, the areas are 
characterized by high unemployment rates. With respect to the housing stock, it can be said that 
on both estates about 80 per cent of the stock belongs to the rental sector and about 20 per cent 
to the cooperative sector. Practically no semi-detached dwellings in the owner-occupied sector 
can be found in Husby and there are very few in Tensta (76 houses).

While Tensta housed immigrants from the beginning, Husby’s history is somewhat 
different. When Sweden was confronted with an economic crisis, the popularity of Husby, one 
of the last estates constructed under the Million Homes Program, decreased and large numbers 
of low-income households as well as households with a non-Swedish background entered the 
area. When the estate was constructed, large housing estates had already been criticised; lack 
of employment and weak social cohesion were assumed. To prevent this unfavourable situation 
from happening in Husby, small business units and facilities for social clubs and associations 
were created on the ground floor of the apartment blocks. Another instrument was the 
allocation rules [Järva Rules] introduced by the housing managers: residents such as teachers 
and policemen with a particular income-level or profession had priority. This rule was considered 
politically incorrect and has been abolished, however; in Sweden, the freedom to settle wherever 
you want is considered important. Apparently, indirect measures to create a social mix have been 
used more often than direct measures, as reported below (a more elaborate description of the 
developments in Tensta and Husby can be found in Andersson et al., 2003).

Social mix in regenerating Husby and Tensta
Sweden has had an official social mix policy for thirty years (see section �.�), so it is surprising 
how few direct social mix interventions have been implemented in the research areas. Swedish 
regeneration plans do not normally include extensive demolition programs. Instead, focus is 
on internal (every tenth year white goods, wallpaper and the like need to be replaced) as well 
as external renovation (changing the colour of the facades, or improvements of the entrances, 
balconies, and windows).

The most significant social mix policy has been a tenure diversification program launched by 
the city of Stockholm. Residents of public-rented apartments were given the opportunity to form 
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a cooperative, buying their dwellings from the municipal housing company. Although tenure 
diversification was needed most in peripheral estates such as Husby and Tensta, the economic 
incentives were much smaller there than in the inner city locations: the gap between the buy-out 
price and the real market value was much less (see section �.�). Consequently, the policy failed.

That is not to say that nothing is happening in these research areas. In Husby, there are 
plans to build additional multi-family and single-family housing. An extra floor has been added 
to some two- or three-storey apartment blocks to accommodate students. There are similar 
plans for Tensta. Furthermore, some new dwellings will be built in Tensta as part of a housing 
exhibition to be held in 2006 to show amongst others the opportunities these kinds of estate 
afford. Some of these new dwellings are designed to attract more affluent households. At the 
same time and probably related to a changing policymakers’ point of view, other interventions 
focus on improving the situation for current residents (direct physical interventions to create a 
social mix are accompanied by social, indirect interventions).

Improvement of the quality of primary education is one way to retain households who have 
improved their situation (see Öresjö et al., 200�). Apparently, a policy change can be seen; the 
dispersal of problematic households is replaced by targeting possible causes of this outcome.

5.6.3 Regenerating large housing estates in Barcelona

Research areas: Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc
Trinitat Nova is located in the northeast of Barcelona and accommodates about 7,700 
inhabitants. They form a homogenous population group characterized by relatively strong social 
cohesion. Trinitat Nova takes an average position on the urban housing market. However, the 
area has experienced problems concerning an ageing and declining neighbourhood population: 
between 1981 and 1996 the area lost about 30 per cent of its inhabitants. This loss was the result 
of the departure of many second-generation residents. No dwellings were available in the area, 
so they had to leave. However, in recent years the housing market has become more open; many 
inhabitants have paid for their dwellings and become home-owners, so selling or letting has 
become easier. Immigrants have recently arrived in this area (Pareja et al., 200�).

The second Spanish case is Sant Roc, located on the western periphery of Barcelona. The 
estate accommodated around 12,�00 inhabitants; about 40 per cent of them is gypsies. Currently, 
many residents whose socio-economic position has improved are leaving, to be replaced by 
foreign immigrants (especially from outside the EU) with limited financial resources. So the 
average socio-economic position of the neighbourhood population is declining. Three different 
population groups can be distinguished: natives, gypsies, and foreign immigrants. Conflicts 
between these groups have a negative influence on the social situation. Related to this, Sant 
Roc has a poor image and is one of the most problematic estates in the metropolitan area of 
Barcelona (a more elaborate description of the developments in Sant Roc and Trinitat Nova can 
be found in Pareja et al., 2003).

Regeneration in Catalonia
In many large housing estates in Catalonia, regeneration is only applied to that part of the 
neighbourhood in the worst physical condition. The presence of ‘concrete disease’ demands 
demolition of parts of the housing stock in several neighbourhoods, including Trinitat Nova 
and Sant Roc. Residents affected by such developments are relocated to new VPO dwellings 
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in the same neighbourhood.6 Regeneration in Catalonia primarily concerns projects to replace 
dwellings in poor condition; regeneration is not an instrument to intervene in the social structure 
of the population.

Social mix in the regeneration of Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc
The main regeneration interventions involve the demolition of around 870 dwellings in Trinitat 
Nova and their replacement by 1,030 new (VPO) dwellings. The surplus created will facilitate an 
increased density within the neighbourhood.

Apparently, social mix plays no part in urban regeneration; interventions are not aimed 
to attract a particular type of resident. Sant Roc is an exception, however. A concentration of 
gypsy families was found in a part of the neighbourhood. The separation of gypsies and non-
gypsies was seen as contributing to social exclusion. In addition to replacing technically deficient 
dwellings, the regeneration project aims to break up the concentration of these gypsy families. 
In principle, non-gypsy families living in the same block are relocated together in a new block; 
where possible, some gypsy families (also called ‘integration families’) are placed in the same 
block. This policy is not part of a regional or local level policy program; it has been developed 
specifically for Sant Roc.

The government has provided funds to implement a social program dealing with the 
integration of gypsy families in the new apartment blocks. The program includes workshops 
on safety in the home, home economics, the functioning of a stairwell community, and home 
maintenance.

Residents perceive the social mix policy in different ways (Pareja et al., 2004). According 
to the Association of Gypsies, most families are pleased with the regeneration plans since they 
acquire new, larger dwellings. The reaction of the gypsies depends on their way of life, however; 
traditional gypsy families are more reluctant to live together with non-gypsies than are more 
modern and open gypsy families whose way of life is comparable with that of non-gypsies 
(Pareja et al., 2003). According to the Regeneration Office social team, some non-gypsy families 
fear a rapid decline of the new apartment blocks if gypsies are placed there.

The social policy takes no account of the third population group: the foreign immigrants. 
This probably relates to the concentration of these immigrants in an area that forms no part 
of the regeneration project. The social policy focuses on the regeneration area and the residents 
living there and not on improving the social cohesion between population groups throughout 
the entire neighbourhood.

5.6.4 Concluding summary
Table �.1 offers an overview of the main findings of this section under three variables: 
neighbourhood status; social mix interventions as objectives; social mix interventions as measures. 
We have added a fourth variable: the residents’ opinion of social mix, since this may determine 
the ultimate success or failure of the policy. The table shows that social mix interventions take 
place particularly in the Dutch and Swedish cases. However, social mix is also involved in the 
Spanish regeneration program of Sant Roc. The research areas show a high level of concentrated 
deprivation and belong to the most problematic areas of their cities. In Trinitat Nova on the 
other hand, where concentration of poverty is not an issue, social mix is not on the policy agenda. 
Apparently, spatial segregation and poverty concentration levels determine whether social mix 
interventions are implemented.
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In general, the reasons for realizing social mix are similar in the three cities: breaking up 
concentrations of population groups regarded as ‘weak’ or ‘problematic’. However, the 
interventions involve different strategies. In the Dutch and Swedish cases the interventions are 
part of a policy (local or national) aimed at dealing with spatial segregation at a national or city 
level. In Sant Roc, the interventions form no part of a broad strategy, but focus on one particular 
issue; dealing with the concentration of gypsies at the neighbourhood level.

Furthermore, it can be seen that the interventions can focus on current as well as future 
residents. In the Utrecht case studies, and to a lesser degree in the Stockholm cases, new residents 
should be attracted to the areas and simultaneously residents whose socio-economic position has 
improved should be retained (by offering them more attractive dwellings). In Barcelona, however, 
technical interventions concentrate on improving the housing stock for the sitting residents 
rather than attracting new people.

Table 5.1 Overview of findings

Kanalen-
eiland

Nieuw-
Hoograven

Husby Tensta Sant Roc Trinitat 
Nova

Neighbourhood status
High level of concentrated 
poverty

X X X X X

Belong to the most problematic 
areas of the city1 

X X X X X

Social mix interventions: objectives
Attracting new/other residents 
(i.e. with a stronger socio-
economic background)

X X X X

Breaking up population 
concentration at neighbourhood 
level 

X

Breaking up population 
concentration at city level

X X X X

None X

Social mix interventions: measures
Demolition and substitution X X X X2

Tenure diversification X X X X
Increasing density X X X X
Allocation rules X3 X3

Residents’ opinion whether social mix is good *
Positive X X
Neutral X X X
Negative X

1 With respect to level of income, unemployment, education
2 These interventions focus on the current neighbourhood population and do not aim at creating a social mix
3  Allocation rules are discussed nationally, particularly in the city of Rotterdam, where dwellings in particular neighbourhoods 

are allocated only to people with a particular income level
* Source: survey (2004)
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Looking at the actual interventions reveals that, in Utrecht, social mix is realized through 
demolition/new-building. Although some dwellings are in poor technical shape, demolition 
is not always necessary. Nevertheless, it is sometimes implemented to create a mixed housing 
stock and a mixed neighbourhood population. Additionally, the allocation rules in Utrecht 
are modified for dwellings that are difficult to rent out or are on the demolition list; they are 
sometimes let to students or artists.

In Barcelona, demolition/new-building interventions are applied; here the technical situation 
makes these interventions essential. They are not usually used to create a mixed neighbourhood 
population (with respect to socio-economic background). In the Swedish case studies, tenure 
diversification and increasing density are common measures; by increasing the density and 
diversifying the tenure, new (more affluent) people can be attracted to the estate. Simultaneously, 
tenure diversification gives sitting residents the opportunity to continue their housing career in 
the area.

In the Dutch case studies, where creating a social mix is high on the policy agenda, 
residents are strikingly positive about living on a socially-mixed estate. This may be because 
demolition interventions make the policy tangible, so residents can form a clear opinion more 
easily. Alternatively, residents may wish to live in a neighbourhood with a better image. Or 
residents may feel positive about a socially mixed estate, but forget the consequences of these 
interventions; demolition/new-building activities may necessitate some households leaving the 
area (see section �.2).

In the Spanish cases, residents are less positive about living in a mixed housing estate. In 
Trinitat Nova, where no social mix interventions are planned, opinions are neutral. In Sant Roc 
on the other hand, where these interventions do take place, opinions are negative. Although 
many gypsy families agreed with the mixing, many non-gypsies might be apprehensive. 
Apparently, the instruments used to create social mix influence the residents’ opinion about this 
concept. In Sweden, no demolition programs have been implemented. Consequently, social mix 
has a limited effect in neighbourhood change and residents are sceptical.

5.7 Conclusions

In this article we addressed the questions whether, why, and how social mix plays a part in 
European regeneration policies, particularly on large housing estates. To find out more about 
why and how social mix is implemented, a comparison was made between three European 
countries that differ with respect to the importance of the concept in policymaking (whether): 
the Netherlands, Sweden and Spain.

In the Netherlands and Sweden social mix is an important concept in urban policy. 
Regeneration policies for large housing estates mainly aim to attract new more prosperous 
households and discourage households with an improved economic situation from leaving. 
Apparently, the focus is on the socio-economic background of the neighbourhood population. 
In Spain, the concept of social mix is not included in urban policy. Only at the local level 
can examples be found (breaking up the concentration of specific population groups through 
relocation).

Why does the role of social mix differ in the three countries? The concept of social mix is 
often implemented to resolve problems related to spatial segregation or to avoid these problems 
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developing. The apprehension for urban ghettos plays an important part here. Since these issues 
arise to a different extent in the three countries, ideas about social mix in urban policy differ.

The international comparison focussed on two factors that to some extent seem to determine 
the implementation of social mix policies as a reaction to the appearance of spatial segregation. 
First, the national housing system: in the Netherlands and Sweden, low-income households 
rely on affordable dwellings in the public-rented sector. Since these are often concentrated 
in large housing estates, low-income households are concentrated there too (segregation by 
housing type and tenure). In contrast the Spanish housing system has a large owner-occupied 
sector. The emphasis on large housing estates is on VPO dwellings with postponed ownership. 
Consequently, segregation has not developed on Spanish large housing estates; households 
whose socio-economic situation improves are disinclined to move. Segregation is therefore less 
important in comparison with the Netherlands and Sweden.

The appearance of concentration and spatial segregation does not mean there is a perfect 
correlation between the level of segregation and the tendency to implement social mix policies. 
This is illustrated by the second factor that was analysed. The integration of immigrants and the 
related fear of urban ghettos. The Netherlands and Sweden both have high percentages of the 
population with a foreign background. The segregation-integration debate often addresses the 
ethnic dimension of the population composition on large housing estates. In Spain, immigration 
only started in the 1990s, so segregation and integration are relatively new issues. Currently 
however, many immigrants are settling in the large housing estates.

How does social mix play a part in the regeneration of large housing estates? A popular 
instrument in the Netherlands and Sweden is new construction in the owner-occupied sector 
and the higher price class of the rented sector. A mixed housing stock should result in a mixed 
neighbourhood population. Indirect interventions are also important in these countries; policies 
favour sitting residents (area-based approach).

One conclusion is that the political reaction to immigration and spatial segregation and the 
fear of urban ghettos largely determine whether social mix policies are implemented. Although 
theoretically social mix concerns both ethnic and socio-economic factors, and in politics emphasis 
is often on the latter, in practice ethnicity frequently drives the implementation of social mix 
policies. The immigration issue in Spain is relatively new, hence the arrears in experience with 
social mix policies.

The development of a concept in urban policy is related to national institutional 
characteristics and social developments. The role of social mix in regeneration policies seems 
to be related to national institutional characteristics (that is, the national housing system) and 
social developments such as immigration. The concept of social mix is therefore of different 
importance in different countries. In Spain, the appearance of segregation in the housing market 
and the increasing significance of the ethnic dimension in particular estates may sharpen the 
segregation-integration debate. In the not very distant future Spanish urban policymakers may 
also consider the implementation of social mix as an instrument to combat the negative effects 
of spatial segregation and the neighbourhood effect on large housing estates.
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Notes
1 Large housing estates can be defined as estates built in the second half of the 20th century that consist of 

groups of at least 2,000 housing units and are recognized as distinct and geographical areas, planned by the 
state or with support from the state.

2 RESTATE is the acronym for: Restructuring Large Housing Estates in European Cities: Good Practices and 
New Visions for Sustainable Neighbourhoods and Cities. For more information about this project, see www.
restate.geo.uu.nl.

3 In addition, the government wished to bring to an end the increasing problems surrounding the exploitation 
of dwellings, facilities, and companies (VROM, 1997).

4 The Metropolitan Initiative is a state-initiated policy program targeting 24 selected neighbourhoods (‘exposed’ 
areas) in the three metropolitan regions of Stockholm, Gothenburgh, and Malmö. Most of these targeted 
areas are large housing estates that were part of the Million Homes Program (see Öresjö et al., 2004).

� Foreign background is referred to as a foreign citizen born in Sweden or elsewhere and foreign-born Swedish 
citizens. Second generation immigrants are included in these figures.

6 They can choose whether to rent or buy their new dwelling. In the case of buying, inhabitants need to 
fulfil the monthly payments. If an owner does not agree with the relocation and the price compensation, 
the value of the old dwelling can be paid as compensation for the demolition. The value of the dwellings 
to be demolished and the prices of the new dwellings are determined by an agreement drawn up in every 
neighbourhood. If residents are not able to pay for their new VPO dwelling, the regional government of 
Catalonia offers alternatives (see Pareja et al., 2004).
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6 Social effects of urban restructuring: a 
case study in Amsterdam and Utrecht, the 
Netherlands1

   Van Beckhoven, E. & R. Van Kempen (2003), Social effects of urban restructuring: a case 
study in Amsterdam and Utrecht, the Netherlands, Housing Studies 18 (6), pp. 8�3-87�. 
Copyright © Routledge, Taylor and Francis Group.

Abstract
In the Netherlands, urban restructuring has been a major policy since 1997. Its principal aim is 
to improve neighbourhoods by demolishing or upgrading low-rent social dwellings and building 
more expensive rental or owner-occupied units. A fundamental idea underlying this policy is to 
break up the physical and social monotony of urban areas and to achieve a mixed population in 
terms of income. The consequence of this new mix should be that people interact better and fully 
enjoy all kinds of facilities in the restructured area. This paper addresses the question of whether 
this new policy has indeed had these effects. The focus point is the role of the neighbourhood, 
featuring changes for traditional inhabitants while accommodating the newcomers. Do they 
use the area? Are their social contacts made there? Or can the restructured area be seen as a 
dormitory, where the residents have no contact with other people in the immediate environment? 
The paper is based on a fieldwork study undertaken in the cities of Amsterdam and Utrecht. 
Lessons for future policies of urban restructuring are formulated.

Keywords: Urban restructuring, social contacts, neighbourhood life

6.1 Introduction

Recent literature on Dutch housing policy stresses the importance of urban restructuring. This 
policy was initiated in 1997, when the Dutch government decided that steps had to be taken 
to counteract the monotony in terms of population structure in urban pre-Second World War 
and, notably, early post-Second World War housing areas. As a consequence of earlier building 
strategies, these neighbourhoods became concentrations of affordable social-rental dwellings. 
Allocation processes and to some extent the housing policy of the first half of the 1990s have led 
to increasing numbers of low-income households in these areas.

This increasing concentration caused the Dutch government some disquiet. A new housing 
policy was put forward in 1997, with the principal aim of diversifying the housing stock in the 
areas concerned. A change in the housing stock in the targeted areas was expected to result in 



104

a social mix and a decrease in the concentration of low-income households. The underlying 
assumption was that a wider social mix would lead to an intensification of social contacts 
between the old and the new inhabitants, and the prosperous and the impoverished. There has 
also been a lively expectation that the new inhabitants would give a new impetus to the targeted 
neighbourhood, for example by patronizing cafes and restaurants and shopping locally. The 
ultimate result was expected to be the replacement of a monoculture of low-income households 
by a thriving neighbourhood, characterised by lively social contacts between different groups and 
fresh opportunities for local amenities such as shops and schools.

This paper reports the extent to which the proposed results can be considered to have been 
achieved. This assessment is based on an empirical research study of two neighbourhoods, one in 
Utrecht and the other in Amsterdam. The aim of the study was to identify the effects the process 
of urban restructuring has had on the social contacts and the activities of both old and new 
inhabitants of the targeted areas.

The paper contributes to the more general discussion of the possible effects of 
neighbourhoods on the lives of individuals. Therefore, some consideration has been given 
to the literature on this topic in the next section. This is followed by a brief description of the 
aims of the Dutch policy of urban restructuring in section 6.3. The next section describes the 
research methods and the neighbourhoods investigated. The empirical results of the research are 
then given. The final section gives conclusions and a critical evaluation of the policy of urban 
restructuring.

6.2 The neighbourhood and the individual: some theoretical comments

In the previous section of this paper, it was stated that the Dutch government perceives problems 
in the homogeneous social structure of neighbourhoods. The spatial concentration of low-income 
groups is considered a problem. The idea that spatial concentrations of poor people represent a 
situation which generates negative developments is not new. The assertion that a neighbourhood 
can exert a negative influence on its residents appears most frequently in the literature describing 
life in the American ghettos.

Wilson, for example, declared that the combination of unemployment, the departure of 
the middle class, the influx of low-income population groups, the relative increase in the share 
of (poor) elderly residents, and the impoverishment of the remaining population (particularly 
through increasing unemployment) puts the social organisation of such districts under pressure 
(Wilson, 1996; see also 1987). Residents of ghettos are restricted not only in their choices as 
individuals; they also find themselves living in a climate formed by the norms and values 
prevailing in their immediate environment (the neighbourhood) which may differ from those in 
mainstream society and may exert a particular negative influence on them. Social isolation and 
alienation go hand in hand with increased (enforced) neighbourhood orientation. More precisely, 
Wilson asserts that isolation is a consequence of an activity space restricted to the neighbourhood 
and, at the same time, of a social network restricted to (a limited number of ) neighbourhood 
residents. Because daily life is dominated by the neighbourhood, it exerts a strong influence on 
the behaviour and attitudes of its residents (see also Friedrichs, 1997; Wacquant, 1993).

According to Wilson, escape is very difficult for the residents of such districts; they do not 
have the financial means to move elsewhere. Besides, discrimination also plays a major part in 
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the housing market. The research of such people as Wilson and Wacquant has been confined 
to the USA context. Nevertheless, the Dutch Social Cultural Plan Bureau (Tesser et al., 199�) 
has also outlined such a scenario for cities in the Netherlands. They state that areas with a 
concentration of ethnic minorities do not have a good name among the general public. Many 
inhabitants of these areas have the feeling that the quality of life in these areas has declined and 
that the influx of ‘foreigners’ is the main cause of this (Tesser et al., 199�: 1�). Tesser and colleagues 
(p. 429) distinguish between two theoretical perspectives: either migrants live temporarily in 
these concentration areas (in this case concentration areas are just a pre-phase of sprawl and 
societal integration), or migrants live there more or less forever. In the latter case concentration 
areas develop into the direction of ghettos of poverty. The authors do not come to a definitive 
conclusion for the Netherlands, but it should also be said that they at least forget one other 
possibility: migrants might see their present housing situation as a very desirable one. In this 
perspective the area might develop into a kind of ethnic enclave.

From other European studies it has become clear that the trend of mixing neighbourhoods 
(with respect to income) is absolutely no guarantee for social contacts between different groups. 
The process of demolishing inexpensive rented dwellings and putting new owner-occupied 
dwellings in their place, does definitely not automatically and frequently lead to social contacts, 
let alone to the improvement of the socio-economic position of a poor or unemployed individual 
(Atkinson & Kintrea, 1998; Blokland-Potters, 1998). When people are too different from each 
other, they are not interested in each other. Their willingness to make contact with each other is 
not very big, as Atkinson and Kintrea (2002) indicate on the basis of their research in Glasgow 
and Edinburgh. Moreover, in general people have a variety of networks and only a limited 
number of these networks are based in the neighbourhood (Healy, 1997; Kearns et al., 2000).

Some authors do emphasise the clear positive functions of a neighbourhood. In a more 
general sense, Forrest and Kearns (2001) point to the fact that individuals might attach more 
importance to a neighbourhood and its inhabitants in times of an increasing influence of all 
kinds of macro-developments, such as globalisation. The neighbourhood becomes a kind of safe 
haven. Other authors refer, for example, to the importance of social solidarity between neighbours 
and neighbourhood residents. People can learn from each other and provide mutual support 
through their local networks (Portes & Sensenbrenner, 1993). The preference for homogeneous 
neighbourhoods in terms, for example, of ethnicity or lifestyle can be observed in people of 
all kinds. Having good social contacts can be considered a basic need. It is therefore logical to 
assume that people prefer to live in neighbourhoods or districts with people ‘of their own sort’ 
(see, e.g., Hortulanus, 199�). Frequently, the neighbourhood then involuntarily becomes the key 
place defining the social world of its residents. The quality of these areas and the associated 
contacts enhance the capability of people to participate adequately in society (Healy, 1998).

It is clear from the literature that social networks and social relations are not in itself good or 
bad. All kinds of social relations can develop in cities and in neighbourhoods, some more based 
on strong ties (bonding capital), some more on weak ties (bridging capital) (Granovetter, 1973). 
Kearns and Forrest (2000) warn us:

A city can consist of socially cohesive but increasingly divided neighbourhoods.The stronger 
the ties which bind local communities, the greater may be the social, racial or religious conflict 
between them. The point is that social cohesion at neighbourhood level is by no means 
unambiguously a good thing. (p. 1013)
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Especially for those with low incomes, a neighbourhood generally functions more as a source 
of bonding capital than as a platform for bridging capital (Burns et al., 2001). While strong ties 
within a neighbourhood can be favourable from the viewpoint of the individual, it can lead to a 
weakening of ties with the rest of the society (Healy, 1997).

The possibility must also be considered, however, that the neighbourhood is not important 
at all, that it exerts absolutely no influence whatever on the life of its residents. The idea that the 
neighbourhood has an important function in serving as an integration framework has frequently 
been disputed. In the 19�0s, Van Doorn (19��) asserted that the modern neighbourhood was 
characterised by heterogeneity, role segmentation, and a clear need for privacy and anonymity. 
Webber (1963) described ‘Communities without propinquity’ and Stein (1964) an ‘Eclipse of 
community’. Some time later, Anderiessen and Reijndorp (1989) claimed that the increased 
variety of cultures had made integration within a neighbourhood an illusion. In the 1990s, 
the concept of ‘separate worlds’ was much more likely than integration and cohesion to be 
considered the epitome of life in a neighbourhood. Everybody has their own contacts, and these 
only occur now and again within the neighbourhood. That is the case not only for the prosperous 
cosmopolitan, but also for the poor resident of the older city districts.

Activities such as shopping, going to school or work, and recreational activities follow a 
similar pattern. Public transport, infrastructure and personal preferences have led to a decline in 
the need to undertake these activities close to home. For many, the neighbourhood is merely the 
place where home happens to be, serving as the base for an activities space stretching far beyond 
the neighbourhood boundaries (see also Friedrichs, 1997; Wellman, 1996).

While it is as yet unclear whether, when, under what circumstances, and to what extent 
neighbourhood characteristics influence the lives of individuals, the literature reveals that the 
use people make of a neighbourhood varies according to the following factors: household 
composition, ideas about how long to stay in the present area, age, socio-economic variables 
(education, labour market position, income), ethnicity, former living area, and the process of 
urban restructuring itself. These factors are elaborated briefly below.

Household composition can be important. The presence of children increases the parents’ 
chances of making contacts, for example in school or after-school activities. One or two person 
households, such as students or couples who have just embarked on living together, are less 
tightly bound to the neighbourhood and maintained their activities outside the residential 
area (see also Van Engelsdorp-Gastelaars & Vijgen, 1991). This is probably also associated with 
the fact that this category of residents is frequently characterised by a relatively short sojourn 
in the neighbourhood. Thus, not only does the composition of a household play a part in the 
development of activities within the neighbourhood; ideas about how long to stay in the present 
area is also of importance. When a household stands at the beginning of its housing career and 
the current housing situation is probably not perceived as the final station, household members 
are probably also less likely to be involved in the life of the neighbourhood (Campbell & Lee, 
1992).

Household composition is usually associated with age. In general terms, the geographic range 
of activities and contacts in a person’s life first increases and later declines. Young children are 
very strongly oriented to their neighbourhood, while teenagers are not, and neither are people 
between the ages of 20 and 40 living in one or two person households. As people grow older 
and perhaps acquire some physical handicap, the neighbourhood again plays a greater part (Flap, 
1999). Kleinhans and colleagues (2000) have also come to this conclusion. They assume that 
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neighbourhood orientation is often partial and selective; people are only oriented towards their 
neighbourhood in certain life phases and for a few social contacts and activities.

The socio-economic background of a household can also play a part in neighbourhood orientation. 
A low income can prevent a household from participating in activities that cost money (Musterd 
& Ostendorf, 1998). As a consequence, people with a lower income can be expected to have a 
smaller action radius, because transport usually costs money (Fischer, 1982; Wilson, 1987; Botman 
& Van Kempen, 2001; Ellen & Turner, 1997; Guest & Wierzbicki, 1999; Henning & Lieberg, 
1996). The level of the income is associated among other things with the labour market situation 
and an individual’s educational level. Highly educated people with a consequently high income 
usually have a wide network of activities. As a result, they often make little use of neighbourhood 
facilities; rather, they orientate themselves to the whole city (Blokland-Potters, 1998). The 
attraction of high-income groups to give the neighbourhood concerned a new impulse would 
therefore seem to be a high risk strategy; the chance is high that these newcomers are hardly ever 
to be found in the neighbourhood and so make no use of, for example, local shopping facilities.

Ethnicity could be expected to exert an influence, because it is also often associated with low 
incomes. This association would then mean that people belonging to ethnic minorities might 
have fewer opportunities to enjoy activities outside the neighbourhood. Additionally, individuals 
belonging to ethnic groups might find support from people of the same group living in the same 
neighbourhood (Van Kempen, 2001). However, it might very well be the case that these ideas are 
based on prejudice. From the literature it becomes at least clear that especially recent immigrants 
who cannot speak the language of the guest country and immigrants with a low education have 
the propensity to focus themselves on neighbourhoods where already many of their fellow-
countrymen live. They expect to find social, economical and emotional support in that place 
(Dahya, 1974; Enchautegui, 1997; Fong & Gulia, 1999). From a recent study in the Netherlands it 
has become clear that, in particular, many older people belonging to the former category of guest 
workers (specifically Turks and Moroccans) still do not talk Dutch to each other and do not 
often meet Dutch people at home (Dagevos, 2001). Turks in particular have many contacts with 
their fellow-countrymen in the neighbourhood (Sociaal en Cultureel Planbureau, 2002). They 
are thus dependent on people from their own group and when these people live in the same 
neighbourhood, there seems no real reason to leave the neighbourhood for social contacts.

The previous residential location of the new residents may also be put forward as a possible 
influential factor. When people come from adjoining residential areas, specific neighbourhood 
aspects may have influenced their decision to move and they will probably (continue to) carry 
out certain activities in the old neighbourhood. When new residents come from elsewhere, the 
chance is high that other factors, such as a newly-built dwelling or the location with respect to 
work, were decisive. In this case, the bond with the neighbourhood is probably less strong.

Finally, the process of urban restructuring itself may have an influence on the orientation 
of the inhabitants of a neighbourhood. The process of urban restructuring brings with it many 
changes in the form of the nuisance of building activities, a change in the structure of the 
amenities, and a changing population structure. The activities of the people involved may also 
change. This alteration may be associated with the fact that at the time of restructuring some 
amenities are inaccessible (streets may be temporarily closed), or with the fact that the provision 
of shops has changed. In addition, there is the chance that close friends and neighbours may 
have moved to other areas and new people are entering the neighbourhood. All these factors 
may influence the orientation and neighbourhood bonding of the sitting inhabitants.
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The main conclusion to be drawn from this brief overview is that neighbourhood orientation will 
differ between people and types of areas. Policy aimed at generating neighbourhood orientation, 
increasing social contacts between groups, and creating a better feeling among the inhabitants 
about their neighbourhood (neighbourhood bond) will therefore be more successful in some 
cases than in others. This empirical research sought to find out which of the above mentioned 
variables could be considered influential in the urban restructuring areas that were selected. 
Before the findings are reported, first there is a look at the process of urban restructuring itself.

6.3 Urban restructuring in the Netherlands

In the 1990s, the Dutch government came to realise that increasingly fewer households were able 
to pursue their housing careers within their own neighbourhoods. This was particularly noticeable 
in residential areas with an overrepresentation of cheap (social) rental dwellings, notably the 
areas that were originally built in the second half of the nineteenth century, the first half of the 
twentieth century and the areas built in the early post-Second World War period (194�-60). The 
share of owner-occupied dwellings in these areas was small (although some exceptions exist) 
and the quality of the whole stock often left much to be desired. This homogeneity and poor 
quality of the housing stock accelerated the departure of the well-to-do households. In many 
cases their place was taken over by low-income households, so that the socio-economic profile of 
the residents in these areas became increasingly homogeneous in the course of time. In addition 
to general impoverishment, social tensions were exacerbated in some neighbourhoods.

The increasing concentration of low-income households in these older areas was not 
unexpected. In fact, the basic philosophy of urban renewal in the 1970s and early 1980s was 
described as ‘building for the neighbourhood’. The principal idea behind this approach was that 
inhabitants of demolished dwellings had the right to be re-housed in the same neighbourhood. 
Of course, this policy had the tendency to stabilise the social structure of the targeted 
neighbourhoods. New dwellings were generally inexpensive, so low-income households in 
particular were inclined to stay after reconstruction (e.g., Beaumont et al., 2003).

In 1997, the Memorandum on Urban Renewal [Nota Stedelijke Vernieuwing] was brought out 
to help bring an end to these undesirable developments. In contrast with the urban renewal of 
the 1970s and early 1980s, the objective was now to achieve a mixed population (Musterd, 1998). 
In addition, the government wished to bring to an end the increasing problems surrounding the 
exploitation of dwellings, facilities and companies. The letting of dwellings or shop premises had 
become so difficult in certain areas that premises standing empty began to set the tone of the 
urban landscape (Ministerie van VROM, 1997). The new urban policy is aimed at creating vital 
cities: the social and economic vitality of the city should be increased by reducing unemployment, 
increasing the liveability, the public safety and entrepreneurship in the worst neighbourhoods 
of the cities. Within this so-called Big Cities Policy, the policy of urban restructuring was 
specifically aimed at restructuring of the physical environment.

The main aim of the policy of urban restructuring could be seen as extending the choice 
opportunities of the city’s population and make all residential environments accessible for 
potential residents. The break-up of the monotonous housing stock in the neighbourhoods 
that was characterised by an over-representation of inexpensive rented dwellings (most of them 
belong to the social-rented housing stock) was considered an important means. Replacing a 
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share of the old housing stock by new buildings of a higher price class would attract and retain 
the city well-to-do residents, counteract spatial segregation (in terms of income, not in terms of 
ethnicity), and enhance the quality of living in residential areas. This is interesting, because at 
the same time the idea of active de-concentration of ethnic minorities still holds sway by some 
political parties (notably the left-wing Socialist Party) and in different Ministries. A discussion 
about forced de-concentration took place in the 1970s, following the decision of the city of 
Rotterdam to allow only a certain percentage of ethnic minorities in neighbourhoods. Probably 
the Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment did not want to take the risk 
of starting this discussion all over again and focused its policy on the mix of incomes instead 
of ethnicity. The improvement, merging, and/or sale of rental dwellings also formed part of the 
intervention. Supporting measures are also necessary for the benefit of the residents and the 
residential environment (Ministerie van VROM, 1997).

An important idea behind restructuring is the assumption that districts ifferentiated 
according to income are particularly viable. Thus, the policymakers assume that intervention in 
the housing stock will bring about societal effects; the measures will not only improve the spatial 
quality of the neighbourhood concerned, but also ensure a more diverse population distribution 
in socio-economic terms. This differentiation of income groups and so forth should contribute 
positively to the social quality of the neighbourhood concerned; it could mean a fall in the 
incomes segregation and an enhancement of the quality of living. In this context it is assumed 
that restructuring will create more chances for societal deprived residents. An increase in social 
integration is then also anticipated. This ought to be associated with the positive role models 
which the deprived residents of the areas thereby acquire (see also Kleinhans et al., 2000; Van 
Kempen & Van Weesep, 1996). The stigmatisation which has marred many areas could become a 
thing of the past (Musterd et al., 1999; Reijndorp, 1996; Van Kempen et al., 2000).

Finally, efforts are being made to achieve a better competitive position for the neighbourhood 
on the urban housing market. In the Memorandum on Urban Renewal it is assumed that 
differentiation facilitates a housing career within the neighbourhood and creates opportunities 
for people with a high income coming from elsewhere (see also Musterd et al., 1999). When 
extra purchasing power is attracted in this manner, it brings with it more support for the local 
services and facilities. Restructuring can therefore produce an economic advantage for an area 
(Priemus & Van Kempen, 1998).

The introduction of other, more expensive dwellings and the associated arrival of higher-
income households, the attractiveness, the image, and economic support must therefore 
receive a positive impulse. Buys (1997) adds here that the measures taken must ensure that the 
various types of residents acquire a bond with the neighbourhood, so that a feeling of unity is 
created. This is only possible when the housing situation is based on freedom of choice. The 
memorandum on housing in the twenty-first century [Mensen, wensen, wonen. Wonen in de 21e 
eeuw] (Ministerie van VROM, 2000) also emphasises that all people, regardless of income or 
origin, must be capable of obtaining the dwelling they desire.

In summary, policy makers in the Netherlands now generally prefer neighbourhoods with 
a mixed housing stock to homogeneous neighbourhoods. The underlying assumption is that 
housing differentiation automatically leads to social differentiation and that this is better then 
a socially homogeneous area. Social differentiation will lead to more contacts between different 
groups, it is assumed, and to a better use of the neighbourhood of population groups.
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6.4 Research method and research neighbourhoods

Research Method
To discover whether the process of restructuring has an influence on the neighbourhood bond 
and the activities pattern of a household, an empirical research study was carried out in two pre-
war residential areas in the Netherlands where restructuring interventions have taken place in 
the last few years. To avoid the results found being too specific for the location concerned, two 
research areas were chosen. In addition, the interventions had been completed a number of years 
previously, so that the effects could be readily measured.

The residential areas where the research was carried out are situated in Amsterdam and 
Utrecht and can be regarded as traditional and relatively impoverished. In the course of the 
1990s, problems with respect to both the social and the built-up environment led the local 
authorities concerned to the decision to intervene. In addition to the intervention in the existing 
housing stock, the neighbourhoods concerned have been involved in extensions in terms of 
new construction. In both cases, a previous industrial area acquired a residential function. The 
new stock consists partly of social-rental dwellings, but also includes a considerable number of 
owner-occupied dwellings in the more expensive price class. A striking difference between the 
two areas is that on the Amsterdam new construction area, in contrast with that in Utrecht, no 
facilities have been developed.

On the two new construction areas, between 21 January and 8 February 2002, in total 711 
questionnaires were distributed: 40� among households of the new construction project in 
Amsterdam and 306 in Utrecht. Two groups were identified: those inhabitants in the project 
who already lived in the neighbourhood (old inhabitants) and those who came from another area 
(new inhabitants). On the basis of the questionnaire, investigations were made into what part 
the neighbourhood played in the daily life of the residents. To raise the response level, a personal 
approach to the respondents was chosen; the questionnaires were distributed and collected in 
person. This approach yielded a final overall response of �2.3 per cent: �9.3 per cent in Amsterdam 
and 43.1 per cent in Utrecht (a total of 372 respondents). The different response rates are not easy 
to explain. The fact that in the Utrecht research population elderly are rather over-represented 
may explain at least some of this difference: elderly people are less eager to open their doors for 
an unknown person.

In addition to the questionnaires the effects of the spatial intervention were also investigated 
on the basis of interviews with key figures. These people are all involved directly or indirectly 
with the consequences of the intervention. Local authority and police officials, school directors 
and a number of shopkeepers were included.

It should be emphasised that people who had left the neighbourhood after the restructuring 
process were not interviewed. Of course, these neighbourhood leavers are often difficult to find. 
However, within the Netherlands, at least one study has focused on this category (Kleinhans & 
Kruythoff, 2002). Because of time and budget constraints, those who did not move in the area at 
all were also not interviewed.
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Brief description of the neighbourhoods

Staatslieden neighbourhood
This characteristic neighbourhood lies directly to the northwest of the Amsterdam inner city 
and belongs with three other residential areas to the district of Westerpark. Traditionally, it was 
a working-class residential area, built between 1881 and 1920. The greatest share of the housing 
stock consists of small units that are often managed by private landlords; the share of owner-
occupied dwellings is small (61 per cent and 9 per cent respectively). In the 1970s and 1980s 
many dwellings were poorly maintained and needed updating. These matters gave the high-
income households reasons enough to leave the neighbourhood; they saw too few opportunities 
for continuing their housing careers there and so chose to move elsewhere. This choice was 
associated in many cases with the lack of playground facilities and green areas. In many cases, 
households moved to neighbourhoods which had been renovated in the context of urban renewal 
and their place was taken over by lower-income groups.

In this manner, the Staatslieden neighbourhood changed slowly but surely into a truly 
deprived neighbourhood, where the quality of living visibly declined; in the course of time, 
dilapidated dwellings, deserted industrial premises and litter set the scene in the streets. In 
addition, the increasing housing need among young people and the large number of properties 
standing empty attracted squatters. These spatial problems went hand in hand with socio-
economic deprivation; in 199� as many as �6 per cent of the households were on low incomes 
and at 40 per cent the share of unemployed lay far above the average for the city (Amsterdam: 
44 per cent and 32 per cent respectively). In addition, drugs misuse led to nuisance and the police 
increasingly avoided the area (Adriaenssen, 1996; www.cbs.nl).

GWL area
To make the Staatslieden neighbourhood attractive, for among others high-income households, 
towards the end of the 1980s the Amsterdam local authority started to search for a suitable new 
construction location within the area. Consequently, the previous industrial area of the Municipal 
Waterworks [Gemeente Waterleidingen] acquired a zoning reallocation for residential purposes.

The development of the area currently referred to as the GWL area took place between 
199� and 1998. The new construction was, in the first instance, intended for residents from the 
district; households who had lived for five years or more in Westerpark were given priority 
in the allocation of the dwellings. To give the population composition in the GWL area an 
heterogeneous character, both high and low-income groups had to be eligible for newly-built 
dwellings. Consequently, plans were made to develop an equivalent number of rental and owner-
occupied dwellings.

In the event, 273 social-rental dwellings and 318 owner-occupied dwellings were built on the 
GWL area (shares of 46.2 per cent and �3.8 per cent respectively). These units were built in the 
form of multi-family dwellings and formed part of a complex of 16 blocks comprising owner-
occupied or rental dwellings. In addition to the �91 residential units, they provide accommodation 
for five communes, each incorporating studio flats, five dwellings for the handicapped, and a 
housing project for multiple-handicapped children.

The newly-built dwellings have been constructed and are occupied in an environmentally 
friendly manner. This is expressed among other things in the form of the green and car-free 
inner areas and the attention has been given to water conservation, economical energy use and 
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waste recycling and disposal. Another striking feature of the area consists of the fact that hardly 
any facilities have been developed. The district authorities wanted to concentrate the shops in 
the heart of the old Staatslieden neighbourhood (www.gwl-terrein.nl). As a consequence, the 
residents are oriented for many activities on the adjacent neighbourhoods (Stadsdeel Westerpark, 
2000).

Ondiep
This residential area in Utrecht lies next to the heart of the city, as does the Amsterdam 
Staatslieden neighbourhood. Ondiep can also be traditionally described as a typical working-
class neighbourhood. There are many small pre-war single-family dwellings (�3 per cent) built 
in high density and along narrow streets. Most of them are managed by housing associations (�4 
per cent) and usually have a low rent (Gemeente Utrecht, 2001). (Data from Bestuursinformatie 
gemeente Utrecht 1999/2001 [Local government information for the Utrecht Local Authority 
1999/2001] refer to the sub-district Ondiep/2nd Daalse neighbourhood. This area covers a larger 
area than the main neighbourhood Ondiep, to which the other sources refer.) Although there 
was previously a mixed housing-work function, the current emphasis is primarily on housing.

An important feature of the neighbourhood is the Amsterdamsestraatweg. This is a busy 
traffic artery which cuts through the whole northwest district. Many different kinds of facilities 
can be found there, from Turkish coffee houses to traditional local pubs frequented by the 
indigenous community, and businesses ranging from small independent enterprises to large 
supermarket chains. This Amsterdamsestraatweg can then also be appropriately referred to as the 
mainstay of the area.

Several years previously the area surrounding this mainstay was involved in radical changes. 
The immediate reason for these changes was the various problems which had been encountered 
in Ondiep for some time. The quality of both the dwellings and the residential environment had 
fallen far below acceptable levels. In addition to boarded-up premises and poorly maintained 
houses, the streets were filled with parked cars and there was a large shortage of green spaces 
and playground facilities. At the beginning of the 1990s the neighbourhood also gave an 
impoverished impression (Wijkbureau Noordwest, 1999).

The problems were not limited to the built-up environment. The neighbourhood also scored 
extremely poorly in socio-economic respects; in 199� as many as �2 per cent of the households 
had a low income and 42 per cent of the residents were unemployed (Utrecht: 43 and 2� per cent 
respectively) (www.cbs.nl). The greatest deprivation was in education. In total, 23 per cent of the 
schoolchildren in Ondiep had been placed in special education. This proportion was twice that 
of the city average (Gemeente Utrecht, 1999).

Plantage
As was the case in Amsterdam, a location in Ondiep was identified where new construction 
could take place. On this occasion it was the old abattoir area, currently known as ‘The Plantage’, 
which underwent a radical change in function. The abattoir area, dating from 1897, covered about 
3.� hectares; an area of such dimensions in a densely built-up residential neighbourhood like 
Ondiep only becomes available very rarely.

Between 1994 and 1996, the area was built up with a total of 306 dwellings. As in Amsterdam, 
the new construction consists exclusively of multi-family dwellings. These were built in four 
blocks around a central square. The complex for the elderly forms a special element. This 
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complex is incorporated in a block where, in addition to 19 social owner-occupied dwellings, 
there are also �8 rental dwellings for residents aged �� years or more and 40 apartments with care 
facilities have been developed. These facilities are located in the services centre on the ground 
floor. The remaining blocks, just as in the Amsterdam situation, consist almost completely of 
owner-occupied or social-rental dwellings. Here too, the owner-occupied/rental distribution 
is more or less equal (43 per cent owner-occupied dwellings and �7 per cent rental dwellings). 
One block with 72 subsidised (premie) owner-occupied dwellings, one block with 74 social-rental 
apartments, one with 40 social owner-occupied housing and 2 with social-rental dwellings.

The public space in the Plantage features a central square. In addition to the many facilities, 
such as the care centre for the elderly, shops, offices and a library, opportunities have to be 
provided for the organisation of all kinds of activities. In the summer various festivities take 
place here.

6.5 Empirical results

Introduction
Have the interventions indeed brought an end to the homogeneity with respect to both the social 
and the spatial environment? Is there any evidence of interaction between the various resident 
groups? Do the residents make proper use of the available facilities? These questions are answered 
by referring to the results of the empirical research. The activities pattern and the neighbourhood 
bonding of both the old as the new residents are then revealed. Further, reference is made to 
the households who took up housing within the neighbourhood after the improvements as the 
old residents and those who previously lived elsewhere as the new residents. The main question 
addressed here is to what extent the new residents have made any difference.

Inhabitants
A majority of the respondents in the research study belong to the group of new residents; at least 
two-thirds of the households surveyed lived elsewhere before the intervention work. According 
to the aims of the restructuring policy these newcomers should bring about societal effects and 
achieve the important objective of creating a more heterogeneous population (Kleinhans, 2001). 
Table 6.1 shows that the new inhabitants can indeed be considered to be different from the old 
inhabitants. In contrast with the old residents, a majority of this group has a high income, a 
high level of education, a job and are owner occupiers. The two groups differ significantly from 
each other with respect to income and tenure; the strength of the relationship, as indicated by 
Crame`r’s V, amounts in both cases to 0.2. The areas differ from each other significantly in terms 
of income, educational level, household composition, age, and tenure (V_0.3; 0.4; 0.4; 0.� and 
0.2).

There are, however, significant differences between the two research areas. In the Amsterdam 
study area the income differences between the old and the new inhabitants are much larger 
than in the Utrecht area. In addition, the Amsterdam area has acquired relatively far more 
new inhabitants with a higher education, a higher income, more people with a job and more 
households with children. Ondiep specifically attracted a large number of elderly people.
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To some extent the reasons for the differences can be derived from the underlying ideas in the 
intervention in the respective neighbourhoods. The new construction in the Utrecht restructuring 
area was partly intended for the elderly, so that almost half the residents surveyed were older 
than �� years. They differ from the residents of the new construction area in Amsterdam, where 
only 6 per cent of the respondents belong to this age category. This difference in age distribution 
has clear consequences for the socio-economic situation. In both areas, the elderly frequently 
only have a low educational level and are usually no longer active on the labour market. In this 
group, high incomes are the exception rather than the rule. In addition, the elderly usually no 
longer have children living at home.

Whether the developments described have led to the desired integration is discussed in the 
following section. The results of the research reveal that in the event the high-income residents 
carry out most of their activities outside the neighbourhood, so that a situation may well have 
arisen where the old and new residents live alongside rather than together with each other.

Activities of old and new inhabitants
Table 6.2 reveals that a majority of both the old and the new residents, regardless of their 
socio-economic background, tend to remain within their own neighbourhoods for trips to 
the supermarket, the bank or the post office. We have distinguished three kinds of areas: the 

Table 6.1 Comparison of old and new residents per research area (%)

Amsterdam GWL area Utrecht Plantage Total

Old New Old New Old New

Low income 17.9 5.8 35.5 22.0 22.6 11.8
Middle income 53.5 32.6 45.1 50.0 51.3 39.1
High income 28.6 61.6 19.4 28.0 26.1 49.1

Low educational level
Average educational level

22.1
9.3

17.8
5.9

73.5
11.8

45.8
14.6

36.7
10.0

28.6
9.3

High educational level 68.6 76.3 14.7 39.6 53.3 62.1

Job seekers/Disabled 5.8 1.3 5.9 3.1 5.8 2.0
Working
Other

81.4
12.8

90.1
8.6

35.3
58.8

57.3
60.4

68.3
25.9

77.4
20.6

Tenant
Owner-occupier

55.2
44.8

25.0
75.0

58.8
41.2

51.6
48.4

56.2
43.8

35.2
64.8

Households with children
One/two person households

52.9
47.1

54.6
45.4

27.3
72.7

11.5
88.5

45.8
54.2

37.9
62.1

< 56 years
> 56 years

95.4
4.6

92.8
7.2

52.9
47.1

56.2
43.8

83.5
16.5

78.6
21.4

Dutch
Non-Dutch

87.2
12.8

94.7
5.3

88.2
11.8

91.7
8.3

87.5
12.5

93.5
6.5

Total (abs) 87 152 34 96 121 248

Source: survey (2002)
Notes: Low income: < 1125 Euro net per month; Low level of education: secondary school or lower
High income: > 2250 Euro net per month; High level of education: HBO or university
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restructured area itself, the neighbourhood of which it forms a part and areas elsewhere. On the 
other hand, in most cases the activities which lie in the more personal sphere, such as recreation 
and visits to friends or family, are undertaken elsewhere. Most of the residents are therefore not 
oriented towards their own neighbourhood for a large share of their activities.

The differences between the two research areas are quite considerable. The research areas 
differ significantly in terms of use of bank and post office, use of shops for daily shopping, 
and primary education (V_0.�; 0.8; 0.1). A majority of all the residents (old and new) in the 
Amsterdam new construction area do their daily shopping in the adjoining neighbourhood; the 
absence of shops in the new construction area more or less obliges them to be so oriented. In 
Utrecht on the other hand, where a complete shopping centre has been developed around the 
new construction, the residents depend for their daily shopping to a much smaller extent on the 
adjoining neighbourhood. A large majority of the respondents also reported that they did not 
leave their own area for daily shopping and made hardly any use of facilities in the adjoining 
residential area.

Visits to cafes, clubs and societies and social contacts are, for both the old and the new 
residents, chiefly located outside the residential area. For these activities residents in Amsterdam 
are nevertheless oriented to their own neighbourhood to a greater extent than are the residents 
of the new construction area in Utrecht. Table 6.2 shows, for example, that 11.� per cent of the 
new inhabitants in the Amsterdam research area have social contacts within the Staatslieden 
neighbourhood: a considerably different situation from that in Utrecht, where only 2.9 per cent 
of the new households have social contacts with residents in Ondiep. Of course, both percentages 
are not particularly large. Expecting that suddenly old and new residents will start to interact 
with each other is probably not very realistic when both groups are so heavily oriented on areas 
outside their own neighbourhood.

Previously in this paper, it was stated that certain environmental, household and personal 
characteristics are capable of playing a decisive part in the location where activities are 
undertaken. This indeed transpires to be the case in a number of respects. Thus, in addition 
to household composition, the availability of services and facilities is of importance: families 
with children undertake more activities within the neighbourhood than one and two person 
households, and the availability of shopping outlets determines to some extent the behaviour 
of both old and new residents (see Table in the Appendix). There are also some important 
differences between old and new residents: a majority of the old residents with no job, on a 
low income, and having a low educational level undertake most of their activities within the 
neighbourhood, while this is hardly ever the case for the newcomers. Visits to cafe’s or restaurants 
are influenced by household composition (V_0.1). The maintenance of social contacts (visits to 
friends or families) within or outside the neighbourhood is influenced by the educational level, 
the household composition, and tenure (V_0.3; 0.3; 0.2). The recreation behaviour is influenced 
by the household composition and tenure (V_0.2). The patronage of clubs and societies is 
influenced by income, educational level, the labour market situation, age, and tenure (V_0.4; 
0.�; 0.�; 0.3, 0.4). Finally, the location of primary education is influenced by educational level 
and nationality (V_0.4). The use of shops for daily shopping, social contacts and the recreation 
behaviour is influenced by household composition (V_0.1; 0.3; 0.3).

A possible explanation for this difference is provided by the fact that the dwelling choice of the 
newcomers is often determined by the prospect of a newly-built dwelling located coincidentally 
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in one of the research areas. In such cases a household has not chosen the neighbourhood 
specifically. In this way the chance arises that many daily activities are not undertaken within 
the new residential area, but in the old residential area, for example, or somewhere completely 
different. For many activities there is no necessity to carry them out in the new neighbourhood. 
For the old residents who have built up contacts over the years there may often be reasons for 
remaining within the neighbourhood. These residents have merely maintained their locally 
oriented activities pattern.

In addition to the differences in the provision of services and facilities, the population 
composition in the two areas provides an explanation for the differences found. For example, 
the fact that a large share of the respondents in Utrecht consists of the elderly influences the 
activities pattern; more than half this group has no contact with residents from the adjacent 
neighbourhood. They simply see no reason for visiting the adjacent neighbourhood. On the other 
hand, the presence of the large share of children around the new construction in Amsterdam in 
many cases provides a reason for contacts between parents to take place there; a majority of the 
children follow primary education within the residential area.

Finally, there is a specific look at the differences between Dutch and non-Dutch respondents. 
In many cases the non-Dutch respondents on average seem to do more activities in the 
neighbourhood than the Dutch. This holds for the old, as well as for the new inhabitants. It 
is striking that all non-Dutch belonging to the category of old inhabitants send their children 
to a school within the neighbourhood, while the corresponding figure for the new inhabitants 
is only 20 per cent. Probably, however, this has not much to do with preferences of the parents 
themselves: when the new inhabitants came to live in the neighbourhood, the schools there 

Table 6.2 Locations where old and new residents carry out their activities, per research area (%)

Amsterdam Utrecht

GWL area Staatslieden-
neighbourhood

Elsewhere Plantage Ondiep Elsewhere

Old inhabitants (N=121)
Trips to bank/post office - 68.8 31.2 29.0 58.1 12.9
Trips to café/restaurant 5.4 35.1 59.5 12.5 43.8 43.7
Visits to friends/family 11.0 24.7 64.3 9.1 45.5 45.4
Trips to shops for daily shopping - 85.5 14.5 79.4 11.8 8.8
Recreation 9.9 53.5 36.6 6.3 56.3 37.4
Clubs and societies - 39.4 60.6 - 63.2 36.8
Primary education - 61.1 38.9 - 100 -

New inhabitants (N=248)
Trips to bank/post office - 74.3 25.7 30.2 40.7 29.1
Trips to café/restaurant 8.3 31.6 60.2 5.4 7.1 87.5
Visits to friends/family 12.3 11.5 76.2 10.0 2.9 87.1
Trips to shops for daily shopping - 79.1 20.9 78.0 6.6 15.4
Recreation 7.8 38.3 53.9 4.8 12.9 82.3
Clubs and societies - 45.9 54.1 - 33.3 66.7
Primary education - 64.0 36.0 - 66.7 33.3

Source: survey (2002)
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accepted no more pupils because they had reached their maximum capacity. Therefore, the newest 
inhabitants were forced to look for a school somewhere else.

Neighbourhood bonding
In addition to the activities pattern, the neighbourhood bond determines the part played by 
the neighbourhood in the life of the residents. When asking questions about neighbourhood 
bonding the whole neighbourhood has been referred to, not just the newly constructed part. 
In contrast with expectations, it appears that this has hardly any relation with socio-economic 
background or household composition. Households with a weak socio-economic position, in 
particular the elderly, are more closely oriented to the neighbourhood than one or two person 
households with a high income (Table 6.3). It is striking, however, that a large proportion of the 
households attach hardly any value to the residential area; respondents indicate that they could 
live anywhere, or have nothing to do to with the neighbourhood, which therefore only serves 
as a place of residence. These results are in conformance with the assertions of Wellman (1996) 
and Friedrichs (1997), among others. Households identify less with one territory or another so 
that the part played by the neighbourhood has lost its importance; it can no longer be taken for 
granted that one’s neighbours share the world in which one lives.

Table 6.3 Comparison of residents’ characteristics and neighbourhood bonding per research area 
(%)

Old inhabitants (N=121) New inhabitants (N=248)

GWL area Plantage GWL area Plantage

Strong Weak Strong Weak Strong Weak Strong Weak

Low income 20.0 - 45.5 - 12.5 25.0 11.1 22.2
High income 75.0 - 50.0 - 28.2 22.4 13.0 47.8

Low educational level 36.8 5.3 52.0 8.0 11.1 29.6 11.4 18.2
High educational level 62.7 1.7 20.0 20.0 29.3 21.6 10.5 57.9

Job seekers/Disabled 20.0 - 50.0 - - 50.0 - 66.7
Working 64.3 1.4 25.0 33.3 27.0 23.4 12.7 23.7

Tenant
Owner-occupier

50.0
64.1

2.1
2.6

45.0
42.9

15.0
14.2

18.4
28.9

28.9
21.1

10.2
10.9

32.7
43.5

Households with children 64.4 - 44.4 22.2 33.7 16.9 9.1 45.5
One/two person 
households

47.5 5.0 45.8 8.3 17.4 60.4 10.6 36.5

> 56 years 25.0 25.0 50.0 6.2 9.1 18.2 7.1 26.2

Non-Dutch 27.3 - 50.0 50.0 12.5 25.0 12.5 37.5

Total (abs) 49 2 15 5 40 35 10 36

Source: survey (2002)
Notes: Low income: < 1125 Euro net per month; Low educational level: secondary school or lower
High income: > 2250 Euro net per month; High educational level: HBO or University
The neighbourhood bond is measured on the basis of a questionnaire item, which asks about the strength of the bond; 
answer categories run from ‘very strong bond’ to ‘very weak bond’. ‘Moderate bond’ has been omitted from the table.
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The old and the new residents also differ from each other (Table 6.3). While a majority of the 
old residents feel a strong bond with the residential area, in general the newcomers have a weak 
or moderate bond. This quite often appears to be associated with a short sojourn, or the fact that 
respondents have maintained their social contacts elsewhere.

Comparison of the research areas revealed several more differences. The bonding of respondents 
in Amsterdam to their residential area appears to be much stronger than for the respondents in 
Utrecht. The research areas differ significantly with respect to neighbourhood bonding (V_0.2). 
In both areas, the divergent population composition provides a possible explanation: the large 
share of households with children in Amsterdam is more strongly tied to the neighbourhood 
than the many one and two person households in the Utrecht new construction area (Table 6.2). 
In addition, many respondents in Amsterdam only feel tied to the new construction area: they 
attach more value to this area than to the rest of the neighbourhood (despite the fact that they 
have to leave the area for almost all facilities, see earlier in this paper).

Influence of urban restructuring
From the above it emerges that restructuring measures via the spatial environment have an 
influence on the social environment; the new construction has indeed attracted higher-income 
households to the neighbourhoods and so a heterogeneous population has been brought about. 
That is not to say that the old residents of the areas concerned are happy with the results. What 
do they think, for example, about the arrival of the new residents? Has involvement with the 
neighbourhood changed since the intervention?

Before discussing the influence of the restructuring, the investigation into why residents 
moved after the intervention within the same neighbourhood is first reported. It appears from 
the questionnaire that the new construction played a large part in both areas: for more than 
half the respondents the prospect of a newly-built (and affordable) dwelling within the same 
neighbourhood was the most important reason for staying on. In addition, they were in many 
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Figure 6.1 Opinions of old residents about the changes after the intervention with respect to 
certain neighbourhood aspects, per research area (%). Source: survey (2002). Note: the answer 
category ‘the same’ has been omitted from the figure.
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cases referred to the favourable location near the centre of the city. The social environment also 
appears to exert an influence: a large proportion of the old residents has remained within the 
residential area because of the contacts they had built up. What is also striking is the fact that 
respondents in Amsterdam are very positive about the ideology behind the new construction 
project; as many as one-third of the old residents moved from the Staatslieden neighbourhood 
to the GWL area on account of the environmentally friendly design of the project.

Figure 6.1 shows that residents are satisfied with aspects of the restructuring other than 
the new construction and the ideas underlying the intervention. Respondents are particularly 
positive about the changes that have taken place in the quality of living, the increased space, the 
green areas and the image of the neighbourhood.

Although in both areas the intervention was evaluated as good, the opinions of the old 
residents with respect to certain matters were highly divergent (Figure 6.1). The research areas 
differ significantly from each other in their opinions about the developments, the green area, 
the facilities, and their involvement with the neighbourhood (V_0.3; 0.6; 0.3). The only aspect 
on which the Utrecht research area scored better was the provision of services and facilities. 
In relation to what has previously been reported, the residents there are very satisfied with the 
available provision, while in Amsterdam opinions are quite different.

With respect to the social cohesion and the population composition the developments were 
evaluated more positively in Amsterdam than in Utrecht. What is also striking is the difference 
in terms of involvement in the neighbourhood; in contrast with the Plantage, where after the 
intervention a small decline was observed, residents of the GWL area felt a greater involvement; 
old residents of the Staatslieden neighbourhood apparently attach more importance to the 
composition of the neighbourhood population than do the old residents in Ondiep. The fact 
that there are differences in this respect is also apparent from the developments concerning 
the social contacts of old residents. Almost two thirds of the respondents on the Amsterdam 
new construction area had more contact with their next-door neighbours than in the previous 
housing situation; a difference with Utrecht of 30 percentage points. Here, in the opinion of 
many people the car-free and child-friendly character of the project in Amsterdam plays an 
important part (31 per cent). In addition, a quarter of the respondents referred to the lifestyle of 
the new neighbours. This conforms with their own lifestyle and so facilitates social contacts. In 
Utrecht the opposite is the case. The different lifestyle of the new neighbours there is responsible 
for a decline in social contacts. Hortulanus’ assumption (199�) is confirmed here: every individual 
prefers a residential area with residents whose lifestyle conforms as far as possible with one’s 
own.

If the contacts with residents from the adjacent neighbourhood are then examined, it appears 
that the figures for the two areas differ again. Almost a quarter of the old residents on the GWL 
area have more contacts within the Staatslieden neighbourhood. Again, the presence of children 
appears to play a important part. In Utrecht on the other hand, more than three-quarters of 
the respondents reported that the intervention had not had any influence on their contacts with 
residents from the adjacent neighbourhood.

In general terms, the old residents are thus satisfied with the interventions, which have taken 
place within the research areas. However, these matters have not had any automatic influence on 
the pattern of activities. As mentioned above, it appears that households turn elsewhere for many 
activities; the neighbourhood is merely used for trips to the supermarket or the primary school 
(Table 6.2). The fact that, after the intervention, neighbourhood involvement has increased for 
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a share of the respondents is not to say that they automatically carry out more activities in the 
neighbourhood. This is also apparent from the questionnaire: more than three-quarters of the 
respondents did not agree, or had no opinion about the statement that since the intervention 
they had undertaken more activities within the neighbourhood

6.6 Conclusions and evaluation

On the basis of the findings reported in this paper, it appears that in general the neighbourhood 
plays a limited part in the life of the residents; a majority of all residents, both the old and the 
new, undertake most of their activities outside their own neighbourhood. This includes, for 
example, shopping trips and visits to recreational facilities, but also visits to friends and relatives. 
The idea that urban restructuring is a positive influence for the neighbourhood in terms of 
more expenditure in local outlets, must therefore be treated with caution (although spending 
on daily shopping in the Staatslieden neighbourhood did indeed rise after the intervention). A 
positive influence in terms of increasing and intensive social contacts between the old and new 
inhabitants of the neighbourhoods also did not happen: people in the neighbourhoods seem to 
live alongside each other, not together. On the basis of the literature cited earlier in this paper, 
this outcome was not so very surprising: people like to live together with those who are ‘like 
them’ and if this is not the case, the interest in each other is not very easily generated, let alone 
sustained.

This is not to say that the restructuring interventions were pointless. They brought about 
the renovation of the neighbourhoods and changed the composition of the population. These 
changes have their repercussions on the atmosphere within a residential area.

In addition to the provision of facilities and services, restructuring can also influence social 
integration by directing measures to a certain target group. When, for example, a large share of 
the new housing stock is intended for the elderly, the social contacts of these households seem to 
become particularly limited to the new construction area; there is hardly any sign of interaction 
with the rest of the neighbourhood. In a residents’ group, which consists to a large extent of 
young families with children, mutual contacts are indeed observed; parents meet each other on 
the street or the school playground. The assumption that residents with the same background 
get on more easily with each other than households who have nothing in common is thus again 
confirmed.

Although the neighbourhood plays a limited part in the life of most residents, urban 
restructuring can positively influence the impression a neighbourhood gives and the involvement 
in a residential area. Moreover, it should always be kept in mind that restructuring serves some 
other functions. It can be of utmost importance to improve the structure of the housing stock 
in cases where the dwellings have a low to very absolute quality. Moreover, in some areas some 
dwellings may not be wanted anymore with a high vacancy rate as a consequence. Finally, urban 
restructuring can lead to new opportunities for making a housing career within the city or even 
within the neighbourhood. The ultimate goal of urban restructuring is not social cohesion, 
but, as has been stated earlier in this paper, to restructure the physical environment in order to 
contribute to social and economic vitality of the city as a whole.
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Note
1 This paper is based on a research study (see Van Beckhoven & Van Kempen, 2002) carried out for the Dutch 

Ministry of Housing (Directorate-General of Housing) and the Netherlands Graduate School of Housing 
and Urban Research (Nethur).
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Appendix

Residents’ characteristics and the activities, which residents undertake within the Staatslieden 
neighbourhood and Ondiep respectively (percentage per category)

Old inhabitants 
(N=121)

Visit to Other

Bank/post 
office

Cafe/
restaurant 

Friends/
family

Shops
(daily)

Recreation Clubs and 
societies 

Primary 
education

Low income 76,1 50.0 60.0 100 68.8 76.9 66.7
High income 76.8 48.1 34.5 86.2 48.1 22.2 58.8

Low educational level 73.0 52.2 57.1 90.5 70.9 72.0 92.9
High educational level 72.1 40.0 28.1 84.2 59.3 29.2 33.3

Job seekers/
Disabled

71.4 75.0 40.0 71.4 80.0 50.0 *

Working 70.3 38.0 33.3 84.0 60.9 31.3 47.7

Tenant
Owner-occupier

73.8
74.5

52.2
34.1

51.0
28.3

92.2
81.1

73.3
52.4

66.7
28.0

48.4
60.9

Households with 
children

70.8 48.8 55.6 92.3 74.4 55.6 53.7

One-/two person 
households

75.9 37.0 27.1 82.5 51.2 43.8 *

< 56 years 70.8 41.0 38.6 85.6 63.6 40.0 *
> 56 years 89.5 71.4 50.0 95.6 60.0 75.0 *

Dutch 72.4 43.0 38.8 87.4 59.7 45.8 43.2
Non-Dutch 90.0 45.5 50.0 85.7 90.0 75.0 100.0

Total (abs) 80 39 38 102 55 54 38 
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New inhabitants 
(N=248)

Visit to Other

Bank/post 
office

Cafe/
restaurant 

Friends/
family

Shops
(daily)

Recreation Clubs and 
societies

Primary 
education

Low income 81.8 50.0 31.3 91.7 33.3 60.0 42.9
High income 76.9 35.6 19.4 83.3 44.8 35.6 37.7

Low educational level 78.3 37.9 19.0 76.9 35.7 45.2 21.4
High educational level 70.1 31.7 19.1 83.6 38.6 39.4 41.7

Job seekers/
Disabled

60.0 25.0 * 80.0 * * *

Working 71.7 31.4 20.6 81.0 38.5 36.7 37.9

Tenant 79.5 32.6 27.3 83.8 33.3 42.9 40.0
Owner-occupier 69.7 31.5 17.2 79.7 38.1 38.0 39.2

Households with 
children

80.0 39.3 29.2 88.0 52.4 48.6 39.4

One-/two person 
households

68.4 25.7 12.6 76.9 24.5 35.7 *

< 56 years 72.0 32.6 19.9 82.2 36.8 37.0 39.8
> 56 years 77.3 21.4 20.7 77.1 37.0 50.0 *

Dutch 72.2 32.2 19.3 80.4 36.9 40.0 41.7
Not-Dutch 85.7 22.2 30.8 93.3 36.4 42.9 20.0

Total (abs) 165 60 40 194 70 43 37

Source: survey (2002)
Notes: Low income: < 1125 Euro net per month; Low educational level: secondary school or lower
High income: > 2250 Euro net per month; High educational level: HBO or University.
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7 Towards more social cohesion in large 
post-WWII housing estates? A case study in 
Utrecht, the Netherlands1

   Van Beckhoven, E. & R. Van Kempen (2006), Towards more social cohesion in large 
post-WWII housing estates? A case study in Utrecht, the Netherlands, Housing Studies 
21 (4), pp. 477-�00. Copyright © Routledge, Taylor and Francis Group.

Abstract
The last few years have seen many studies of large post-WWII housing estates. Nowadays, 
they are often the most deprived areas of European cities. The turnover of the population on 
these estates is characteristically rapid, leading to considerable socioeconomic and sociocultural 
changes and a multi-ethnic neighbourhood. Such areas often have to contend with severe 
physical, social, and economic problems and the consequent dissatisfaction of the residents. This 
combination of rapid and selective population turnover and increasing numbers of problems 
may well affect aspects of social cohesion within these neighbourhoods, particularly the social 
networks. This process is regrettable, because social cohesion is regarded in a positive light, 
something that enhances the quality of life. Stimulating social cohesion is therefore an important 
objective of many policies that focus on large post-WWII housing estates. We have found it 
interesting to discover how important social cohesion is in the opinions and the lives of the 
inhabitants rather than the policymakers. In our opinion, urban policies focus on social cohesion 
while the inhabitants’ views of its relevance are unknown. On the basis of this article, certain 
aspects of social cohesion in large post-WWII housing estates appear to be valued, but housing 
market behaviour, such as residential moves, is hardly affected by aspects of social cohesion. 
Other aspects, such as moving to a better house, are much more relevant. The results may put 
into doubt the stress placed in urban policies on social cohesion.

Keywords: Social cohesion, large post-WWII housing estates, regeneration policy

7.1 Introduction

In the last decade, social cohesion has become an important topic in urban research and urban 
policy. Social cohesion is generally seen in a positive light; the presence of social cohesion is 
expected to enhance the quality of life in a particular area. Discussion of this topic is taking place 
at a time when there is also discussion about globalisation, a greater mobility of households and 
individuals, and a declining dependence on local societies, local networks and neighbourhoods. 
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These two discourses, one featuring the importance of social cohesion and the other the current 
independence of local society, are not necessarily contradictory. Indeed, there may well be social 
cohesion outside a local community; social cohesion is not necessarily localised in a small area. At 
the same time, developments such as increasing individualisation and globalisation can increase 
people’s needs for strong social cohesion, especially at neighbourhood level. Recently, some 
researchers have endeavoured to discover the existence of social cohesion at neighbourhood level 
and certain policy documents have linked social cohesion and neighbourhood improvements.

What has brought about this apparent sudden interest in social cohesion at neighbourhood 
level? First, we must remind ourselves that this interest is not new. In the 1920s and 1930s the 
Chicago School researchers were already attending to the way people lived together in urban 
neighbourhoods (see, e.g., Park, 192�/1974; Wirth, 1938). Although these scholars did not use 
the term social cohesion, they did try to discover certain related aspects of urban life, such as 
anonymity.

EU urban programmes can be held responsible for the present interest in social cohesion. 
This term, together with social exclusion and social inclusion, figured prominently on the EU 
research agendas of the last decade; consequently, researchers produced research proposals 
on these central themes. Social cohesion has emerged at local and national levels, because 
policymakers were persuaded that this concept ought to be of fundamental importance to the 
quality of life of urban residents.

In this article we concentrate on aspects of social cohesion on large post-WWII housing estates.2 
It is estimated that in Europe, excluding the former USSR, about 41 million people live on 
these estates (Dekker & Van Kempen, 2004). In Western Europe large post-WWII housing 
estates often – but not always – consist of a mix of properties: high-rise, low-rise, and single 
family dwellings, sometimes in the owner-occupied sector, but more often in the (social) rented 
sector. The layout of the estates was, at least at the time they were built, quite revolutionary. 
A generation of pre-war modernists (including Le Corbusier in France and Walter Gropius in 
Germany) put their mark on the new estates (Murie et al., 2003). Their style resulted in large 
apartment blocks, open spaces between the blocks, and a separation of functions. The carefully 
designed urban landscapes that emerged were highly praised by many urban designers of that 
period. In the early days positive opinions and evaluations were commonly expressed, including 
by the inhabitants of the estates themselves (Murie et al., 2003).

In the meantime, there have been radical changes. Many large housing estates in European 
cities are no longer popular. The neighbourhoods have developed from attractive, unproblematic 
residential neighbourhoods into highly problematic areas. These estates share a long list of 
problems and have rapidly become the target for area-based urban policies (see, e.g., Andersen, 
2001; Taylor, 1998; Power, 1997; Power & Tunstall, 199�; Evans, 1998; Hall, 1997; Musterd et al., 
1999; Murie et al., 2003). Recent research in the Netherlands has also revealed an abundance of 
problems in large post-WWII housing estates (see Aalbers et al., 2003; Aalbers et al., 2004). In 
a neighbourhood where the people and households are very much alike, finding something in 
common is not so difficult. That is the situation not only in a suburban area where many families 
on a reasonable income live (Gans, 1967), but also in an impoverished neighbourhood where 
families have lived for generations (Gans, 1962). The challenge lies in the deprived areas with a 
heterogeneous and fluent population. The large post-WWII housing estates in Europe are a case 
in point.
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In short, the large post-WWII housing estates are currently the focal points of policy and 
research and social cohesion is a popular concept in both. In this article we report our 
investigation of the extent of aspects of social cohesion in large post-WWII housing estates. 
We have sought to discover how important these aspects are in the eyes of the residents and 
the extent to which (policy) interventions are capable of influencing the level of social cohesion. 
The main questions addressed in this article are: To what extent are aspects of social cohesion 
important for the residents of large post-WWII housing estates? And in what ways are residents 
aware of the effects of policy interventions that focus on increasing the level of social cohesion?

Our hypothesis is that concentration in theory, practice, and policy on social cohesion does 
not necessarily mean that it is of prime importance to the people living in the areas concerned; 
the reasons for moving into the area, the valued aspects of the area, and reasons for moving 
away may not be related in any way to aspects of social cohesion, but rather to all kinds of 
other aspects, such as the quality of the built environment, the presence of certain facilities, 
or the absence of criminality. Consequently, residents might not even notice any effects of the 
implemented policies with respect to social cohesion.

To address the main questions we focus on two neighbourhoods in the city of Utrecht, the 
Netherlands. These two areas, Nieuw-Hoograven and Kanaleneiland-Noord, are typical of large 
post-WWII housing estates in the Netherlands, but also of many estates in France, Sweden, 
Germany, and a number of estates in the UK (see Aalbers et al., 2003 for the Netherlands; 
Chignier-Riboulon et al., 2003 for France; Andersson et al., 2003 for Sweden; Knorr-Siedow & 
Droste, 2003 for Germany; Hall et al., 2003 for the UK). These estates have typically undergone 
enormous population changes: the native-born have gradually been replaced by a multitude of 
minority ethnic groups. Moreover, many of these areas have suffered from physical and social 
decline (ibid.). To reverse the unfavourable processes, the estates have been the subject of 
numerous policy efforts, many of which have aimed to increase the level of social cohesion.

In the next section we discuss some theoretical notions concerning the concept of social 
cohesion. Following a brief description of our neighbourhoods and the policies targeted at these 
areas, we present some empirical data regarding aspects of social cohesion. The last section of the 
article consists of our conclusions and some policy recommendations.

7.2 Social cohesion: some theoretical notions

According to the Dutch sociologist Schuyt (1997: 18), social cohesion can be defined as “the 
internal bonding of a social system (a family, a group, an organisation, a University, a city or a society 
as a whole).” In their influential articles in Urban Studies, Kearns and Forrest have described the 
following dimensions of social cohesion: shared norms and values, social solidarity, social control, 
social networks, and a feeling of belonging to each other through a common identity and a 
strong bonding with the place where one lives (Kearns & Forrest, 2000: 996; Forrest & Kearns, 
2001: 2129). These aspects reinforce each other: people who have the same ideas about life (shared 
norms and values) have a greater chance of making social contacts. As a result, the feeling of 
being part of a certain group or a particular neighbourhood is reinforced. At the same time, it 
should be recognised that social cohesion can also be very divisive: those who do not belong 
to the group are excluded, or can feel excluded. Social cohesion can easily breed intolerance. 
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According to Kearns and Forrest (2000), the strong ties between people within communities may 
lead to social, racial, and religious conflicts between people who belong to these communities 
and those who are perceived as outsiders.

Social cohesion at neighbourhood level is a contested combination. In the 1960s, the 
neighbourhood already seemed to be losing its importance in people’s lives: people tended to live 
in a much larger area (Webber, 1963; Stein, 1972; see also more recent research, such as Guest & 
Wierzbicki, 1999). An idea has gained credence in the last few years that, thanks to information 
technology, people do not need to make so much use of the street, the shopping centre, or the 
neighbourhood. Even social contacts can be built up and maintained via the Internet and email.

Nevertheless, some studies question the assumption that the importance of the 
neighbourhood is limited and decreasing. Cities can be world cities, play an important part 
in the world economy, and be recognised as such by everyone. Nevertheless, there remain 
neighbourhoods within these cities that are recognisable, unique, and of importance to their 
residents (see Castells, 2002: ��2). Forrest and Kearns (2001: 2129) point out that, in times of 
(assumed) increasing influence from all kinds of macro-developments, people begin to 
appreciate their neighbourhood as a place where they feel safe and at ease (see also Baldassare, 
1983: 17); the neighbourhood becomes a safe haven. Social networks and social relationships 
are not in themselves good or bad. All kinds of social relationships can develop in cities and 
in neighbourhoods: some based on strong ties (bonding capital), some on weak ties (bridging 
capital) (Granovetter, 1973). For people with low incomes, the neighbourhood generally functions 
more as a source of bonding capital than as a platform for bridging capital (Burns et al., 2001).

The distinction drawn between bonding and bridging plays an important part in the 
discussion of the relevance of social capital in modern Western society. Bourdieu (1986: 248/249) 
defines social capital as: “… the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked to 
possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalised relationships… .” According to 
Putnam (1993: 9�), social capital can be seen as “… features of social organisations such as networks, 
norms, and trust that facilitate co-ordination and co-operation for mutual benefit.” It is clear that the 
distinction between social capital and social cohesion is not always clear-cut. Social networks, for 
example, can be an aspect of social cohesion as well as of social capital. At the same time, social 
capital, including social networks, can be seen as resources that may enhance social cohesion. 
In this paper we do not focus on social capital as a dependent variable. We see social capital 
as a set of resources that may facilitate the emergence of social cohesion. This means that the 
distinction between bonding and bridging capital can still be relevant. Bonding capital (strong 
ties) is based on relationships between family members, friends, and possibly members of the 
same ethnic or religious groups. Bridging capital (weak ties) refers to less frequent contacts 
between a heterogeneous set of individuals (see, e.g., Portes, 1998). Related to this distinction 
is the classification of contacts made by Blokland (2003). In her research in the Dutch city of 
Rotterdam, she distinguished between interdependencies (between-neighbour contacts that 
may or may not be wanted: noise nuisance, for example), transactions (exchanges between 
customer and client, for example), attachments (relationships formed through membership of 
an organisation) and bonds (relationships based on affection). Van Marissing and colleagues 
(forthcoming) used this classification to show that neighbourhoods can be characterised by 
different types of social cohesion.
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According to the literature, the extent to which social cohesion materialises seems to vary 
according to the following factors: household composition, ideas about how long to stay in the 
present area, age, duration of stay to date in the present area, socioeconomic variables (education, 
labour market position, income), and ethnicity. These factors are elaborated briefly below.

Household composition can be important. The presence of children may increase the parents’ 
readiness to make contacts in the area, for example in school or in after-school activities. One- or 
two-person households, such as students or couples who have just embarked on living together, 
are generally less tightly bound to their neighbourhood and are likely to maintain their activities 
outside the residential area (Van Engelsdorp Gastelaars & Vijgen, 1991; Van Beckhoven & Van 
Kempen, 2003). This looser bonding is frequently associated with the relatively short sojourn 
of this category of residents in the neighbourhood. Thus, not only does the composition of a 
household play a part in the development of social cohesion, such as making contacts with 
other residents within the neighbourhood; ideas about how long to stay in the present area are also 
of importance. For households at the beginning of their housing careers, the current housing 
situation is not usually perceived as the final station; household members are therefore probably 
less likely to invest in social contacts in the neighbourhood (Campbell & Lee, 1992). Those who 
intend to stay longer are expected to invest more time and energy in making friends with other 
local residents.

Household composition is usually associated with age. The geographic range of activities and 
contacts in a person’s life tends first to increase and later decline. Young children are strongly 
oriented to their neighbourhood, while teenagers are not. Neither are people between the ages 
of 20 and 40 who are part of one- or two-person households. However, as people grow older, 
or perhaps acquire some physical handicap, the neighbourhood again plays an important part 
(Flap, 1999). Kleinhans and colleagues (2000) and Van Beckhoven and Van Kempen (2003) have 
also come to this conclusion. Often related to age is the duration of stay in the present area. The 
chance of more social contacts and stronger neighbourhood bonding is greater for people who 
have lived in the area for decades than it is for those who have just arrived.

The socioeconomic background of a household can also be decisive. A low income can prevent 
a household from participating in activities that cost money (Musterd & Ostendorf, 1998). As 
a consequence, people with a lower income can be expected to have a smaller action radius, 
because transport usually costs money. Many studies show that the neighbourhood is certainly of 
importance, in particular for poorer households (Fischer, 1982; Wilson, 1987; Henning & Lieberg, 
1996; Ellen & Turner, 1997; Guest & Wierzbicki, 1999). Lower income groups often have more 
contacts within the neighbourhood than those with a higher income. Lower income households 
generally need some survival strategies, and these may be provided by the neighbourhood and its 
residents. Botman and Van Kempen (2001) have shown that people on a low income often turn 
to and rely on the neighbourhood, because they do not have the financial opportunities to travel 
elsewhere3. The level of income is associated with the labour market situation and an individual’s 
educational level. Highly educated people with a high income usually have a wide network of 
activities. They may make little use of neighbourhood facilities and may not feel drawn to interact 
with other residents; the more prosperous centre their lives on the whole city (Blokland-Potters, 
1998).

Finally, ethnicity could be expected to exert an influence, if only because ethnicity is often 
associated with low incomes. Indeed, ethnic groups feature centrally in much of the literature 
on the importance of the neighbourhood. Mutual support is a particularly important factor for 
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recent immigrants. Support can be a matter of receiving help in finding a (temporary) place 
to live or a first job. Immigrants who cannot speak the language of the host country properly 
and those with a low level of education have a tendency to congregate in urban areas where 
many compatriots already live. The newcomers expect to receive social, economic, and emotional 
support there (Dahya, 1974; Enchautegui, 1997: 446; Fong & Gulia, 1999: �77/8; Van Kempen, 
2001).

The main idea emanating from this overview is that social cohesion might be more important 
for some groups than for others. Before we report our empirical findings, we first give a brief 
description of our research areas.

7.3 Description of the research areas4

Nieuw-Hoograven in Utrecht
The Nieuw-Hoograven estate was built between 19�4 and 196� in the southern part of the city 
of Utrecht. In 196� the Nieuw-Hoograven area accommodated about 9,�00 people in 2,2�1 
dwellings. Since the area is surrounded by railways, national highways, and water it is sometimes 
said to be ‘isolated’. However, the northern part of Hoograven is only one kilometre from the 
city centre.

Nieuw-Hoograven was constructed on the basis of a rigorous urban planning pattern. As 
a result, the housing stock includes an over-representation of clustered multi-family complexes 
with some single-family dwellings at the side; over 60 per cent of the housing stock consists of 
apartment blocks with three or four storeys and without an elevator. Every complex surrounds 
a semi-public garden and public water and green areas are well distributed throughout the area. 
As in many other post-WWII neighbourhoods in Dutch cities, more than half the dwellings 
in Nieuw-Hoograven (60 per cent) belong to the social-rented sector. Shops are spatially 
concentrated in two locations. Schools and medical services can be found scattered throughout 
the neighbourhood (Aalbers et al., 2003).

Initially, Nieuw-Hoograven functioned well on the urban housing market; people able to 
take possession of a dwelling in the area considered themselves fortunate. This situation has 
changed, however. Since the 1990s, the share of low-income households living in the (on average) 
inexpensive dwellings of moderate quality has increased. Among these low-income households 
are many households that belong to ethnic minority groups. Moroccans form the largest category 
(30.2 per cent) of the neighbourhood population, followed by Surinamese (�.8 per cent) (http://
utrecht.buurtmonitor.nl). In addition, the estate has been confronted with such problems as 
unemployment, criminality, decreasing social cohesion, and a decrease in the number and quality 
of services. As a result, the estate takes a very low position on the urban ranking list�: 2�th out of 
28 estates (for more information see Aalbers et al., 2003).

Kanaleneiland-Noord in Utrecht
Kanaleneiland-Noord is located in the southwest of the city of Utrecht. In 19�6, to resolve the 
urban housing shortage after WWII, Utrecht started the ‘expansion plan Kanaleneiland’; a 
building plot of 2�8 ha had to be turned into a large-scale housing estate. By 196�, 7,�00 dwellings 
had been built, of which 2,2�9 were in Kanaleneiland-Noord.
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Nowadays, the area consists of 2,674 dwellings accommodating 7,819 people. The estate is similar 
to Nieuw-Hoograven in many ways. First, the emphasis is on multi-family dwellings (82 per 
cent of the total housing stock); most complexes have been constructed as apartment buildings 
with three or four storeys, thereby eliminating the need for an elevator. A second similarity is 
the design: repeated identical complexes (‘blueprints’), with green spaces between the blocks of 
flats and some single-family houses at the side. Third, with respect to ownership, the (affordable) 
social-rented sector is over-represented in Kanaleneiland-Noord, just as it is in Nieuw-
Hoograven: at present, housing associations own 78 per cent of the stock. Fourth, both estates 
have been built in a green and open living environment (Gemeente Utrecht, 1990a). Finally, as in 
Nieuw-Hoograven, shopping services in Kanaleneiland-Noord are spatially concentrated while 
schools and medical services are scattered throughout the neighbourhood.

In addition to similarities in the design and initial function of the estate, Kanaleneiland-
Noord has encountered similar problems (unemployment, criminality, social polarisation, a 
decrease in the quality of the housing stock, and a decrease in the number and quality of services, 
and so forth). The estate occupies the lowest position (28th) on the urban ranking list of 28 
neighbourhoods.6 Since the problems are very diverse and appear in different fields, they must 
be the result of a combination of different developments. Dutch households originally inhabited 
Kanaleneiland-Noord, but in the course of time it has gradually changed to a multi-cultural 
estate. From the late 1980s onwards, many of the original residents could not, or did not wish 
to continue their housing careers in the area and, after they had left, households with a non-
Dutch background often took their place; while in 1980 only 3.6 per cent of the population of 
Kanaleneiland-Noord was of non-Dutch ethnicity, this percentage had increased to 84.0 per 
cent by 2004 (Gemeente Utrecht, 200�). Also, Moroccans form the largest category (47.1 per 
cent) of the neighbourhood population here, followed by Turks (21.0 per cent) (http://utrecht.
buurtmonitor.nl).

The composition of the housing stock and, related to this, the allocation system can be seen 
as important factors causing this process. Income and size of household are important allocation 
criteria, so that the relatively large and affordable dwellings in Kanaleneiland-Noord and Nieuw-
Hoograven are allocated to the large families with the lowest incomes. These are often non-
Dutch households. Furthermore, since the estates have become less popular with the Dutch, the 
non-Dutch households met little competition getting a dwelling on one of these estates. These 
developments occurred at a time when maintenance in Kanaleneiland-Noord, as in Nieuw-
Hoograven, was not carried out as well as it should have been; the housing associations and the 
local government authority found themselves in financial difficulties, so that the maintenance 
of the public spaces did not receive proper attention. Taken together, these factors led to the 
accumulation of problems (for further information, see Aalbers et al., 2003).

Policies on the research areas that focus on social cohesion7

The second research question of this paper concerns the residents’ awareness of the effects of 
policy interventions in the research areas that focus on increasing the level of social cohesion. 
We first provide some preliminary information on the relevant policies and the role of social 
cohesion in these policies.

In 199�, the Dutch national government introduced the Big Cities Policy. Its main objective 
is to create ‘complete cities’ by integrating three policy fields. These are also referred to as ‘pillars’ 
(dimensions); integrated policies in physical, economic, and social fields are expected to lead 
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to the best solutions to the problems that arise at geographical levels such as the city and the 
neighbourhood. Recently, the policy has been extended by adding safety as a fourth dimension.8 
Within the framework of this policy, Dutch cities could designate neighbourhoods that needed 
special attention. Utrecht designated Kanaleneiland and Nieuw-Hoograven.

The restructuring task for the city of Utrecht (physical dimension) is to create more 
differentiation in the housing stock. This differentiation will be achieved by the construction 
of new dwellings (both social-rented and owner-occupied), projects involving demolition and 
new construction (so that social-rented dwellings will be replaced by new dwellings in both 
the social-rented and the owner-occupied sectors), and the renovation and sale of social-rented 
dwellings. Much of this task is concentrated in Nieuw-Hoograven and Kanaleneiland. In 
Nieuw-Hoograven, apartment complexes (34�) have been replaced by 112 dwellings in the social-
rented sector. The number of single-family houses in the owner-occupied sector has also been 
increased (by 102). Furthermore, several social-rented single-family houses have been renovated 
and more demolition/new-building projects are planned. In contrast with Nieuw-Hoograven, 
no extensive physical interventions have taken place as yet in Kanaleneiland, although a far-
reaching demolition/new-building project is planned. In addition to the physical restructuring 
of the housing stock, access to services within both neighbourhoods is being improved. The 
changes in the housing stock are expected to lead to a decrease in the concentration of low-
income households. The underlying assumption is that a wider social mix would give a positive 
impulse to the level of social cohesion within these estates. This should be achievable through an 
intensification of social contacts between the old and the new residents (that is, the high-income 
and low-income households).

With respect to the economic dimension of the national Big Cities Policy, local programmes 
aim to strengthen the position of residents in several neighbourhoods, including Nieuw-
Hoograven and Kanaleneiland-Noord; these programmes aim to raise the educational levels and 
professional skills of adults, such as access to and use of the Internet. Furthermore, in Nieuw-
Hoograven the local government authority is stimulating starting businesses; importance is 
attached to matching the demand and supply of business space in the area. Here the focus is 
not directly on increasing the level of social cohesion, but rather on increasing an individual’s 
personal skills to secure a position in society.

It can be said that the economic dimension receives most direct Big Cities Policy money. 
At the same time, effectively the physical development dimension receives by far the largest 
investment sums (that is to say, physical programmes are heavily co-financed by other 
organisations such as private developers). But what about the social dimension? In addition to 
the physical and economic programmes and projects, many other interventions seek to improve 
the social infrastructure and well-being of individuals and communities: a task involving 
numerous aspects. The measures focus primarily on reinforcing the position of vulnerable groups, 
ethnic minorities, and/or disadvantaged individuals. A considerable part of the measures aims to 
increase the level of social cohesion by encouraging city residents to take part in sports, cultural, 
and political activities. In this context, both Nieuw-Hoograven and Kanaleneiland have taken 
part in a national programme called Onze Buurt aan Zet [Our Neighbourhood’s Turn]. Between 
2001 and 2004, under the Big Cities Policy certain housing estates in the 30 largest cities of the 
country were granted funds to improve the quality of life, safety and social cohesion in their 
neighbourhood through neighbourhood-based initiatives. Wherever possible, the neighbourhood 
population carried out these initiatives themselves. A financial impulse encouraged trade and 
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industries to contribute to the programme. In both research areas, this stimulus has generated 
several projects featuring recreation centres for children and young people, semi-public gardens, 
improving safety, a cultural centre, remedying educational arrears or children’s behaviour 
problems, homework supervision, and so forth. These initiatives should encourage residents’ 
involvement with their neighbours and neighbourhood (Aalbers et al., 2004).

As the Big Cities Policy progressed, the safety issue became important and various projects 
designed to increase safety were implemented. On top of the standard programmes aimed to 
combat youth crime and increase feelings of safety in public spaces, the city of Utrecht has 
introduced a programme (called Utrecht Veilig! Dat doen we samen [Utrecht Safe! We’ll do it 
together]) within both research areas to reduce crime figures and improve feelings of safety. 
The local government authority, the police, and the justice department are cooperating in this 
programme. The safety issue is strongly linked to the social dimension. Crime and vandalism are 
said to have less chance of developing in areas where social cohesion is strong, because there is 
more social control. Increasing residents’ involvement in this programme is important; residents 
participate actively in projects that aim to improve the living environment and feelings of safety 
and so to increase the level of social cohesion and social control.

7.4 The importance of social cohesion in two Utrecht neighbourhoods

Research method
The defining features of social cohesion (section 7.2) are: shared norms and values, social 
solidarity, social networks, and neighbourhood bonding. In order to find out how important these 
aspects are for the present inhabitants of our research areas, we used data derived from a survey 
held in Nieuw-Hoograven and Kanaleneiland-Noord. In April and May 2004, a survey team 
hired by the University of Utrecht visited the respondents. Those who were capable of answering 
the questions by themselves received a questionnaire that they could complete in their own time. 
Later, the survey team collected the completed questionnaires. Interviewers helped respondents 
complete the questionnaire if they agreed to cooperate but were unable to answer the questions 
by themselves. Where necessary, interviewers with skills in a specific language (often Arabic or 
Turkish) were sent to the respondents.

In total, �23 questionnaires were collected: 270 in Nieuw-Hoograven (response rate 38.6 
per cent) and 2�3 in Kanaleneiland-Noord (response rate 31.6 per cent). The non-response rates 
differ more widely for the two estates, however. Although on both estates many respondents 
were apparently not at home, even though the interviewers visited the addresses several 
times, in Kanaleneiland-Noord more residents refused to cooperate (�1.� and 32.7 per cent in 
Kanaleneiland-Noord and Nieuw-Hoograven respectively). When they were asked why, almost 
a quarter replied that they just did not want to; several people said that they were tired of all 
these questionnaires.

Empirical results
In section 7.2 of this paper we have identified the personal and household characteristics thought 
likely to influence social cohesion. Table 7.1 gives an indication of some of these characteristics 
in the research areas.9 The table shows that the share of elderly people is relatively small: in 
both areas, residents between 31 and 4� years of age predominate. This latter age group is not 
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Table 7.1 Basic characteristics of the respondents in the survey (%)

Nieuw-Hoograven Kanaleneiland-Noord

Age 
- 30 years 19.4 17.6
31-45 years 41.0 40.4
46-60 years 19.0 24.8
+ 60 years 20.5 17.2
Total abs (100%) 268 250

Household composition
One- or two-person household 56.7 54.8
Family with children 31.9 36.5
Single-parent family 6.5 5.0
Other household type 4.9 3.7
Total abs (100%) 263 241

Ethnicity
Natives 81.6 51.3
North African 15.1 33.0
Turkish 3.3 15.6
Total abs (100%) 239 224

Monthly net household income
> 8100 euro 1.2 0.5
4700 – 8100 euro 7.5 6.8
1400 – 4700 euro 58.1 53.9
630 -1400 euro 29.0 34.2
630 euro 4.1 4.6
Total abs (100%) 241 219

Total years of school education
None 3.9 9.0
1-6 years 7.1 9.8
6-10 years 22.0 25.2
11-12 years 20.0 21.4
13-14 years 15.3 16.7
15 years or more 31.8 17.9
Total abs (100%) 255 234

Paid job 
Yes 53.1 55.3
No 46.9 44.7
Total abs (100%) 260 235

Duration of residence in dwelling
Since 1960 2.3 1.6
1961-1980 8.7 6.4
1980-1995 25.3 35.6
1996-2004 63.8 56.4
Total abs (100%) 265 250

Source: survey (2004)
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the category in which a serious interest in social cohesion was expected. Furthermore, instead of 
households with children, one- and two-person households are over-represented on both estates. 
Social cohesion is not considered an important aspect in the lives of people in this category. The 
income of most residents on both estates is average, and more than half the inhabitants report 
that they have a paid job. There are two interesting differences between the two estates, however. 
First, Kanaleneiland-Noord houses more respondents with a non-Dutch background: 48.6 
per cent compared with 18.4 per cent in Nieuw-Hoograven. These percentages are not as high 
as the local statistics, which indicate that �6.0 per cent of the residents in Nieuw-Hoograven 
and 84.0 per cent in Kanaleneiland-Noord are of a non-Dutch ethnicity (Gemeente Utrecht, 
200�). The difference between these percentages is at least partly the result of the reluctance 
of many people with a non-Dutch background to take part in the research. This reluctance is 
an interesting outcome in itself; the huge unwillingness of non-Dutch tenants to participate 
may tell something about the low level of social cohesion in both areas. Other explanations of 
a relatively low response percentage among respondents with a non-Dutch ethnic background 
may be the result of cultural factors: women may not be allowed to open the door to strangers. 
Despite the fact that non-Dutch interviewers were hired, potential respondents may also be 
reluctant to open the door because they are afraid they cannot understand the visitor.

Another striking difference between the estates relates to the level of education. In 
Kanaleneiland-Noord many respondents seem to have had only 6 to 10 years of education. This 
group consists particularly of natives (64.3 per cent). In Nieuw-Hoograven on the other hand, 
almost a third of the respondents have followed education for more than 1� years. Again, this 
group consists mainly of natives (91.9 per cent). On the basis of the literature (section 7.2), higher 
levels of social cohesion might then be expected in Kanaleneiland-Noord.

Table 7.1 shows that most of the respondents in both areas have only lived there for a relatively 
short time: more than half the people interviewed arrived after 1996.10 The relatively brief period 
of residence might have a negative influence on the level of social cohesion (see also section 7.2).

We have looked at the reasons people gave for moving, or planning to move house, to 
discover whether aspects of social cohesion play any part in these actions and plans. Table 7.2 
shows that many respondents moved to their present dwelling simply because there was no 
alternative, or because of the affordable rent.11 Both areas belong to the limited number of 
neighbourhoods within the city with an affordable housing stock, and many of these households 
have an average or medium-low income, so this appeal is no great surprise. Apparently, aspects of 
social cohesion are of minor importance in people’s motivation for moving to the area: on both 
estates slightly more than 10 per cent of the respondents moved to the area because they wanted 
to live near friends or relatives, a clear indication of the importance of strong bonds.

Many respondents reported that they have serious plans to move within two years (Table 
7.2). This impermanence does not provide a favourable background for strong social cohesion. 
In Nieuw-Hoograven, where almost 31 per cent of the respondents want to leave, many of 
the prospective moves are related to the dwelling that is found to be too small. Many people, 
however, want to move because of their dissatisfaction with the estate. In Kanaleneiland-Noord 
the environment even seems to be the main reason for moving house. The search for more safety 
and/or more peace and quiet cannot be seen as a direct search for more social cohesion, but it 
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may be the case that, in a more cohesive neighbourhood, feelings of insecurity and noise nuisance 
may be less troublesome than in an area where people do not care about each other very much.

In general, the inhabitants of Nieuw-Hoograven report that they are more satisfied with their 
estate than are the residents in Kanaleneiland-Noord with theirs. On a scale from one to ten, the 
inhabitants of Nieuw-Hoograven give their estate an average score of 6.2, while in Kanaleneiland-
Noord the average score is �.1. Despite these not very positive evaluations, most people are able 
to mention some positive aspects of the area in which they live. We asked our respondents by 
means of an open-ended question to name the most positive and the most negative aspects of 
their neighbourhoods. From their answers we can see whether or not particular aspects of social 
cohesion are considered important.

The most important asset seems to be the high quality and quantity of the green space, 
especially in Nieuw-Hoograven (Table 7.3). These green areas between the blocks of flats are 

Table 7.2 Moving to and from the estate (%)

Nieuw-
Hoograven

Kanaleneiland-
Noord

Reasons to move to present dwelling¹
No other dwellings available 30.4 No other dwellings available 33.5
Low rents, low housing costs 16.7 Low rents, low housing costs 12.4
Presence of relatives/friends 13.0 Presence of relatives/friends 11.2
Close to work 12.2 Close to work 10.4
Liked the dwelling 5.9 Good connections/location 8.4
Other 21.8 Other 24.1
Total abs (100%) 270 Total abs (100%) 251

Plans to move within 2 years2

Yes 30.9 38.2
Total abs (100%) 236 199

Reasons to move¹
Dwelling is too small 26.7 Want to move to a more safe 

environment
25.3

Want to move to a more safe 
environment

12.0 Want to move to a more quiet 
environment

21.5

Want to move to a more quiet 
environment

10.7 Dwelling is too small 20.3

Want to live closer to relatives and 
friends

9.3 Dwelling will be demolished 8.9

Dwelling will be demolished 8.0 Dwelling is too expensive 6.3
Other 33.3 Other 17.7
Total abs (100%) 75 79

Source: survey (2004)
1 The table shows the five most frequently mentioned reasons; the remaining reasons (consisting of aspects mentioned 
by a small percentage of respondents) have been merged in the category ‘other’ (good schools; presence of other services; 
personal circumstances; liked the neighbourhood; and so forth).
2 There are no significant differences between age groups, ethnicity, or household type on the one hand and propensity to 
move on the other.
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a defining feature of these estates. They are particularly appreciated by older people, family 
households, and native-born Dutch. In Kanaleneiland-Noord, the accessibility of services 
(such as shops) also scores high, especially with young people (<30), older people (>60), small 
households, and ethnic minorities.

Aspects that have to do with social cohesion are clearly not prominent among the most positive 
aspects reported in both estates. ‘I like the people who live there’, is mentioned by only 9.4 per 
cent of the respondents as the most appreciated aspect. This answer can be seen to relate to weak 
social bonds. Interestingly, for North African and Turkish respondents this item is clearly more 
important, indicating that these groups like the population of the area more than the native 
Dutch do. At first this may seem no surprise, because so many people in these areas belong to 
these minority-ethnic categories. But, with so many non-Dutch, especially Turks and North-

Table 7.3 Most appreciated aspects in both areas¹ (%)

Green 
spaces

Accessibility 
of public 
services

Proximity to 
work

People who 
live there

Playgrounds 
for children

Other* Total abs 
(100%)

Age 
- 30 17.0 21.6 13.6 11.4 10.2 26.2 88
+ 60 34.1 34.1 1.2 7.1 2.4 21.1 85

Household composition
One- or 
two- person 
household

29.0 25.6 16.0 7.6 2.1 19.7 238

Family with 
children

31.1 13.9 7.3 12.6 15.2 19.9 151

Single-parent 32.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 20.0 24.0 25

Years of residence in dwelling
Before 1980 42.9 23.8 9.5 7.1 4.8 11.9 42
1996-2004 26.5 21.3 13.6 8.5 9.6 20.5 272

Ethnicity
Natives 33.8 21.3 15.2 6.5 6.5 16.7 263
North African 26.7 16.2 7.6 14.3 11.4 23.8 105
Turkish 14.7 20.6 11.8 20.6 2.9 29.4 34

Paid job 
Yes 28.4 18.2 17.8 9.3 8.1 18.2 236
No 29.7 25.5 5.2 9.9 7.8 21.9 192

Income (Euro)
> 8100 25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 4
630 -1400 24.4 27.6 8.1 6.5 8.9 24.5 123
< 630 27.8 22.2 0.0 0.0 16.7 33.3 18

Source: survey (2004)
1 To avoid the table becoming too large and unnecessarily complicated, we have merged the two research areas.
* The table shows the five aspects that were mentioned most often; the remaining reasons have been merged in the category 
‘other’ (proximity to primary schools; free parking space; public transport; youth facilities, and so forth).
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Africans (mainly Moroccans), this item might have been expected to have been mentioned more 
frequently as an asset. Clearly, only a minority of the Turks and North Africans see the presence 
of their co-ethnics as an important aspect.

As for the most negative aspects of the neighbourhood (Table 7.4), the poor maintenance of 
the green spaces, a lack of youth facilities or playgrounds for children, and vandalism are often 
mentioned. It is clear, however, that the population structure is seen as the most problematic 
issue.12 This view holds for every age category, for all household types, for native-born Dutch 
as well as ethnic minorities, and for all income categories. The change from a homogeneous 
neighbourhood with a majority of Dutch family households to an area with a very heterogeneous 
and mainly ethnic minority population may well be an important reason for many respondents 
to mention the population structure as a negative issue; in a period of 1� years the share of 
non-Dutch residents has more than doubled in both areas (from 27.0 in 1990 to ��.0 per cent 
in 200� in Nieuw-Hoograven, and from 38.8 in 1990 to 84.0 per cent in 200� Kanaleneiland-

Table 7.4 Least appreciated aspects in both areas¹ (%)

People who 
live there

Green 
spaces

Youth 
facilities

Playgrounds 
for children

Pollution/
vandalism

Other* Total abs 
(100%)

Age 
- 30 35.2 4.2 7.0 4.2 9.8 39.6 71
+ 60 39.1 8.7 7.2 1.4 12.5 31.1 69

Household composition
One- or 
two- person 
household

36.3 16.5 5.2 4.2 10.4 27.4 212

Family with 
children

32.8 8.6 8.6 8.6 6.2 35.2 128

Single-parent 37.5 0.0 16.7 20.8 4.2 20.8 24

Years of residence in dwelling
Before 1980 55.6 5.6 8.3 0.0 8.3 22.2 36
1996-2004 32.6 11.2 5.6 6.9 11.2 32.5 233

Ethnicity
Natives 40.1 13.9 5.5 3.8 10.1 26.6 237
North African 23.1 9.0 14.1 11.5 5.2 36.8 78
Turkish 38.7 9.7 6.5 19.4 3.2 22.5 31

Paid job 
Yes 37.7 16.7 5.9 8.3 7.4 24.0 204
No 33.9 7.3 7.3 4.8 11.5 35.2 165

Income (Euro)
> 8100 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 3
630 -1400 30.6 9.0 8.1 4.5 10.8 37.0 111
< 630 33.3 0.0 0.0 20.0 13.3 33.4 15

Source: survey (2004)
1 To avoid the table becoming too large and unnecessarily complicated, we have merged the two research areas.
* The table shows the five aspects that were mentioned most often; the remaining reasons have been merged in the category 
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Noord) (Gemeente Utrecht, 1990b; 200�). The fact that the population structure is so frequently 
mentioned indicates that the inhabitants value living in an area where the people are ‘like us’ and 
dislike the increasing heterogeneity of the population.

The negative opinion of the population structure holds for natives and non-natives alike. 
We could have expected the non-natives to be less negative, because so many non-native 
people now reside in the neighbourhoods. Apparently, many non-native people do not perceive 
their residential area as one where they could have all kinds of bonds with the other people 
who live there. The area is probably seen as having a large ethnic mix and that is definitely not 
considered a positive feature, even by a large share of the non-native households (for more see 
Van Beckhoven & Van Kempen, 200�).

Up to this point, we have looked at the importance of aspects that relate to social cohesion from 
the point of view of the respondents themselves. We have shown that aspects of social cohesion 
only seem to play a minor role in reasons to move into or away from the estate. Other aspects 
are clearly more important. We have also shown that matters are only slightly different for the 
ethnic minorities, who form the majority of the population of the research areas. This group 
seems to attach more importance to social cohesion, although other motivations are in many 
cases also more important with respect to residential mobility.

In our survey, several other questions give us further clues about the extent of social cohesion. 
Here we are looking not so much at the opinions given by the residents themselves, but the 
indicators of social cohesion (see Kearns & Forrest, 2000; Forrest & Kearns, 2001). Questions 
were asked:
• If respondents have the idea that people in the neighbourhood generally help each other (an 

indicator of social bonds and solidarity);
• If the respondent is active in an organisation to improve the area (an indicator of attachment 

to the neighbourhood);
• If the respondent is active in other organisations within the area (also an indicator of 

attachment to the neighbourhood);
• If there are contacts with co-residents in the area (an indicator of social bonds);
• If friends and/or relatives live in the area (an indicator of social bonds);
• If people experience neighbourhood bonding (obviously an indicator of neighbourhood 

attachment).

Table 7.� gives an overview of the results. First, we asked whether people tend to help each other 
within the neighbourhood. In general, less than a quarter of the households thinks that this is 
the case (23 per cent in Kanaleneiland, 18 per cent in Nieuw-Hoograven).13 Elderly people are 
particularly negative, as are singles, native-born Dutch, people with a paid job, and households 
with a middle income. North African residents and residents with very low incomes seem to be 
the most positive categories with respect to this variable.

Some explanations can be given for these results. The elderly are probably rather negative 
because they are comparing the present situation with that of a few decades ago, when the 
neighbourhood was still fairly homogeneous. In those days helping each other was in any case 
more common than in the present, more individualistic era. Singles, especially the young, might 
be rather negative, because they may not be very interested in the neighbourhood. These are the 
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Table 7.5 General aspects of social cohesion1 (%)

People 
help each 
other*

Active in 
organi-
sation to 
improve 
the area*

Active 
in other 
organi-
sation in 
the area*

Contacts with co-
residents

 

Friends 
and/or 
relatives 
in the 
neighbour- 
hood*

Neighbourhood 
bonding

Good Poor Weak Strong

Age 
- 30 24.1 8.8 26.3 12.1 20.9 18.8 48.9 13.0
31-45 22.3 7.4 20.7 37.9 13.1 23.6 23.3 18.8
46-60 15.8 12.1 29.0 31.5 14.8 25.0 26.4 17.0
+ 60 18.4 9.9 26.6 38.5 11.0 15.6 24.7 34.0

Household composition
One- or 
two- person 
household

17.6 9.9 26.6 27.2 17.9 14.3 35.4 18.2

Family with 
children

21.6 7.5 21.3 42.3 8.3 30.4 20.4 21.6

Single-parent 25.9 10.3 34.5 32.1 21.4 24.1 24.1 13.8
Other 27.8 5.0 13.6 15.0 15.0 22.7 42.9 28.6

Years of residence in dwelling
Before 1960 30.0 0.0 10.0 66.7 22.2 20.0 30.0 40.0
1961-1980 11.1 12.8 28.9 26.3 13.2 26.3 13.5 40.5
1981-1995 23.1 10.3 22.8 38.0 12.7 29.9 17.0 28.6
1996-2004 19.8 8.8 25.7 29.2 14.9 16.9 36.7 13.0

Ethnicity
Natives 16.6 10.3 25.3 24.3 14.9 14.6 32.1 18.7
North African 30.4 8.7 21.5 56.1 9.3 39.4 21.0 30.5
Turkish 18.4 5.4 30.0 35.7 19.0 38.1 24.4 12.2

Paid job 
Yes 16.4 7.7 24.7 26.9 16.9 21.3 31.2 13.8
No 24.4 10.2 24.2 38.7 11.5 20.0 27.9 27.4

Income (Euro)
> 8100 25.0 0.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 25.0
4700 – 8100 25.8 0.0 31.3 21.2 15.2 21.2 38.7 16.1
1400 – 4700 16.4 9.1 25.6 36.8 11.2 18.6 24.3 16.5
630 -1400 22.2 9.5 18.4 31.2 17.4 24.3 31.2 25.5
< 630 47.1 27.8 33.3 16.7 27.8 21.1 55.6 16.7

Source: survey (2004)
1 To avoid the table becoming too large and unnecessarily complicated, we have merged the two research areas.
* Percentage of respondents who answered ‘yes’.
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people who see the present dwelling as a first springboard in their housing career and generally 
do not take much interest in their neighbourhood. People with a paid job self evidently spend 
more time outside the neighbourhood. The more positive opinion of the low-income households 
fits the literature reviewed earlier in the paper, while the positive attitude of the North Africans 
is probably the result of their sheer numbers in the area.

Are people active in organisations aiming to improve the area? This aspect relates to the 
bonding with the area. Participation in these kinds of organisation turns out to involve less than 
10 per cent of the population. This share is disappointingly low;14 the overwhelming majority of 
people seem, for one reason or another, not to be interested in taking an active part in improving 
their neighbourhood. Although differences between population categories are hardly discernible, 
income does seem to make a difference; residents with a very low income are far more active in 
the neighbourhood than those with higher incomes. Other organisations, such as sports clubs, are 
more popular. About a quarter of the population belongs to a sports club, cultural organisation, 
or takes part in some organised social activity in the neighbourhood. Again, however, that is not 
to say that the majority of people do not take part.

In addition, we asked people whether they have friends and/or relatives in the 
neighbourhood, and how they rated their contacts with other residents in the area. The majority 
of people have no friends or relatives in the area.1� Furthermore, almost a third of the respondents 
reported that they have good contacts with their neighbours. This holds in particular for North 
African respondents and families with children (which again can probably be attributed to the 
large number of people within the neighbourhood of North-African origin). Residents with a 
Turkish background on the other hand rate these contacts as ‘poor’; the number of Turks in the 
area is relatively small (the majority are Moroccan). The same holds for young people. Apparently, 
not only do residents have negative feelings about the rest of the neighbourhood population; 
they may also avoid contact with certain groups.

Finally, it can be seen from the table that a majority of the respondents indicate their bonding 
with the neighbourhood as neutral or weak. Bearing in mind what has been reported above, 
this poor bonding is hardly surprising; it corresponds for example with the level of participation 
in (social) organisations, whether people help each other or not, negative feelings about other 
residents, and plans to move.

In conclusion, we can report that the answers to our questions do not indicate a particularly 
strong social cohesion in these areas. However, the situation looks slightly different for the 
non-natives, especially the North Africans in the area. They are much more positive on social 
cohesion in the neighbourhood.

Policy and social cohesion
Social cohesion is generally regarded in a positive light; the presence of social cohesion should 
enhance the quality of life in a particular area. Similarly, the absence of social cohesion is 
considered to be a negative factor. This view applies particularly to areas in need of attention, 
including the large post-WWII housing estates. Social cohesion has therefore become an 
important topic in urban research and urban policy in the last decade. As discussed in section 
7.3, various interventions are expected to improve the situation through increasing the level of 
social cohesion directly (as in the programme ‘Our Neighbourhood’s Turn’) or indirectly (as in 
the programme ‘Utrecht Safe! We’ll do it together’, or by generating a mixed housing stock). In 
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order to investigate this matter, respondents were asked by means of an open-ended question 
what in their opinion had improved most as a result of particular interventions. Although about 
10 per cent answered that in their opinion nothing had improved, a quarter of the respondents 
mentioned improvements connected with safety (Figure 7.1). This holds for Nieuw-Hoograven 
in particular.17 Improvements in the physical environment, such as the housing stock or public 
space, were also frequently mentioned (1�.2 and 17.9 per cent respectively) (for more see Van 
Beckhoven & Van Kempen, 200�).

It would seem that interventions affecting the living environment can have a positive effect 
on the neighbourhood as a whole. This influence holds for interventions on the outside of 
the apartment complexes, the improvement of green areas, and the visible presence of police 
on the streets. Although the effects of social interventions are noticed to some extent – several 
respondents referred to the increasingly active participation of residents – physical interventions 
are noticed more than interventions that aim at improving social interaction or social 
cohesion.18 It is important to note, however, as shown in section 7.3, that these interventions can 
indirectly influence the level of social cohesion in the area concerned; this occurs for example 
when residents themselves have initiated small-scale interventions that have improved the 
environment. In addition, interventions in the housing stock can raise people’s trust and change 
their opinions about the neighbourhood.

7.5 Conclusions

In the theoretical part of this article we have used a definition of social cohesion that comprised 
the following aspects: shared norms and values, social solidarity, social control, social networks, 
and a feeling of belonging to each other through a common identity and a strong bonding with 

67
33

Other
(5.3%)Less problems with youth (2%)

Reduced drug abuse (2.6%)
Placing fences (2.6%)

Improvement of commercial facilities  (3.3%)

New playground (4%)

Better waste distribution (4.6%)

More active residents (6%)

None (11.3%)

Interventions in 
housing stock 
(17.9%)

Improvement of 
public space (15.2%)

More safety (25.5%)

Figure 7.1 Most important positive effect resulting from policy interventions as mentioned by 
respondents in both areas (%). Source: survey (2004)
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the place where one lives. Although we were not able to use operational variables for all these 
aspects, we could find information in our research neighbourhoods about shared norms and 
values, social solidarity, social networks, and on bonding with the place where one lives. In the 
introduction we presented the hypothesis that a strong emphasis on social cohesion in theory, in 
practice, and in policy does not necessarily mean that social cohesion is of prime importance to 
the people living in urban areas, particularly those needing attention, as do the large post-WWII 
housing estates. In other words, residents were put to the fore in this paper. We wanted to find 
out how important aspects of social cohesion are in the eyes of the residents.

It has become clear from the empirical analysis reported here that aspects of social cohesion 
only play a minor part as a reason to move to the areas under research. People move there mainly 
because of the availability of suitable (affordable) dwellings. In this respect, social cohesion 
does not seem to be important. At the same time, those who would like to move away do so 
in many cases because of the nuisance from noise in the area or feelings of lack of safety. We 
have indicated that these feelings might relate to a lack of social cohesion, especially with a 
lack of common values and norms. So here, aspects of social cohesion do play a part, at least 
indirectly. In general, however, aspects that have to do with a housing career are more important 
reasons for moving than are aspects of social cohesion. Although this result is hardly new 
(many authors have already indicated the importance of housing aspects as prime reasons for 
residential mobility: see Clark & Dieleman (1996) for an overview), for the purpose of our paper 
this conclusion is important. It does not indicate that the strong role of social cohesion in the 
present-day literature and in present policies is false or unnecessary, but it does suggest that we 
should never forget the role of ‘harder’ factors and developments, such as the role of different 
kinds of housing characteristics (size, price, type) in relation to household developments.

Green areas in large housing estates are generally seen as one of the prominent assets of 
these areas. When looking at the problems experienced in the areas, the population composition 
emerges as the least appreciated aspect; many residents report having problems related to 
differences in values, norms, and lifestyles. This result indicates that people in these distressed 
areas would value a neighbourhood with people who are more like themselves; in such a 
situation mutual contacts might grow more readily, so that social cohesion would have a better 
chance of developing. In several places in the paper it has become clear that North Africans 
have much more positive scores on aspects related to social cohesion. We have explained this on 
the basis of their sheer numbers in the estates: when more than half the population belongs to a 
certain population category, the chance for bonds, attachments, social contacts, and shared values 
and norms is much greater than in a situation where an area is totally mixed with respect to 
nationality and/or lifestyles. Looking strictly from the point of view of social cohesion, we might 
then conclude that an area with a strong concentration of a certain minority ethnic group is a 
nicer place to live than areas with a more mixed population.

On the basis of these findings, it appears that people do value certain aspects of social 
cohesion in large post-WWII housing estates. The lack of social cohesion probably makes the 
quality of life in these areas lower than it could be. Social cohesion can lead to more concern for 
everything that takes place in a neighbourhood. More social control, stronger feelings of being 
able to intervene in situations which threaten safety, common norms and values with respect 
to what is and what is not desirable in a neighbourhood are just a few of the aspects that are 
associated with social cohesion and which can make all the difference between a relaxed life or a 
life that becomes just a matter of survival. These aspects could make a difference with respect to 
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the problems mentioned by the inhabitants in these areas. At the same time, however, residents 
pay little heed to policy interventions that focus on increasing the level of social cohesion; 
people tend to be more aware of the effects of policies that focus on the physical environment 
or on increasing feelings of safety. In this context we stress that bringing about social cohesion 
in a multicultural neighbourhood will not be easy; these kinds of neighbourhood almost per 
definition accommodate people with different norms and value systems and with different 
interests. However, although removing rubbish and graffiti and police actions to counteract 
criminal activities may not increase social cohesion in a direct way, these actions might 
form a starting point to raise people’s trust and get people to adapt their opinions about the 
neighbourhood, particularly when residents are involved in these activities themselves.

Notes
1 This article is based on the EU �th-Framework project RESTATE (Restructuring Large-scale Housing 

Estates in European Cities). In the RESTATE project (see www.restate.geo.uu.nl) research in large housing 
estates has been undertaken in ten countries: France (Lyon), Germany (Berlin), Hungary (Budapest and 
Nyiregyháza), Italy (Milan), the Netherlands (Amsterdam and Utrecht), Poland (Warsaw), Slovenia 
(Ljubljana and Koper), Spain (Barcelona and Madrid), Sweden ( Jönköping and Stockholm) and the United 
Kingdom (Birmingham and London). In total 29 estates are under research. The analysis is limited to one 
case study only, the Netherlands, which gives the opportunity to go into the explanations in depth. Since 
this overview would end up being rather superficial and descriptive (it is impossible to account for all the 
differences between the estates), this article is not based on the whole database (29 estates, 16 cities, 10 
countries).

2 According to Power (1997), housing estates can be defined as groups of buildings that are recognised as 
distinct and discrete geographical areas. Murie and colleagues (2003) have added one element to this 
definition: the developments are planned by the state or with state support. In most cases these areas consist 
of prefabricated dwellings. Large housing estates can, according to Murie and colleagues (2003), be defined as 
housing estates that have at least 2,000 housing units.

3 Their research was part of the European research project URBEX, which was carried out within the EU-
4th Framework Programme. URBEX stands for The Spatial Dimensions of Urban Social Exclusion and 
Integration: A European Comparison.

4 The developments described here are not typical of the Netherlands. A long list of problems is now rather 
common for many of these large housing estates all over Europe (see, for example, Dekker & Van Kempen, 
200�).

� The ranking list ranks all 28 estates in the city of Utrecht and is based on the situation regarding several 
aspects: unemployment rates, educational arrears, housebreaking, weak social cohesion, feelings of lack of 
safety, inconvenience caused by youth, weak political involvement, pollution, negative feelings about the 
dwelling, and negative feelings about traffic.

6 See footnote �.
7 This section is based on Aalbers et al., 2004.
8 The employment and economic dimension focuses on creating employment, on organising work-training 

programmes, and on encouraging entrepreneurs from ethnic minority groups. The physical development 
dimension involves improving the quality of and access to housing, the workplace and the general living 
environment. The social dimension then focuses on advancing and improving the social infrastructure, by 
concentrating on reinforcing the position of vulnerable groups, ethnic minorities and/or disadvantaged 
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individuals. Finally, the safety dimension was introduced because there is a call for safe environments and 
because safety was considered a major issue that was not addressed adequately by the former renewal plans 
(for more information see Aalbers et al., 2004).

9 In comparison with large housing estates in other European countries, the scores of both research areas are 
relatively high with respect to: (1) the number of singles; (2) the share of non-natives; (3) the share of residents 
that participates on the labour market. With respect to income level, the share of low-income households is 
relatively low in the areas compared with other European large housing estates (Musterd & Van Kempen, 
200�).

10 The share of people who arrived after 1996 is high in both areas compared with other European large housing 
estates (Musterd & Van Kempen, 200�).

11 This reason corresponds with those given by people on other European large housing estates (Musterd & Van 
Kempen, 200�).

12 This percentage is also rather high in a European context; residents in Nieuw-Hoograven and Kanaleneiland-
Noord have very negative feelings about co-residents (Musterd & Van Kempen, 200�).

13 In comparison with findings in 27 other large post-WWII estates, this figure is clearly below average 
(Musterd & Van Kempen, 200�).

14 Although participation is also as low as this in many other post-WWII housing estates.
1� Families with children and North African respondents are an exception.
16 Also in a European context the increased (feelings of ) safety scores are high (Musterd & Van Kempen, 200�).
17 Compared with other European large housing estates, residents in Nieuw-Hoograven and Kanaleneiland-

Noord are very well informed and aware of the existence of policies (Musterd & Van Kempen, 200�).
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8 Conclusions and recommendations

8.1 Introduction

The large carefully planned housing estates built after the Second World War were once attractive 
places in which to live. Currently, many residents still feel positive about, amongst others, the 
design of the estates with the large green public spaces. Also, on numerous estates, relatively 
large, bright and sunny dwellings at a moderate price can be found (Dekker & Van Kempen, 
200�). Nevertheless, the reputation of many of these areas has changed for the worse. Across 
Europe, the homogeneity (that is, a concentration of affordable multi-family apartment blocks) 
and the decreasing quality of the housing stock accelerated the departure of the more prosperous 
households. Their place was often taken by low-income households, so that the socio-economic 
profile of the neighbourhood population has become increasingly homogeneous. In addition to 
general impoverishment, social tensions have worsened in some neighbourhoods, and high levels 
of unemployment, increasing crime rates, social exclusion, pollution, and physical decay prevail.

These developments have caused concern amongst policymakers. Countering the 
unfavourable situation on problematic housing estates (that is, not just on large housing estates) 
is of great importance both for the inhabitants of the particular areas and for the city as a whole. 
The political responses to these developments have featured centrally in this thesis. The focus 
has been on key-aspects of regeneration policy, which have all obtained increased political and 
scientific attention during the past decade.

The academic literature featuring these policy strategies often lacks an international 
comparison. Contrasting the situation in the Netherlands with various other European countries 
brings out the differences in the way problems are encountered and enables them to be explained. 
The empirical findings are based on research (quantitative as well as qualitative) that was carried 
out in different large housing estates in various European cities.1 The central question can be 
described as follows:

What are the ideas underlying the policy interventions that focus on large post-WWII housing estates? 
How can differences or similarities between the Netherlands and other European countries with respect 
to these policies be explained? And what is the relevance of these policies for the daily lives of the residents 
of large housing estates?

8.2 Answering the central question

In this final chapter, we put forward answers to the central questions. To do so we draw on the 
findings of the six preceding chapters that form the core of this research study. Each chapter 
consists of an article that features a particular key-aspect of regeneration policy. While this 
research concentrates on the Netherlands, in several chapters the Dutch situation is compared 
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with other parts of Europe. First, we have considered the enhanced interest in the role of 
different actors in regeneration processes (integrated approach), and the related appearance of 
public-private partnerships (chapters 2 and 3). In chapters 4 and �, attention moved to the role 
of residents in regeneration interventions. In this respect, the concept of local participation was 
centrally featured, as well as that of a social mix. Both concepts have been discussed from the 
point of view of the professionals concerned. The approach is different in the final chapters, 
where the key-aspects have been considered from the point of view of the residents; chapters 6 
and 7 concentrated on the role of the neighbourhood within a resident’s activity pattern, and on the 
importance of social cohesion, respectively.

8.2.1 The Dutch situation compared: the integrated approach and public-private 
partnerships

The integrated approach
Traditionally, the (local) government has been the main actor in urban regeneration projects. 
However, it became clear in many European countries in the 1990s that traditional sectoral 
policies were not capable of dealing with the complexity of urban problems (Kooiman, 1993; 
Rhodes, 1997; Andersen, 2001). In response to this inadequacy, many countries have implemented 
new initiatives that involve amongst other things a multifaceted, integrated approach to the 
problems occurring in many urban neighbourhoods. This approach is based on the belief that 
dealing with the physical, economic, and social aspects together leads to the most effective 
solutions. Related to the introduction of this integrated approach, an increasing number of 
European governments have started counteracting the problems in deprived urban areas, such as 
large housing estates, through area-based initiatives; confidence has been growing in the feeling 
that problems should be dealt with in their context – the deprived urban neighbourhood (see, e.g., 
Andersen, 2001: 241). The term frequently used for the attempts to increase political capacity in 
order to broaden the political basis through direct involvement of the affected actors in governing 
activities and decision-making is governance (see, e.g., Andersen, 2001; Elander & Blanc, 2001; 
Coaffee & Healey, 2003). On the basis of empirical research undertaken in the Netherlands and 
the United Kingdom – both characterized by a long history of integrated policies – in chapter 2 
we have concentrated on the integrated aspect of area-based policies, looking specifically at how 
the different aspects of policy (social, physical, economic) are interrelated and how the integrated 
approach works in practice on large post-WWII urban neighbourhoods.

It was surprising to discover that, in both countries, many of the area-based initiatives that 
claim to be using integrated methods do not in fact do so. Together with other researchers (e.g., 
Rhodes, 1988; 1997; Vigar & Healey, 1999; Jacquier, 200�), we conclude that tendencies to work 
within a single sector are still strongly embedded in the organization of many governments. 
Administrative cultures and organizational divisions and practices tend to foster the maintenance 
of a sectoral status quo and, in many cases, the continuation of authority at central government 
level. This inertia prevents the integration of different policy sectors.

The Dutch Big Cities Policy (BCP), for example, aims to improve the situation in problematic 
urban areas in order to create the complete city. To achieve this goal, economic, social, and 
physical policy areas are approached simultaneously and in direct association with each other. 
In this respect, the philosophy of this national BCP speaks of direct lines of communication 
and money between the different sectors. The introduction of an extra layer of management was 
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expected to make this happen; a layer of ‘middle managers’ has been introduced to coordinate the 
communication between different layers of government, and between different public and private 
actors. However, it turns out to be difficult for the middle managers to become really involved; 
old actors hold on to their stake in the BCP. Although the ‘integration on paper’ of different 
policies should have led to ‘integration in practice’, we have shown that the result has just been 
an extra layer of bureaucracy and ‘fragmentation in practice’. This result seems to be in contrast 
with the trend of introducing an integrated approach to policymaking in numerous European 
countries.

In the United Kingdom, there is no overarching or comprehensive policy framework and 
funding mechanism for cities like the Dutch Big Cities Policy. The introduction of the integrated 
approach can be seen via the modernization of local government, which has led to a change in 
working relationships between the central and local government authorities. One of the results 
was that urban regeneration became a key focus of activity. Within the city of Birmingham, the 
decentralization has led to the setting up of a network of localized District Strategic Partnerships 
(DSP). One of their tasks is to promote shared working and collaboration at neighbourhood 
level. However, since the city retains its hold on strategic direction, policymakers now have to 
cope with plans on both district and city levels. This diversity might cause problems with respect 
to competing priorities, particularly where urban regeneration and renewal is concerned; city-
level managers are responsible for the city as a whole, while neighbourhood-level managers think 
from the neighbourhood perspective. A fragmented approach across the city could be the result 
and common goals might be lost. Apparently, the concept of integrated working via the District 
Strategic Partnerships suffers from the fact that the actors in the field (that is, at neighbourhood 
level) have not been given adequate power to develop truly integrated approaches.

In addition, it was found that, in the Netherlands as well as the UK, there is an unbalanced 
relationship between policies that focus on physical interventions and those that focus on social 
interventions (see also Helleman et al., 2001; De Boer et al., 2003; Kleinhans, 200�). Since social 
interventions often have a short-term perspective while that of physical interventions is long-
term, too little fine-tuning takes place between these two types of intervention. The question 
therefore arises whether restructuring focuses on present residents or on attracting new residents 
(that is, households with a stronger socio-economic position). Although the approaches should 
be integrated, physical and social interventions seem to focus on different groups of residents. 
Again, this diversity makes the implementation of a truly integrated approach difficult in 
practice.

In conclusion, it can be said that integrated approaches may work internally within 
organizations. This research study shows, however, that problems arise when attempts are made 
to work across boundaries; externalizing these approaches to other areas, estates, and potential 
partners might lead to difficulties. In various European countries, the integrated approach to 
policymaking remains a philosophy that is not easily implemented in practice. The philosophy 
– that dealing with the physical, economic and social aspects simultaneously leads to the 
most effective solutions – ignores the complexity and the path-dependency of administrative 
organizations and cultures. It takes more than a philosophy to achieve the integration of different 
policies and their related policy cultures and practices.
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Public-private partnerships
In addition to the introduction of the integrated approach, the shift from government to 
governance in many European countries resulted in a situation in which networks of parties and 
organizations of all kinds became common. This policy aspect is referred to in the concept of 
public-private partnerships, which forms the key-aspect that was discussed in chapter 3 of this 
thesis.

The theme of partnerships arises frequently in texts on urban development, particularly 
those referring to neighbourhood regeneration policies (see, e.g., Bailey et al., 199�; Hastings, 
1996; Friedrichs, 2001; Kristensen, 2001). A public-private partnership (PPP) has been defined 
as an agreed cooperation between government and private actors via the division of decision 
rights, costs and risks (Centraal Plan Bureau, 2001), and is characterized by shared responsibility 
(Stoker, 199�); the result for every partner involved in a partnership depends strongly on the 
activities of the other partners involved. The formation and carrying out of a partnership in urban 
regeneration projects depends partly, therefore, on the actors within the urban regeneration 
context, and the division of power between these actors. A PPP is not formed in every country 
and in every urban regeneration project in the same way, neither does a PPP always function in 
the way the actors involved expected (see, e.g., Wilcox, 1998).

Related to the appearance of governance, the character of the European welfare state has 
been changing and a gradual retreat can be noticed (see, e.g., Musterd & Ostendorf, 1998). One 
of the results of these changes is that, in a local setting, the local government became one of 
many actors in the urban governance arena (Healey et al., 199�; Elander & Blanc, 2001). Despite 
the changing character of the welfare state, differences within Europe continue to be substantial 
resulting in differences in public-private partnerships.

In chapter 3, we distinguished a range of partnerships running from strong to weak: 
a partnership is classified as ‘strong’ when decision rights, costs, and risks are equally divided 
among the actors involved, while in a ‘weak’ partnership these aspects are concentrated in one 
actor, such as a government authority. By comparing the Netherlands (where public-private 
partnerships are regularly formed in urban regeneration projects and are usually classified as 
‘strong’) with Spain (where partnerships are scarce phenomena, and in most cases are described 
as ‘weak’) it can be explained (1) why a particular type of partnership (strong or weak) is formed 
in a particular context, and (2) what factors contribute to the success or failure of a PPP.

Three conclusions have been drawn from our results. First, the division of power within 
a particular regeneration context that determines the type of partnership that is developed is 
related to the level of development of the welfare state within that context. In contrast with 
Spain, in the Netherlands the welfare state is generous; it was established after the Second 
World War to promote equity between citizens. According to Walliser (2003), in countries with 
a highly developed welfare state, the level of consensus between different actors is higher than 
in countries where the welfare state is less well developed. This statement is in agreement with 
Akkerman’s (2003) description of the Netherlands as a country, in contrast with Spain, with a 
strong consensual tradition. It can explain why the role of Dutch politicians in public-private 
partnerships is weaker than in Spanish PPPs, resulting in strong partnerships.

The second factor influencing the differences between Spain and the Netherlands was 
considered to be the tradition of democracy. The complexity of modern society is often said to 
demand a more engaging form of democracy. In connection with the concept of democracy, 
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legitimacy has become one of the most frequently cited reasons for involving more actors in 
policymaking (see, e.g., Stoker, 2004). In a young democracy, the idea of actively involving 
various actors in public policy-making, sharing responsibilities and power is relatively new 
(Van Beckhoven et al., 200�). Consequently, the relatively young democracy of Spain has 
little experience in the formation of partnerships. In the more developed democracy of the 
Netherlands, the involvement of private actors has been a central characteristic in urban policy 
for several years. Since the 1990s, as a result of deregulation processes, many of the Dutch 
government’s responsibilities have been transferred to other public and private actors, as can be 
seen in the increased responsibility of housing associations (see, e.g., Dieleman, 1996; Priemus, 
199�; 1996; 2001; Van Kempen & Priemus, 2002). The Dutch urban regeneration context therefore 
consists of a wide range of actors and power has been shared more equally than it has in this 
context in the younger democracy of Spain.

Finally, the research revealed that strong partnerships (that is, where decision rights, costs, and 
risks are equally divided among the actors involved) do not necessarily perform better than weak 
partnerships. Somewhat unexpectedly, it was shown that the organization of strong partnerships 
can be subjected to disagreements, delay or other problems related to the cooperation of the 
actors involved. In the literature, four sets of arguments in favour of partnerships are commonly 
put forward: synergy, transformation, budget enlargement, and capacity enlargement (see, e.g., 
Mackintosh, 1992; Bailey et al., 199�; Hastings, 1996; Elander, 2002; Friedrichs & Vranken 2001). 
Of particular interest is the concept of transformation. Hastings (1996) divides transformation 
into two types: mutual transformation and uni-directional transformation. The two processes can 
be distinguished by the balance of power between partners and by the outcome of the process. 
The first model is characterized by a situation in which each partner seems to be willing 
to accept the need to change and aspires to learn and to teach. In the second model of uni-
directional transformation, a struggle occurs in which, crucially, one or all parties are unwilling 
to change (Hastings, 1996). Involving different actors with equal power in regeneration policy 
may therefore lead to problems when the partners involved fail to come to an agreement about 
finances, for example; the process might be confronted with serious delay. This failure may form 
a reason for abandoning the formation of a (strong) public-private partnership. Such a situation 
lacks a coordinating, well communicating leader.

A partnership is an instrument of urban governance to realize, amongst other things, 
regeneration projects. The success of a partnership, and similarly of a regeneration project, 
does not depend on the division of power between the actors involved, but on whether there 
is a shared vision of the regeneration project and agreement on this vision. As Wilcox (1998) 
states, all partners within a partnership have to agree that it is the best instrument to reach the 
common goal and desist from pursuing purely individual goals. Apparently, within PPPs as 
well as in integrated ways of working, the behaviour of the actors involved (that is, their mutual 
cooperation, adherence to the same vision, willingness to take financial risks, and so forth) have 
an enormous influence on the functioning of a partnership.

8.2.2 The Dutch situation compared: local participation and the concept of social mix

Local participation
In chapter 4, the role of the residents in the regeneration policy formed the central theme. 
The evolution of governance related to the changing character of urban governments has led 
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not only to the development of integrated policies and public-private partnerships, but also to 
the growing involvement of residents in urban policy, amongst other things in the process of 
urban regeneration. Chapter 4 was dedicated to this concept and reported a comparative analysis 
concerning local participation in the regeneration processes of post-WWII large housing estates 
in three different European countries: the Netherlands, Spain, and Hungary. Local participation 
in urban regeneration is considered to be very important in the Netherlands, but less so in 
Hungary and Spain. The main aim was to assess to what extent national dimensions influence 
the form of local participation on the neighbourhood level. The juxtaposition of the three 
cases facilitated the examination of three countries from different European regions: Western, 
Southern, and Eastern Europe. Differences within the institutional frameworks were expected to 
result in different forms of participation at the neighbourhood level.

As in the situation with respect to public-private partnerships, the fact that Spain and 
Hungary are younger democracies than the Netherlands accounts for the differences in 
the importance attached to local participation. In relatively young democracies, the idea of 
involving various actors, including residents, in decision-making is less familiar than in older, 
more established democracies (Van Beckhoven et al., 200�). Consequently, in contrast with the 
Netherlands, urban policy in Spain and Hungary puts no emphasis on local participation; the 
right of residents to have a voice in the discussion and decision-making concerning their city or 
neighbourhood does not seem to be fully acknowledged – in Hungary even less so than in Spain. 
In turn, the longer tradition of local participation in Dutch policymaking has resulted in the 
availability of more participation instruments in the Netherlands than in Spain or Hungary.

These differences with respect to the political attention paid to the involvement of residents 
do not affect the will of residents to participate, or even the ultimate level of participation. 
The research results show that the availability of formal instruments at the local level does not 
automatically lead to a high level of participation. The cases demonstrate that, where instruments 
to facilitate participation are available, neighbourhood characteristics have an enormous influence 
on their use. For example, residents’ associations with weak structures, no such associations, or 
associations lacking cooperation form a barrier to the development of local participation. On the 
other hand, when formal instruments are lacking, a strong association structure or a high level of 
social cohesion on the neighbourhood level can lead residents to develop their own instruments 
to participate. Apparently, certain neighbourhood characteristics (the extent of social cohesion, 
the composition of the neighbourhood population, the association structure, for example) can 
determine to a large extent the level of participation within that neighbourhood. People may not 
be interested in participating even when they have the opportunity to do so.

This finding has important implications for estate regeneration policy. If it is designed to 
stimulate local participation, urban policy should take characteristics at the neighbourhood level 
into account. Instruments enabling residents to participate should be developed at the local 
level, taking into account the extent of social cohesion, the composition of the neighbourhood 
population, the association structure, and the extent of the residents’ confidence in national or 
local policy (see also Van Beckhoven et al., 200�). As Hirst (2000) and Stoker (2004) argue when 
stressing the importance of local participation, democracy must have a strong local dimension. 
The balance between authority and participation may lean more to participation at the local level 
than is the case at the national level.
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Social mix
In chapter � residents again formed the central theme. Here the concept of social mix was 
discussed. This is often implemented in regeneration projects to resolve problems related to 
spatial segregation or to prevent these problems from developing (see, e.g., Stevens, 199�; 
Musterd, 2003). The concern for urban ghettos is important here. Some expected drawbacks 
of spatial segregation and concentration relate to the idea that urban neighbourhoods have an 
impact on residents’ attitudes and behaviour. This concern is related to the neighbourhood effect, 
which assumes that people’s life chances are influenced negatively if they live in a neighbourhood 
with a concentration of deprivation (Merton, 19�7; Wilson, 1987; 1996; Friedrichs, 1997; Bolt et 
al., 1998; Wacquant, 1998; Musterd & De Winter, 1998; Atkinson & Kintrea, 2001).

The importance and opportunities attached to the social mix concept differ across Europe. 
In chapter �, to reveal why and how social mix is implemented in large housing estates, three 
countries that differ with respect to the societal and administrative context are compared: the 
Netherlands, Sweden, and Spain. In the Netherlands and Sweden the social mix concept has an 
important role in regeneration policies in large housing estates, while in Spain this is not as yet 
the case (see Aalbers et al., 2004, Öresjö et al., 2004 and Pareja et al., 2004 for a description of 
the regeneration policy in the Netherlands, Sweden, and Spain respectively). The comparison of 
these countries clarifies the connections between ideas about social mix and spatial segregation 
and their motives and practices in social mix policies.

As stated above, the level of spatial segregation within a city can be a trigger for 
implementing social mix policies in particular neighbourhoods. The international comparison 
focussed on two factors that to some extent seem to determine the implementation of social 
mix policies as a reaction to the appearance of spatial segregation. First, the national housing 
system: in the Netherlands and Sweden, low-income households rely on the public-rented 
sector to acquire affordable dwellings. Since these are often concentrated in large housing 
estates, low-income households are concentrated there too (segregation by housing type and 
tenure). This concentration is seen as an obstacle to the integration of residents in society, and 
social mix interventions are considered to be the answer. The actual measures applied differ 
somewhat between the countries. In the Dutch case, the emphasis is on demolition/new-
building interventions combined with tenure diversification and increased density. At the same 
time, these interventions are to some extent related to the poor quality of the housing stock. 
In Sweden on the other hand, in addition to these measures, some indirect measures are also 
implemented to generate a mixed neighbourhood population. As an example, the phenomenon 
of the discrimination of immigrants by real estate agencies and private landlords is acknowledged 
and measures are put in place to combat it (Borevi, 2001).

In contrast, the owner-occupied sector dominates the Spanish housing system. This 
domination is also found on large housing estates, where the emphasis is on dwellings with 
postponed ownership. A household whose socio-economic situation improves is often disinclined 
to move away from a large housing estate, so that concentration in such areas is less of an issue 
in Spain than it is in the Netherlands or Sweden. Consequently, social mix interventions are not 
such a common feature.

The appearance of concentration and spatial segregation does not mean there is a perfect 
correlation between the level of segregation and the tendency to implement social mix policies. 
This is illustrated by the second factor that was analysed. The integration of immigrants and the 
related fear of urban ghettos. Theoretically, social mix concerns both ethnic and socio-economic 
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factors. Although emphasis in politics is often placed on the latter factor, in practice ethnicity 
frequently drives the implementation of social mix policies (see also Musterd, 2003; Bolt & 
Torrance, 200�). Within the Netherlands and Sweden, high percentages of the population have a 
foreign background, and the segregation-integration debate often addresses the ethnic dimension 
of the population composition on large housing estates (see, e.g., Ministerie van VROM, 1997; 
Andersson, 1999; Kleinhans et al., 2001). In Spain, immigration only started in the 1990s, 
so that segregation and integration are relatively new issues and hence the comparatively low 
level of experience with social mix policies. Currently, however, immigrants are settling on the 
large housing estates in growing number (Nel.lo, 1996; Pareja et al., 2003; 200�). This movement 
may sharpen the segregation-integration debate. In the not very distant future, Spanish urban 
policymakers may also consider the implementation of social mix as an instrument to combat 
the negative effects of spatial segregation and the neighbourhood effect on large housing estates. 
As with the concept of local participation, whether and how a concept is implemented in 
regeneration policy is related to national and institutional characteristics.

8.2.3 Relevance for residents
Social mix interventions involve amongst others the demolition of parts of the existing housing 
stock and their replacement by new dwellings, often in a higher price category. The social tissue 
of a disadvantaged neighbourhood is expected to be strengthened and the opportunities of the 
residents enhanced when people with different socio-economic backgrounds live in the same 
neighbourhood. What can be said about the effects of this social mix policy? And what does it 
mean for the residents of particular estates? These issues were discussed in chapter 6. In chapter 
7, the focus was on another concept that concentrates on increasing social contacts between 
residents. This concept falls in the category of policy efforts that aim to increase the level of social 
cohesion. Here, residents’ opinions on the political attention paid to social cohesion featured 
centrally.

Role of the neighbourhood
In chapter 6, the effects of the social mix policy were discussed from the perspective of the 
situation in two estates in the Netherlands where this concept has been put into practice. In 
the Netherlands, social mix is brought about through urban regeneration. This has been a 
major policy since 1997. Its principal aim is to improve the situation in urban neighbourhoods 
by demolishing or upgrading low-rent social dwellings and building more expensive rental 
or owner-occupied units. A change in the housing stock in the targeted areas is expected to 
result in a social mix and a decrease in the concentration of low-income households (see, e.g., 
Ministerie van VROM, 1997; Musterd, 1998). The underlying assumption is that a broader social 
mix would lead to an intensification of social contacts between the old and the new inhabitants, 
and the prosperous and the impoverished. There has also been a lively expectation that the 
new inhabitants would give a new impetus to the targeted neighbourhood, for example by 
patronizing cafes and restaurants and shopping locally (see, e.g., Van Kempen & Van Weesep, 
1996; Reijndorp, 1996; Musterd et al., 1999; Kleinhans et al., 2000; Van Kempen et al., 2000). The 
expected result is ultimately the replacement of a monoculture of low-income households by a 
thriving neighbourhood, characterized by lively social contacts between different groups and new 
opportunities for local amenities such as shops and schools.
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On the basis of a fieldwork study undertaken in the cities of Amsterdam and Utrecht, 
it can be concluded that the idea that urban regeneration leads to a positive impulse for the 
neighbourhood, for example in terms of more expenditure in local outlets, must be treated with 
caution. It was shown that, in general, the neighbourhood plays a limited part in the lives of its 
residents; a majority of all residents, both the old and the new, undertake most of their activities 
outside their own neighbourhood.

Furthermore, it has become clear that residents with the same background get on with 
each other more easily than do households with little in common. The assumption (Gans, 1962; 
1967) that people like to live in a homogeneous neighbourhood can therefore be confirmed. This 
finding is in striking contrast with the policy philosophy that a mix of different households 
(that is, with respect to socio-economic background) results in contacts between them. The 
regeneration interventions brought about an increase in the quality of the housing stock and 
changed the composition of the population in the neighbourhoods involved. However, people 
prefer to live in the midst of people like themselves. If they are not, neighbourly interest turns 
out to be difficult to generate. The findings in this and previous research (Gans, 1961; 1962; 1967; 
Portes & Sensenbrenner, 1993; Kleinhans et al., 2000; Bolt & Torrance, 200�; Kleinhans, 200�) 
therefore raise the question of the effectiveness of social mixing policies on social contacts that 
prevail in urban regeneration policy in the Netherlands.

Regeneration might be of influence on social integration when measures are directed 
towards a certain target group, such as young families with children. The research revealed that 
households in this category have more mutual contacts than do elderly people. Furthermore, 
the arrangement of the physical environment turned out to be of influence on the interaction 
between residents in urban neighbourhoods (see also Talen, 2003; Boddy & Parkinson, 200�). 
In this respect, it was demonstrated that interaction between various groups of neighbourhood 
residents develop more readily when everyone is oriented to the same shops; since a majority 
of the respondents use their own neighbourhood for daily shopping, keeping on the existing 
provision of shops has more effect on stimulating mutual contacts than does the development of 
new shopping facilities.

Social cohesion
The final key-aspect that was discussed in this thesis also concerns increasing social contacts 
between residents and falls in the category of policy efforts that aim to increase the level of social 
cohesion. In the last decade, this concept has become an important topic in urban research and 
urban policy. Social cohesion is regarded in a positive light; it is considered to enhance the quality 
of life. Since the combination of rapid and selective population turnover and increasing problems 
are assumed to negatively affect social cohesion within areas such as large housing estates, 
stimulating social cohesion is an important objective of many regeneration policies. However, a 
strong emphasis on social cohesion in theory, in practice, and in policy does not necessarily mean 
that social cohesion is of prime importance to the people living in urban areas, particularly those 
in most need of attention, such as large post-WWII housing estates. The question whether the 
importance of social cohesion lies in the opinions and the lives of the inhabitants as much as in 
those of the policymakers is therefore relevant. This issue featured centrally in chapter 7.

We drew on the work of Kearns and Forrest for a definition of the concept of social cohesion. 
They have described the following dimensions of social cohesion: shared norms and values, social 
solidarity, social control, social networks, and a feeling of belonging to each other through a 
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common identity and a strong bonding with the place where one lives (Kearns & Forrest, 2000: 
996; Forrest & Kearns, 2001: 2129). We have sought to discover how important these aspects 
are in the eyes of the residents and the extent to which (policy) interventions are capable of 
influencing the level of social cohesion. It has become clear that people on large post-WWII 
housing estates do value certain aspects of social cohesion. Its lack no doubt makes the quality of 
life in these areas poorer than it might otherwise be. Social cohesion can lead to more concern for 
everything that takes place in a neighbourhood. However, and more importantly, the empirical 
analysis illustrated that aspects of social cohesion only play a minor part as a reason to move into 
or away from a particular neighbourhood. ‘Harder’ factors and developments, such as the role 
of different kinds of housing characteristics (size, price, type) and/or household developments 
are found to be more important. This result is not new; many authors have already indicated 
that housing aspects are prime reasons for residential mobility (see Clark & Dieleman, 1996 for 
an overview). However, for the purpose of this thesis, this conclusion is relevant. Although the 
strong role ascribed to social cohesion in the current literature and in present policies is neither 
mistaken nor unnecessary, it has however been demonstrated that the role of these other factors 
should not be underestimated.

8.3 Reflections

In this section we discuss some issues that are useful in the interpretation of the outcomes of 
this research in more depth. We reflect here on the political responses to the changes that have 
taken place on large post-WWII housing estates. These responses have been a central feature 
of this thesis; the focus has been on key-aspects of regeneration policy that have all received 
more political and scientific attention during the past decade. The section is divided into two 
parts. In the first part, attention is paid to the increase in the number of different actors in urban 
policies, including regeneration policy (that is, through the integrated approach, public-private 
partnerships, and local participation). In the second part, the increased emphasis on generating a 
social mix and on strengthening the level of social cohesion are considered.

Increased number of different partners
In many countries across Europe, the shift from government to governance has resulted in 
the introduction of integrated ways of working. This integrated approach is linked to the 
philosophy that dealing with physical, economic, and social aspects together leads to the most 
effective resolution of problems in deprived neighbourhoods. This study has shown, however, 
that integrating different forms of governance is not an easy task and that the integration of 
different policies and their related policy cultures, and practices needs more than an underlying 
philosophy. That is not to say, however, that we have to bring the integrated approach to an end, 
nor that we have to go back to sectoral policies. As stated by Mandanipour (1998) and others, the 
decline threatening many neighbourhoods is not caused by a single event, so that the problems 
cannot re resolved by a single initiative.	We agree with Andersen, who asserts that “this in itself 
forces a break with the universalistic approach, the ‘traditional’ and sectoral policy. Instead, a more 
holistic and co-ordinated strategy is needed” (2001: 240). However, some difficulties have first to be 
dealt with if an integrated regeneration project is to succeed.
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This study demonstrates for example that there is an unbalanced relationship between policies 
that focus on physical interventions and those that focus on social interventions. This relationship 
is disturbed in two respects. First, physical interventions have a long-term perspective, while 
social interventions frequently concentrate on short-term outcomes. As a result, there is too little 
fine-tuning between the two types of intervention. Second, and related to the first point, the 
question arises whether restructuring measures focus on the sitting residents or on attracting 
new people (that is, households with a stronger socio-economic position). In other words, for 
whom are the interventions intended? Physical interventions – at least in the Netherlands 
– tend to focus primarily on attracting new households, while social measures aim to improve 
the situation for the sitting residents (see, e.g., Van Beckhoven & Aalbers, 200�). Apparently, 
different regeneration strategies can be in conflict; repositioning a particular estate by influencing 
in- and out-migration cannot easily be matched with strategies to improve residents’ capabilities 
to organize themselves in order to improve the situation in their neighbourhood (empowerment) 
(Kullberg, 2006: 38).

Another product of the rise of governance across Europe that has gained in importance 
in urban policy and is related to the concept of the integrated approach is the public-private 
partnership (PPP). This is characterized by shared responsibility (Stoker, 199�); the result for 
every partner involved in a partnership depends strongly on the activities of the other partners 
involved. The research illustrates how the organization of a strong partnership (that is, one in 
which decision rights, costs, and risks are equally divided among the actors involved) can meet 
with disagreement, delay or other problems related to the cooperation between the actors 
involved. Can such unfavourable outcomes be prevented? And if so, how?

We found that, in order to be successful, partnerships require not only resources, but also 
full commitment to a common goal, a common outcome. This requirement also holds for an 
integrated approach. To achieve this commitment, a partnership or an integrated way of working 
needs strong leadership and networking skills (McGregor, 2003; Elander & Blanc, 2001). As 
Callon and Latour (1981: 286) put it, each actor is involved with a ‘will’ to make “other elements 
dependent upon itself and translate their will into a language of its own.” As a result, practice is 
structured according to the logic of the actors involved. Apparently, the high expectations 
policymakers have of partnerships must be treated with caution. The increased involvement and 
responsibilities of different parties in the restructuring process does not always seem to function 
in the way that it should. Disagreement among the partners involved, about finances or about 
each other’s responsibilities, for example, seems to run the risk of precipitating reverses that lead 
to delay. Communication and clarity about the interventions and the division of responsibilities 
are important aspects that should receive adequate attention during both the formation and the 
execution of a partnership (see, e.g., Van Beckhoven et al., 2004).

In addition to the integrated approach and public-private partnerships, the active 
involvement of residents in regeneration policy is also related to the increased involvement of 
different partners in regeneration policies. This is the final aspect discussed here. In particular, the 
relationship between local participation and public-private partnerships might be an interesting 
issue for further research. Although involving residents has gained in importance in public 
policy-making, there might be tension between the two concepts; private partners in a PPP 
might not be eager to involve residents in a partnership. Since the main aim of private actors is 
to make a profit, they might fear that the involvement of residents would cause delay. Similarly, 
different key-aspects of regeneration policies might oppose rather than strengthen each other.
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Social mix and social cohesion
The emphasis in many national regeneration policies on generating a social mix and 
strengthening the level of social cohesion makes these issues worthy of further reflection.

When discussing the concept of social mix, it should first be said that the implementation of 
such policies depends to a certain extent on the composition of the local housing market; a local 
government authority is better able to influence the situation in areas dominated by the social-
rented sector than areas with a predominantly owner-occupied or private-rented sector (see, e.g., 
Kleinhans et al., 2001). Consequently, implementing social mix policies is harder or less obvious 
on some estates than in others.

What determines the political decision to implement social mix policies? It is influenced 
to some extent by the level of segregation or immigration. Nevertheless, the same levels of 
segregation or immigration in different contexts may bring about different reactions. Although 
it is difficult to demonstrate, the (political) perception of these aspects might be more important. 
This issue would be an interesting topic for further research.

In estates where social mix interventions have in fact been carried out, the main instrument 
to create a mixed neighbourhood population is by developing a mixed housing stock (in 
terms of dwelling types and price categories). Integration is expected to be affected positively 
when households with different socio-economic and ethnic backgrounds live together in the 
same neighbourhood. This research has demonstrated, however, that residents with the same 
background get on with each other more easily than do households with little in common. A 
mix of different households can even be said to be a source of problems. Already in the 19�0s, 
Van der Poel (19�8: 49) expressed concern over the socio-economic mix in Dutch post-WWII 
housing estates. These areas had to accommodate a diverse group of people as soon as possible. 
Van der Poel feared that the forced contacts between groups of different social levels would lead 
to mutual tensions in the short term and, related to the limited quality of the housing stock, to 
the out-migration of higher level social groups in the longer term. The developments that have 
taken place on many large housing estates seem to confirm this prediction.

What does this mean for the chance of success of social mix policies in large housing estates? 
Or, going a little further, should we fear problems in new-building projects in the Netherlands? 
To generate a socially mixed neighbourhood population, in many of these areas as well as in 
regeneration projects, about 30 per cent of the dwellings are being built in the social-rented 
sector.2 However, a mix of households (that is, ethnically as well as socio-economic) might 
complicate the development of social cohesion, social contacts, and community spirit (De Hart, 
2002; Kullberg, 2006), and might even end in mutual tensions.

On the basis of the results reported here it would seem that these worries might not be 
well founded. Although social cohesion and social contacts play an important part in the current 
literature and policies, it has been demonstrated that aspects of social cohesion only play a 
minor part as a reason to move into or away from a particular neighbourhood. Other factors 
and developments, such as the role of different housing characteristics (size, price, type) and/or 
household developments seem to be more important (see also Clark & Dieleman, 1996 for an 
overview). Social cohesion is thus not always important for inhabitants. The result is fewer social 
contacts and a weaker community spirit: people might just lead their own lives and communicate 
with people within their own circle who may or may not live in the same neighbourhood. There 
may be nothing wrong with this situation. As long as neighbours abide by the accepted norms 
and values and don’t cause each other trouble or nuisance, people will be content.
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Notes
1 This research is based on the EU �th-Framework project RESTATE (Restructuring Large-scale Housing 

Estates in European Cities). In the RESTATE project (see www.restate.geo.uu.nl) research in large housing 
estates has been undertaken in ten countries. In total, 29 estates have been studied.

2 This can be seen for example on Vinex-locations; in order to fulfil qualitative and quantitative housing 
demands, the government designated areas where large numbers of dwellings were to be built (Vinex-
locations). In the period 199�-200� a total of 63�,000 dwellings had to be built on these Vinex-locations.
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Samenvatting

Verval en herstel
Beleidsreacties op veranderingen in na-oorlogse woongebieden

1 Inleiding

Aanvankelijk waren veel na-oorlogse wijken populaire woongebieden. In de loop van de 
jaren hebben dergelijke wijken echter te maken gekregen met uiteenlopende problemen. Zo 
is de werkloosheid onder bewoners toegenomen, de kwaliteit van de woningvoorraad en de 
woonomgeving is gedaald, criminaliteitscijfers zijn gestegen en de tevredenheid van bewoners is 
afgenomen.

Er wordt veel verwacht van de verschillende beleidsstrategieën om de ongewenste 
ontwikkelingen in deze buurten te keren. In bestaande studies wordt doorgaans aandacht 
besteed aan deze beleidsstrategieën door één strategie te belichten. In dit onderzoek worden 
verschillende beleidsstrategieën geanalyseerd, binnen zowel de Nederlandse als binnen een 
(beperkte) Europese context. De behandelde beleidsstrategieën kunnen ruwweg worden verdeeld 
in twee groepen. Zo zijn er strategieën behandeld waarbinnen de bewoners centraal staan, zoals 
bewonersparticipatie, sociale cohesie en sociale mix. Daarnaast zijn er strategieën bekeken die 
zich richten op de samenwerking tussen verschillende (markt)partijen, waaronder de integrale 
aanpak en publiek-private samenwerking.

Het doel van deze studie is inzicht te krijgen in de beleidsreacties op de ongewenste 
ontwikkelingen die hebben plaatsgevonden in grootschalige na-oorlogse woongebieden. 
Door de Nederlandse beleidsreacties te vergelijken met de beleidsreacties in andere Europese 
landen worden verschillen zichtbaar in de manier waarop problemen worden aangepakt en 
ontstaat ruimte om optredende verschillen te verklaren. Het empirisch materiaal is gebaseerd 
op kwantitatief en kwalitatief onderzoek dat is uitgevoerd in verschillende na-oorlogse 
woongebieden in diverse Europese steden.1

De centrale vraag luidt:
Welke ideeën liggen ten grondslag aan de beleidsstrategieën die zijn gericht op grootschalige na-oorlogse 
woongebieden? Hoe kunnen verschillen en overeenkomsten tussen Nederland en andere Europese landen 
ten aanzien van deze strategieën worden verklaard? En wat is het belang van deze strategieën voor het 
dagelijks leven van de bewoners van grootschalige woongebieden?

Naast de inleiding en de conclusie bestaat dit onderzoek uit 6 empirische hoofdstukken. Ieder 
hoofdstuk omvat een afzonderlijk artikel, waarin steeds één strategie centraal staat.

Allereerst is gekeken naar de rol van verschillende partijen in de stedelijke vernieuwing. 
Hiervoor is in hoofdstuk 2 de integrale aanpak bekeken en in hoofdstuk 3 zijn de achtergronden 
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en de uitwerking van publiek-private samenwerkingsverbanden geanalyseerd. In de hoofdstukken 
4 en � verschuift de aandacht naar de rol van bewoners in de stedelijke vernieuwing. In dit kader 
is aandacht besteed aan bewonersparticipatie en aan het creëren van een sociale mix. Deze beide 
concepten zijn behandeld vanuit het perspectief van professionals. Dit is anders in de laatste 
hoofdstukken, waarin de strategieën zijn bekeken vanuit het perspectief van bewoners. In 
hoofdstuk 6 is gekeken naar de rol van de buurt in het activiteitenpatroon van bewoners. In 
hoofdstuk 7 is ingegaan op het belang dat bewoners hechten aan sociale cohesie.

2 Samenvatting van de resultaten

Het beleid gericht op de problematiek in grootschalige na-oorlogse woongebieden omvat 
verschillende strategieën. In dit onderzoek zijn strategieën bekeken waarin bewoners centraal 
staan en strategieën die zijn gericht op de samenwerking tussen het toenemende aantal partijen 
in de stedelijke vernieuwing. Hieronder worden per behandelde strategie de belangrijkste 
resultaten weergegeven.

Integrale aanpak
In de jaren ’90 werd in veel Europese landen duidelijk dat het traditionele sectorale beleid niet 
voldoende was om met de complexiteit van stedelijke problemen om te gaan. Bij de sectorale 
aanpak werken verschillende sectoren min of meer in isolement. Als reactie hierop hebben veel 
landen nieuwe initiatieven ontwikkeld waarin de problemen in bepaalde wijken op een integrale 
wijze worden aangepakt. In hoofdstuk 2 is gekeken hoe de integrale aanpak in na-oorlogse 
woongebieden in de praktijk werkt en hoe de sociale, fysieke en economische aspecten van de 
stedelijke vernieuwing met elkaar samenhangen.

Uit empirisch onderzoek dat is uitgevoerd in na-oorlogse woongebieden in Groot-Brittannië 
(Birmingham) en Nederland (Amsterdam en Utrecht), is gebleken dat in plaats van een integrale 
aanpak, de sectorale aanpak vaak nog overheerst in de stedelijke vernieuwing. De introductie van 
een integrale aanpak komt vaak tot uiting in het toevoegen van een extra beleidslaag: in plaats 
van beleidsprogramma’s die geënt zijn op een integrale manier van werken, worden er initiatieven 
toegevoegd aan het bestaande sectorale beleid.

Daarnaast heeft de studie aangetoond dat er een onevenwichtige verhouding bestaat tussen 
strategieën die zijn gericht op de fysieke situatie en strategieën die zijn gericht op de sociale 
situatie. Gebleken is dat dergelijke ingrepen door de uiteenlopende belangen van betrokken 
partijen onvoldoende op elkaar worden afgestemd. Daarnaast hebben grootschalige fysieke 
ingrepen vaak een lange termijn perspectief terwijl sociale ingrepen eerder korte termijn 
resultaten beogen. Opvallend is dat de sociale ingrepen, die veelal zijn gericht op het verbeteren 
van de situatie van de zittende bewoners, teniet kunnen worden gedaan door grootschalige 
fysieke ingrepen, die zijn gericht op het aantrekken van huishoudens met een sterkere sociaal-
economische positie.

In de stedelijke vernieuwing wordt bij het opstellen van beleid met een integrale aanpak 
onvoldoende rekening gehouden met de complexiteit van organisaties, die ieder een eigen manier 
van werken en agenda hebben. De veel voorkomende beleidsgedachte dat de geïntegreerde 
aanpak van fysieke, sociale en economische aspecten tot de beste resultaten leidt, blijkt geen 
vanzelfsprekendheid. Om het in de praktijk toe te passen zijn de juiste middelen nodig, maar 
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vooral commitment tussen de partijen; zij moeten hetzelfde doel nastreven. Sterk leiderschap is 
hierbij onontbeerlijk.

Publiek-private samenwerking
Naast de integrale aanpak, is in het onderzoek ook aandacht besteed aan een ander aspect dat 
samenhangt met een toenemend aantal partijen dat bij de stedelijke vernieuwing betrokken 
is, namelijk publiek-private partnerships (PPP). Traditiegetrouw was de (lokale) overheid de 
belangrijkste partij in stedelijke vernieuwing. Als gevolg van dereguleringsprocessen heeft echter 
een verschuiving plaatsgevonden en worden steeds vaker meerdere partijen betrokken.

In hoofdstuk 3 is een vergelijking gemaakt tussen een partnership in Nederland (Utrecht) en 
een partnership in Spanje (Barcelona). Er is met name bekeken welke factoren bijdragen aan het 
succesvol of minder succesvol verlopen van een partnership. Het onderzoek heeft aangetoond 
dat een PPP waarin macht en verantwoordelijkheden zijn verdeeld onder de betrokken partijen, 
geconfronteerd kan worden met problemen ten aanzien van de samenwerking. Onenigheid over 
bijvoorbeeld financiën of onduidelijkheid over de verantwoordelijkheden, kunnen leiden tot 
vertraging in het proces. Net als bij de integrale aanpak moet bij publiek-private samenwerking 
rekening worden gehouden met de complexiteit van organisaties die ieder met een bepaald idee 
deel uitmaken van een partnership. Een PPP is dus voor een groot deel georganiseerd volgens 
de logica en de wil van de betrokken partijen. Hiermee moet rekening worden gehouden door 
beleidsmakers, die hoge verwachtingen hebben van partnerships. Het succes van een partnership, 
en tegelijkertijd van een herstructureringsproces hangt niet af van de verdeling van macht 
tussen de betrokken partijen, maar van het feit of de partijen dezelfde visie delen. Zowel bij de 
totstandkoming van een partnership als tijdens de uitvoering is het van belang dat voldoende 
aandacht wordt besteed aan communicatie en duidelijkheid over de ingrepen en de verdeling 
van verantwoordelijkheden. Gezien het belang dat moet worden gehecht aan het bereiken van 
overeenstemming over een gemeenschappelijk doel en een gemeenschappelijke uitkomst. Gelijk 
aan de integrale aanpak zijn sterk leiderschap en netwerkvaardigheden onontbeerlijk.

Bewonersparticipatie
Door de veranderende rol van de overheid heeft bewonersparticipatie in veel Europese landen in 
de loop van de jaren steeds meer belangstelling gekregen; door een terugtredende overheid wordt 
ook de rol van bewoners steeds explicieter en meer georganiseerd. Wat zijn de achtergronden bij 
bewonersparticipatie? Waarom werkt het in de ene wijk beter dan in de andere? In hoofdstuk 
4 zijn deze vragen onderzocht aan de hand van een vergelijking van de situatie ten aanzien van 
bewonersparticipatie in na-oorlogse woongebieden in Nederland (Utrecht), Spanje (Barcelona) 
en Hongarije (Budapest).

Verschillen in de institutionele context blijken te resulteren in verschillende vormen van 
bewonersparticipatie op buurtniveau. In relatief jonge democratieën zoals Spanje en Hongarije is 
men minder bekend met het concept dan in oudere democratieën, zoals Nederland. Deze langere 
traditie van bewonersparticipatie zorgt er verder voor dat in Nederland meer instrumenten 
beschikbaar zijn om te participeren dan in Spanje en Hongarije. Dit wil echter niet zeggen dat 
deze instrumenten ook daadwerkelijk worden gebruikt.

Het blijkt moeilijk om aan te geven waar bewonersparticipatie beter werkt en waarom. Wel 
blijkt de mate waarin bewoners participeren samen te hangen met buurtkenmerken. Gebleken 
is bijvoorbeeld dat bewonersorganisaties belangrijke overlegorganen zijn. De effectiviteit van 
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de bewonersorganisatie hangt af van de kwaliteit van de organisatiestructuur van de buurt. In 
buurten die gekenmerkt worden door een goede organisatiestructuur kan een bewonersorganisatie 
een belangrijke rol spelen in het herstructureringsproces. Een slechte organisatiestructuur 
daarentegen kan een goede communicatie en zeggenschap bij de herstructurering in de weg 
staan. Door organisatie van en samenwerking tussen bewonersorganisaties te stimuleren kan 
een effectief overlegorgaan met de overheid gevormd worden. Het lijkt raadzaam bewoners een 
betekenisvolle plek in het planproces te geven. Een bottom-up proces, waarbij op de wensen van 
bewoners wordt gereageerd, levert hieraan een positieve bijdrage. Het tot stand brengen van 
directe lijnen tussen projectmanagers en bewonersorganisaties wordt ook positief ervaren.

Sociale mix
In hoofdstuk � is gekeken naar de strategie waarbij getracht wordt via ingrepen in de 
woningvoorraad een gemengde buurtbevolking te creëren. Deze strategie – in dit onderzoek 
‘sociale mix’ genoemd – wordt vaak gebruikt om ruimtelijke segregatie aan te pakken of het 
ontstaan ervan te voorkomen. Het uitgangspunt hierbij is dat de situatie in een buurt van invloed 
is op het leven van haar bewoners. Een buurt die wordt gekenmerkt door een concentratie van 
problemen zou bijvoorbeeld de kansen van bewoners negatief beïnvloeden.

Omdat het belang dat wordt gehecht aan het creëren van een sociale mix verschilt per 
land, is in drie landen die verschillen in de inzet van deze strategie, bekeken waarom en hoe 
deze strategie wordt gebruikt. Bekeken zijn de Nederlandse, Zweedse en Spaanse situatie. In 
tegenstelling tot Spanje speelt de strategie in Nederland en Zweden een belangrijke rol in het 
herstructureringsbeleid dat is gericht op na-oorlogse woongebieden.

Zoals hierboven al werd aangegeven kunnen verschijnselen als ruimtelijke segregatie en 
concentratie aanleiding geven een sociale mix te creëren. De internationale vergelijking zoomt 
in op twee factoren die mede bepalend lijken te zijn om de sociale mix in te zetten als reactie op 
de optredende verschijnselen. In de eerste plaats is dat de situatie op de nationale woningmarkt. 
In Nederland en Zweden zijn lage inkomens afhankelijk van de (sociale) huursector. Deze 
woningen zijn vaak geconcentreerd in na-oorlogse wijken, zodat daar relatief eenvoudig een 
concentratie van lage inkomens kan ontstaan. Deze concentratie wordt gezien als een obstakel 
voor de integratie van de bewoners van deze wijken en het creëren van een sociale mix wordt 
gezien als oplossing. In Spanje bestaat de woningvoorraad in na-oorlogse woongebieden 
voornamelijk uit zogenaamde Vivienda de Protección Oficial (VPO); sociale koopwoningen 
waarvoor bewoners maandelijks een klein bedrag betalen zodat ze na 2� tot 30 jaar eigenaar zijn. 
Als men voortijdig verhuist kan de regionale overheid de woning onder de marktwaarde kopen. 
Bewoners wiens sociaal-economische situatie verbetert, besluiten hierdoor vaak te blijven. Van 
een concentratie van lage inkomens in na-oorlogse woongebieden is dus nauwelijks sprake.

Dat verschijnselen als segregatie en concentratie zich voordoen betekent echter niet dat er 
een perfecte correlatie hoeft te bestaan tussen deze verschijnselen en de neiging om een sociale 
mix te creëren. Dit wordt geïllustreerd door de tweede factor die bekeken is. De integratie van 
immigranten en de daaraan gerelateerde angst voor het ontstaan van getto’s blijkt van invloed 
te zijn op het kiezen voor het creëren van een sociale mix. Zowel in Nederland als in Zweden 
heeft een hoog percentage van de bevolking een allochtone achtergrond. Deze groepen zijn voor 
een groot deel gehuisvest in na-oorlogse woongebieden. Het debat over integratie en segregatie 
heeft in deze landen dan ook vaak betrekking op de etnische bevolkingssamenstelling in deze 
buurten. Aangezien in Spanje immigratie pas op gang kwam in de jaren ’90, vormen segregatie 
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en integratie relatief nieuwe begrippen. Nadat de woningmarkt in de Spaanse na-oorlogse 
woongebieden lange tijd zeer gesloten is geweest, beginnen zich echter steeds meer immigranten 
te vestigen in deze buurten. Deze ontwikkeling zou ook in Spanje het debat over segregatie 
en integratie kunnen versterken waarbij de mogelijkheid van het creëren van een sociale mix 
interessant zou kunnen worden. Net als met het concept van bewonersparticipatie, blijkt de 
nationale en institutionele context voor een belangrijk deel te bepalen of en hoe een bepaalde 
strategie wordt gebruikt in de stedelijke vernieuwing.

Rol van de buurt
In hoofdstuk 6 is gekeken naar de effecten van herstructureringsingrepen die worden gedaan 
ten behoeve van het creëren van een sociale mix. In Nederland maken dergelijke ingrepen deel 
uit van het stedelijk herstructureringsbeleid dat in 1997 is ingevoerd. Het belangrijkste doel 
van dat beleid is het verbeteren van de leefsituatie in bepaalde buurten, waaronder veel na-
oorlogse woongebieden. Sloop of opwaardering van goedkope sociale huurwoningen en de 
bouw van nieuwe en duurdere huur- of koopwoningen zou moeten leiden tot een gemengde 
bevolkingssamenstelling in de betreffende buurten en tot een afname van de concentratie van 
lage inkomens. Vervolgens zouden contacten tot stand moeten komen tussen oude en nieuwe 
bewoners, en hoge en lage inkomens. Ook wordt verwacht dat de nieuwe bewoners een positieve 
impuls geven aan de buurt, bijvoorbeeld door gebruik te maken van horeca en winkels.

Gebaseerd op een empirisch onderzoek in Amsterdam en Utrecht, kan worden 
geconcludeerd dat de beschreven herstructureringsingrepen een positieve bijdrage leveren aan 
de kwaliteit van de woningvoorraad en de leefomgeving. Er is echter ook aangetoond dat de 
buurt over het algemeen een kleine rol speelt in het leven van haar bewoners; een meerderheid 
van de bewoners verricht de meeste activiteiten buiten de eigen buurt. Dit bemoeilijkt de 
totstandkoming van sociale contacten tussen verschillende groepen bewoners. Daarnaast is 
duidelijk naar voren gekomen dat bewoners met dezelfde achtergrond makkelijker met elkaar 
omgaan dan huishoudens die minder met elkaar gemeen hebben. Deze uitkomst staat haaks op 
de gedachte dat de sociale situatie in een buurt een positieve impuls krijgt door een mix van 
huishoudens met uiteenlopende sociaal-economische achtergronden te creëren. Herstructureri
ngsingrepen kunnen het ontstaan van sociale contacten wel bevorderen door de maatregelen te 
richten op een bepaalde doelgroep, zoals jonge gezinnen met kinderen.

Sociale cohesie
De laatste strategie die in dit onderzoek is behandeld heeft ook betrekking op het verbeteren 
van contacten tussen bewoners. Het afgelopen decennium heeft het concept van sociale cohesie 
steeds meer aandacht gekregen in zowel onderzoek als beleid. De mate van sociale cohesie zou 
van invloed zijn op de kwaliteit van leven in een woongebied.

Er is al veel onderzoek gedaan naar de effecten van beleid op sociale cohesie. Als bewoners 
echter niets met het begrip hebben, dan kan de vraag worden gesteld of in het beleid wel zoveel 
nadruk moet liggen op het vergroten van de sociale cohesie. Vragen die nog nauwelijks zijn 
gesteld, maar in dit verband relevant lijken, zijn of de wijkbewoners zelf sociale cohesie eigenlijk 
wel van belang vinden en of zij bepaalde aspecten van sociale cohesie in hun woonbuurt ervaren. 
In hoofdstuk 7 staan deze vragen centraal.

In twee na-oorlogse herstructureringsbuurten in Utrecht is een enquête uitgevoerd, waarin 
verschillende aspecten van sociale cohesie aan de orde zijn gekomen, namelijk: gedeelde waarden 



172

en normen, sociale solidariteit, sociale netwerken en binding met de plek waar men woont. Het is 
duidelijk geworden dat bewoners van na-oorlogse woongebieden een bepaalde mate van sociale 
cohesie zeker waarderen aangezien het ontbreken daarvan duidelijk een negatieve invloed heeft 
op de woonbeleving. De analyse heeft echter ook aangetoond dat er geen sprake lijkt te zijn van 
een grote rol van sociale cohesie bij de vestigingsmotieven van de bewoners. Mensen wonen niet 
in de wijk vanwege aspecten die te maken hebben met sociale cohesie. Wooncarrièremotieven 
en vooral ook het feit dat er geen (betaalbare) alternatieven elders voorhanden zijn, blijken veel 
belangrijker. Deze resultaten zijn niet nieuw, maar zijn voor dit onderzoek relevant. Het belang 
dat wordt toegeschreven aan sociale cohesie in de huidige literatuur en in huidig beleid is terecht, 
maar de invloed van die andere factoren moet niet onderschat worden.

3 Enkele slotopmerkingen

De studie is beschrijvend van aard en geeft inzicht in potentiële knelpunten die met stedelijke 
vernieuwing gemoeid zijn. Aangetoond is dat de nationale en institutionele context voor een 
belangrijk deel bepalen of en hoe een bepaalde strategie wordt gebruikt binnen de stedelijke 
vernieuwing. Niet ieder land gaat op dezelfde manier om met de problematiek in na-oorlogse 
woongebieden. Lokale kenmerken zijn van invloed op de wijze waarop een strategie ten uitvoer 
wordt gebracht en daarmee op de effecten ervan.

Drie uitkomsten verdienen het hier benadrukt te worden. In de eerste plaats is gebleken 
dat strategieën soms eerder tegenover elkaar staan dan dat ze elkaar versterken. Er bestaat 
bijvoorbeeld een onevenwichtige verhouding tussen strategieën waarin fysieke ingrepen centraal 
staan en strategieën die zijn gericht op de sociale situatie. Grootschalige fysieke ingrepen, 
zoals sloop-nieuwbouw zijn – in Nederland – met name gericht op het aantrekken van nieuwe 
huishoudens, terwijl sociale ingrepen, zoals het versterken van de sociale cohesie en het 
bevorderen van bewonersparticipatie, juist tot doel hebben de situatie voor de zittende bewoners 
te verbeteren. Wanneer deze ingrepen naast elkaar worden ingevoerd bestaat de kans dat de 
resultaten van de sociale ingrepen teniet worden gedaan door de grootschalige fysieke ingrepen. 
Hieraan zou in volgend onderzoek ruimer aandacht kunnen worden besteed.

In de tweede plaats wordt algemeen aangenomen dat ruimtelijke segregatie en concentratie 
kunnen worden tegengegaan door in een buurt een gemengde bevolkingssamenstelling te creëren. 
Belangrijk middel hierbij is het samenstellen van een naar woningtypen en -prijs gemengde 
woningvoorraad. Er kunnen echter vraagtekens worden gezet bij het nut van deze ingrepen; 
het onderzoek heeft onder andere aangetoond dat mensen die niets gemeen hebben, minder 
makkelijk met elkaar omgaan dan huishoudens met een vergelijkbare sociaal-economische 
achtergrond.

Tenslotte valt op dat niet zozeer de mate van ruimtelijke segregatie of concentratie bepaalt 
of ingrepen om een sociale mix te creëren moeten worden geïmplementeerd. Ook de angst voor 
het ontstaan voor getto’s kan van invloed zijn op het al dan niet invoeren van deze ingrepen. De 
(politieke) perceptie van de situatie ten aanzien van immigratie, segregatie en concentratie speelt 
hierbij een rol. Het verdient aanbeveling nader onderzoek te doen naar deze meer subjectief 
bepaalde aanleidingen voor het invoeren van beleid om inzichtelijk te maken welk probleem met 
het ingezette middel wordt opgelost.
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