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1 Introduction

1.1 RESTATE: a general overview

Cities and their regions are the dynamos of the European economy, enabling the European 

Union (and potential member states) to maintain a strong position in the global economy. 

When these cities contain large areas that are not faring well, it is important to find out how best 

to change them so as to remove their dysfunctional characteristics. Large-scale housing estates 

built in the three or four decades after the Second World War are seen as problem areas in many 

cities all over Europe. Here, economic decline goes hand in hand with physical and social 

decline. 

All over Europe massive numbers of people live in these post-WWII large-scale housing 

estates. They were carefully planned, but now they often manifest a multitude of problems. They 

house large numbers of low-income households, the unemployment rates are above average, and 

in some countries these estates have become concentration areas for ethnic minorities. Many 

estates are becoming increasingly associated with crime and social exclusion. The circumstances 

on the estates and policy initiatives associated with them are the focus of the RESTATE project. 

An important part of the project is the exchange of experiences and solutions between 

policymakers and academic researchers.

RESTATE is the acronym for Restructuring Large-scale Housing Estates in European 

Cities: Good Practices and New Visions for Sustainable Neighbourhoods and Cities. All the 

participants in this project share the basic underlying conviction: if the problems of these large-

scale housing estates are not resolved, they will increasingly hinder the good economic 

functioning of cities. The study draws on estates in ten European countries: France, Germany, 

Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom.

The project has the following objectives:

• to identify and to clarify the social and economic changes which have occurred on large post-

WWII estates and in particular to identify general and specific factors triggering and 

influencing the emergence of problems and patterns of decline in these areas;

• to develop a checklist of items that have proved to be important in successful and less 

successful policy responses with respect to these estates;

• to draw conclusions about the potential for the cross-national transfer of knowledge and 

experience and for cooperation in strategic planning for these areas and in area and estate 

management;
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• to produce a comprehensive and practical handbook in which forward-looking scenarios and 

new visions for large post-WWII estates in Europe are associated with examples of evidence-

based best practice to achieve the sustainable future development of these areas;

• to build for practitioners and researchers a user-friendly database containing details of the 

nature, successes, and failures of present policies aimed at improving the position of large 

post-WWII estates and their inhabitants;

• to consider whether and in what ways European-level policy could contribute to more 

effective responses to problems associated with these estates. 

The primary objective of RESTATE is to deliver evidence-based knowledge drawing on 

experiences in cities in all parts of Europe. The methods used include literature research, 

statistical overviews, interviews, a survey, and interviews of urban representatives. The proposed 

handbook that will be written at the end of the research period will set out best practices for 

future sustainable developments of these areas and for effective policy implementation. It is 

hoped that the results will be useful for policymakers seeking to discover the contexts in which 

measures have been, or can be expected to be, successful in improving large-scale housing estates 

in cities.

Case studies are the heart of the project. Each study:

• establishes general information about the estate: its characteristics, its history, and its 

demographic, social, economic, and physical development and problems;

• identifies the philosophy and aims of the policies that are being promoted in the estates, how 

policies have matured over time, what their effects have been, and how all these matters can 

be evaluated.

It is important to know precisely what we mean by a large-scale housing estate. Following Power 

(1997), we could define a large-scale housing estate as a group of buildings that is recognised as 

a distinct and discrete geographical area. We add one element to this definition: we see large-

scale housing estates as developments planned by the state or with state support. With respect 

to size, we confine our attention to housing estates with at least 2,000 housing units. The focus 

on the project is on estates built in the second half of the 20th century. Taking these elements 

together, this project is concerned with large-scale housing estates built in the second half of the 

20th century that can be defined as groups of at least 2,000 housing units that are recognised as 

distinct and geographical areas, planned by the state or with state support.1

1.2 The contents of this report

In a first report of the RESTATE project (Murie et al., 2003) we concentrated on the structural 

and other factors that explain the differences between the success and failure of large post-

WWII estates in Europe. A later series of reports dealt specifically with large housing estates in 

the ten countries previously mentioned. In these reports descriptions can be found of the estates 

1 In the rest of the report we refer to these estates as large housing estates.
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in which the RESTATE research has taken place (see Aalbers et al., 2003 for the report on the 

Netherlands, also see our website (www.restate.geog.uu.nl) for an overview of the rest of the 

reports). In a third report the focus was on the policies and practices in the estates (see Aalbers 

et al., 2004 for the report on the Netherlands and the website for the other reports).

The basic question addressed in the present report reads as follows:

Which inhabitants profit from the developments and policies in the Bijlmer and New West in Amster-

dam, the Netherlands? Which inhabitants experience clear disadvantages?

This research question makes it clear that the inhabitants of the estates stand to the fore in this 

report. It seems logical to assume that current residents would profit from improvements made 

to their area. But favourable developments such as better housing, more employment 

opportunities, and better social cohesion may benefit some people or groups but may pass others 

by completely. Older people will not benefit from policies targeted at those of working age; 

childless households will not benefit from policies aimed at families; and residents will benefit 

differentially or at a different time or with different degrees of disruption depending on the part 

of the estate or the kind of housing in which they live. These patterns may mean that households 

from minority ethnic groups by and large gain less than others  or the other way around. Young 

people may profit more than old people, households with children more than singles or two-

person households. Moreover, developments and policies may have perverse effects: higher 

quality housing may lead to higher rents and these may force people to move out. Increased 

social cohesion for some groups may increase exclusion for others; increased employment for 

some may result in fewer chances for others.

Most results in this report are based on a survey carried out in our estates. The opinions and 

experiences of the inhabitants of the estates stand to the fore in this survey.

In the second chapter of this report, we give a brief description of the estates that feature in 

this report: New West (Kolenkit) and the Bijlmer, both post-WWII housing estates in the city 

of Amsterdam, the Netherlands. In Chapter 3 we say something about the survey and give some 

first impressions of the results of the survey. Chapter 4 focuses on the positive and negative 

aspects of the estates as seen through the eyes of the residents. Here we describe the kinds of 

people who are satisfied with their homes and with their environment and what they think about 

the social relationships on their estates. In Chapter 5 we concentrate on the effects of the 

policies, again according to the respondents. Chapter 6 concerns the future: do people think that 

the estate will be a better place to live in the future? Or do people want to move out as soon as 

possible? In Chapter 7 we present our general conclusions.

This report is concerned with the city of Amsterdam in the Netherlands; the same kind of 

information for estates in Utrecht and in other countries in the RESTATE project can be found 

in the parallel reports.
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2 The estates: a brief overview

In this chapter we provide a brief overview of the two estates that are featured in this report: New 

West and the Bijlmer. A more extensive overview of the developments of and problems in these 

estates can be found in a report by Aalbers and colleagues (2003); an overview and discussion of 

the policies implemented can be found in a later report by Aalbers and colleagues (2004).

2.1 New West and the Kolenkit in Amsterdam: a brief description

2.1.1 New West
The Western Garden Cities, or New West, were constructed between 1946 and 1960 as part of 

the well-known Amsterdam Extension Plan (AUP) dating from the 1930s. The housing 

construction is not high-rise; it consists for a large part of medium-rise buildings of four or five 

storeys, and is mainly social-sector housing. The development of the population in this area of 

the city took place over three periods. The first is characterised by a massive supply of housing, 

serving the needs of the Amsterdam population that had suffered from a shortage of housing 

since the Second World War. This development resulted in a population of some 

126,000 people in 1970, consisting mainly of young families. The following two decades were 

characterised by a continual decline in the population, falling to 85,000 in 1990. Although the 

housing stock increased slightly in this period, the average size of the households decreased 

markedly. This decrease was caused on the one hand by families who could afford to improve 

their housing situation moving to the suburbs, and on the other hand by children leaving the 

parental home and often also this area, resulting in ‘empty-nest households’. The third period 

dates from the 1980s. Houses gradually became free because the original inhabitants moved to 

old peoples’ homes or died, and guest workers and their families moved in. In addition, new 

housing was constructed on the edges of New West. The population increased again, reaching 

almost 130,000 in 2000.

The planners of the AUP did not foresee the population decline brought about by other 

phases of the life cycle than families (such as young singles, young couples living together 

without children, and the empty-nest phase), the growth in prosperity, and the consequent 

increasing consumption of space. The influx of immigrants was also not foreseen. Thanks to the 

system of housing allocation, the opportunities for guest workers improved when the original 

residents left: their relatively large families fitted the requirements regarding the size of the 

household for this accommodation, while their low incomes entitled them to social housing. In 



[ 14 ]

a short stretch of time mainly Moroccans, but also Turks, moved into New West. For the guest 

workers this move represented an important step in their housing careers. At the same time, 

however, the area was subjected to a process of downgrading. The original inhabitants’ 

appreciation of New West strongly declined. The most important negative point mentioned is 

the change in the composition of the population, especially the influx of ethnic minority groups. 

Older inhabitants felt that the area was no longer under their control, since certain parts were 

now dominated by the young and by foreigners (Cortie, 1997).

In the wider urban region New West has an attractive location, close to the main economic 

centres (Schiphol Airport, South axis, Sloterdijk/Teleport area, harbour) that offer both high-

end and low-end jobs; and New West has good connections by road and by rail. New West also 

offers a reasonable number of shops and a large supply of affordable housing. But the area has a 

poor image for both companies and housing consumers. Several parts show a high level of ‘wear 

and tear’, the supply of housing is very one-sided, and there is a high share of long-term 

unemployed (in particular among immigrants); demand for housing is low. The upside is that 

many residents of New West would like to move to a better house in a better part within New 

West. Institutional actors such as housing associations also see opportunities to attract new 

groups of residents and small and starting businesses via renewal of the area; they are therefore 

prepared to invest in it.

The downside is that New West’s image is currently still in decline: a decreasing popularity 

among housing consumers, a declining basis for facilities, high rates of school drop-out in 

combination with low education levels (in particular among immigrants), an increase of 

disadvantaged households, rising numbers of people feeling unsafe, and the ongoing departure 

of middle- and high-income households (in particular indigenous Dutch, but also Surinamese) 

from the older parts of New West.

2.1.2 The Kolenkit
The Kolenkit is a distinct part of New West. The Kolenkit is one of the older parts of the area 

and part of the city district Bos and Lommer. Just like other estates in New West, it has not 

always been a deprived neighbourhood. In fact, for many years it was a typical middle-class area. 

However, in the 1970s changes started to take place: increasing numbers of low-income people 

from redevelopment areas elsewhere in the city settled in the neighbourhood, while the better-

off (mainly young families with children) left for more spacious and comfortable dwellings and 

residential environments in the suburbs and satellite towns. In the 1980s and 1990s increasing 

numbers of immigrant families (mainly Turks and Moroccans) settled in the neighbourhood, 

replacing the indigenous Dutch.

One of the outcomes of this change in population structure was that in the early 1990s the 

city district Bos and Lommer faced many social problems. Since then, Bos and Lommer has 

suffered from the stigma of being a problematic area, in particular the Kolenkit. The Kolenkit 

was labelled in the media as ‘one of the most deprived neighbourhoods of Amsterdam’, with 

high levels of unemployment, problematic youngsters, poor quality housing, poor quality of 

public space, and a one-sided local economy.

At present, a large restructuring programme of the Bos and Lommer area is in process. The 

heart of Bos and Lommer, just east of the Kolenkit over the city highway, has undergone a 

facelift. New office space has been built there, a new library will soon be opened, new dwellings 

constructed (in particular owner-occupied housing for middle-income households), and the 
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market has also been upgraded. The survey of residents, which forms the basis of the current 

report, took place a few weeks before the new shops, the new market, and the new offices had 

been completed and opened.

2.2 The Bijlmer in Amsterdam: a brief description 

The Bijlmermeer, or the Bijlmer for short, is a vast collection of peripheral social housing estates, 

built in the 1960s and 1970s, located to the Southeast of Amsterdam. The Bijlmer accommodates 

almost 50,000 people. The construction of the Bijlmer can best be characterised as a unique urban 

planning experiment in the Netherlands; the Bijlmer was based on the ideas of Le Corbusier and 

was intended to be a ‘modern’, ‘functional’ or even ‘radiant city’ for ‘the new man’ with a complete 

separation of living, working, traffic, and recreation functions. There was no private space, such 

as individual gardens or individual parking lots, but common amenities, such as parks and parking 

garages. The spacious and comfortable high-rise apartments, mostly developed as social housing, 

were intended for middle-class families from the older parts of Amsterdam.

However, the developments following the completion of the first homes showed a different pic-

ture. The families from Amsterdam preferred individual and low-rise single-family housing in new 

towns and suburbs. These alternatives to the Bijlmer were also available as social housing and they 

were not very expensive. Moreover, the infrastructure, services, and shopping areas in the Bijlmer 

area were not constructed until a later stage, which further decreased the attraction of the area.

The population flow into the Bijlmer turned out to grow much more slowly than had been 

expected, resulting in a lack of occupancy. Instead of families, vacant apartments attracted a 

relatively large number of one-parent families, single people, and people without children. The 

Bijlmer became an area where people settled if they could not find anywhere else to live. This 

process intensified enormously in the early 1970s. Preceding the independence of Surinam, 

many Surinamese came to the Netherlands in order to preserve their Dutch nationality. Many 

of them had a low level of education and were highly dependent on affordable housing. Since 

the Bijlmer was one of the few places where they could easily find a home, many of them settled 

there; they were soon to be followed by immigrants from the Dutch Antilles. Moreover, in the 

middle of the 1980s, other groups such as refugees, migrants, illegal immigrants and so on 

settled in the Bijlmer area. Many people shared dwellings, causing overpopulation in some 

apartment blocks. Together with high levels of unemployment and increasing drug abuse, the 

result was major problems (Musterd and Dukes, 2001).

The estates are now home to a large number of people from ethnic minority groups: their 

share is far above the share for the municipality of Amsterdam and has strongly increased during 

the last decade. In the Bijlmer, almost half the population consists of Surinamese or Antillean 

minority groups and a quarter of the population is composed of ‘ethnic minority groups from 

many different non-industrialised countries’ (the largest group coming from Ghana). The 

Bijlmer has a large share of unemployed job seekers, often with little education. Youth 

unemployment is higher on the Bijlmer estates than in the city of Amsterdam as a whole. A 

considerable share of the potential labour force relies on welfare and a large proportion of the 

total number of households receives individual housing benefits. The average disposable income 

in the high-rise estates is below the city average. Finally, the Bijlmer contains few owner-

occupied dwellings. The privately-rented sector is also poorly represented; most of the dwellings 
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are owned by housing associations. But the social-rented housing is still spacious in comparison 

with housing in the city of Amsterdam.

A considerable number of (sometimes very large) establishments and a substantial number of 

jobs are located in the Southeast district. A large business district is located in the direct vicinity 

of the Bijlmer, and it is still expanding. However, many of the people employed in the Southeast 

district do not live there, but commute. Thus at the same time, the district is characterised by a 

large number of (office) jobs and a large number of (often poorly educated) unemployed residents.

Even though the Bijlmer is not the ghetto the press often alleges it to be, it cannot be denied 

that until recently the successful residents have tended move out of the area. Their departure 

made the process of upgrading the Bijlmer difficult, while its image retained the negative 

features of a lack of social cohesion, drug-related crime, and nuisance. These factors taken 

together have made the Bijlmer the Dutch symbol of planning failure.

The Bijlmer, one of the most distressed and deprived areas in the city, has been a target for 

extensive urban renewal- and social-economic programmes. Almost from the beginning 

initiatives have been taken to improve the situation there. The most impressive intervention has 

been the large-scale renewal that started in 1992 and is now halfway. Its aim is to make the 

Bijlmer an attractive place in which the residents are happy to live. Based on the Big Cities 

Policy, the renewal is being approached as a whole: socio-economic aspects are involved together 

with physical renewal and management.

2.3 Conclusions

The ‘post-war area’ of Amsterdam is often considered the least popular part of the city because 

it is located further from the city centre without offering the advantages of the suburbs. This 

generalisation is, however, uncharitable because there are many city-dwellers who are happy to 

live in the post-war city. But if we look at the concentrations of deprivation we see that many of 

them are found on the large post-war housing estates – notably in the Bijlmer, but also in parts 

of New West such as the Kolenkit. The Bijlmer is a specific case since it shows an unusual 

dynamic with fast population changes and high (although now declining) turnover rates. The 

Bijlmer is probably the most well-known collection of housing estates in the Netherlands; it has 

a reputation of urban despair, neighbourhood decline, and drug abuse and is often cited in 

newspapers as the Dutch ghetto. Although it is certainly true that the Bijlmer has had many 

problems, its reputation is more frightening than reality and it can also be considered a place of 

social mobility. The Kolenkit, on the other hand, is hardly known beyond Amsterdam’s city 

borders. It is, however, also an area of ‘problem accumulation’; its housing stock and population 

scores are among the lowest of the many large housing estates in the western part of the city.

The Kolenkit is in many ways comparable to other problematic housing estates: its problems 

are of relatively recent origin. The Bijlmer, on the other hand, is more exceptional – although 

certainly not unique – because it was already considered a problematic housing estate before the 

reconstruction of the neighbourhood was completed. In both cases, a combination of factors 

seems to have caused the current problems. In this respect, the estates are also far from unique: 

in almost all problematic housing estates a combination of factors on different spatial scales and 

in different spheres has led to problems and decline (Murie et al., 2003; see also the series of 

country reports on the RESTATE website: www.restate.geog.uu.nl).
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Photo gallery
Kolenkit housing estate (New West) in Amsterdam   

Picture 1 – A  main street in early 

evening (Photo: Iwona 

Woźniakowska, 2004)

Picture 2 – Playground (Photo: Iwona 

Woźniakowska, 2004)

Picture 3 – Public transport station (Photo: Iwona 

Woźniakowska, 2004)

Picture 4 – A main square in early afternoon (Photo: 

Iwona Woźniakowska, 2004)
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Picture 5 – Typical entrance of a large building from the outside 

(Photo: Iwona Woźniakowska, 2004)

Picture 6 – Conditions of the entrance area 

from the inside (Photo: Iwona 

Woźniakowska, 2004)

Picture 7 – There is no lift but stairs (Photo: Iwona 

Woźniakowska, 2004)

Picture 8 – Garbage collection point 

(Photo: Iwona Woźniakowska, 2004)
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Figure 1 – Location of New West (A), the location of Bos & Lommer  (B), the location of the Kolenkit (C), and 

the location the city centre (D)

Picture 9 – Graffiti forms one of the problems 

on the estate. The small tunnel under the 

highway is seen as an unsafe place (Photo: 

Iwona Woźniakowska, 2004)

Picture 10 – In socio-economic terms education 

programmes are also of prime importance. Many of 

these are not part of the socio-economic renewal 

plans, but of more general education programmes. 

One important example of this approach is the Dutch 

national policy to reduce the educational arrears of 

such groups as children from (very) low-income 

households and the children of immigrants (Photo: 

Iwona Woźniakowska, 2004)

1 Kolenkit
1+2 Bos & Lommer

D



[ Photo Gallery ]

Bijlmer housing estate (E/G-area) in Amsterdam

Figure 2 – Indication where photo’s were taken on the estate

1
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1: picture 1
2: picture 2
3: picture 3
4: picture 4
5: picture 5
6: picture 6
7: picture 7
8: picture 8
9: picture 9
10: picture 10

Picture 11 – A  main street in early evening 

(Photo: Manuel Aalbers, 2004)

Picture 12 – Playground (Photo: Manuel 

Aalbers, 2004)
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Picture 13 – Public transport station (Photo: 

Manuel Aalbers, 2004)

Picture 14 – A main street in early 

afternoon (Photo: 

Manuel Aalbers, 2004)

Picture 16 – Typical entrance of a large building 

from the outside (Photo: Manuel Aalbers, 2004)

Picture 15 – Conditions of the entrance area 

from the inside: mailboxes (Photo: Manuel 

Aalbers, 2004)
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Picture 17 – A lift entrance (Photo: Manuel Aalbers, 2004)

Picture 18 – Garbage collection point (Photo: 

Manuel Aalbers, 2004)

Picture 19 – This is a good example of poor 

maintenance (Photo: Manuel Aalbers, 2004)

Picture 20 – Signs of vandalism in 

the neighbourhood (Photo: Manuel 

Aalbers, 2004)
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Figure 3 – Location of Southeast within the city of Amsterdam (A), the location of Bijlmer-Centre (B), the 

location of the Bijlmer-East (C), and the location of the city centre (D)

Figure 4 – Indication where photo’s were taken on the estate
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3 The survey: methodological issues and 
some characteristics of respondents and 
dwellings

3.1 The survey in New West and the Bijlmer

3.1.1 The Kolenkit and the E/G-area
Since the Amsterdam estates that are part of the RESTATE project are relatively large, specific 

areas within them have already been considered in previous reports. Within New West is the 

Kolenkit area, which is spatially – and to a lesser degree also socially – different from the rest of 

New West. It is perceived as a neighbourhood on its own. Within the Bijlmer we concentrate 

on the E/G-area, a geographically distinguishable part of the Bijlmer.2 We give particular 

attention to this area because part of it has already been renewed while another part is still to be 

renewed. In this way, the E/G-area is representative of the whole of the Bijlmer, where the 

renewal was halfway complete in 2001.

In New West, the renewal had only just begun when the Bijlmer renewal was already halfway 

finished. In New West, some ‘pilot study neighbourhoods’ were selected where the renewal 

started. Plans are being implemented here now, and plans are being made for the rest of New 

West now.3 The Kolenkit estate is one of the first non-exemplar neighbourhoods to be subject 

to extensive renewal. The Kolenkit area was selected for this research project because several 

statistics showed it was one of the most problematic areas in New West and in the city at large 

(cf. Aalbers et al., 2003, Chapter 5; Van der Veer, 2003).

3.1.2 Response and non-response
The main research tool used in this phase of the project was the survey of the residents (see the 

Appendix for the survey). We carried out more than 100 interviews in both the Kolenkit and 

the E/G-area. Our aim was to have 100 successful interviews per estate. In anticipation of the 

expected non-response, more than 100 people per estate were asked to participate. In the 

2 Here the boundaries do not go without saying. In the Bijlmer one can distinguish neighbourhoods – or better, areas – 

by the first letter of the street or flat name. All the streets and flats that start with the same letter are to be found in 

each other’s vicinity. However, spatial boundaries in the Bijlmer, like big roads or the elevated subways, do not overlap 

with the boundaries between the different ‘first letter areas’. Here, we have given preference to the spatial boundaries 

over the ‘first letter name’ boundaries. Thus, we included part of the E- and part of the G-area. This area is enclosed 

by the Daalwijkdreef (a big road) to the north, the elevated subway line from the city centre to Gaasperplas to the east, 

the Bijlmerdreef (another big road) and the Ganzenhoef shopping centre to the South, and the Gooiseweg (a semi-

highway) on the west. From now on, we refer to this area as the ‘E/G-area’.



[ 26 ]

Kolenkit, 361 people were approached; in the E/G-area, 425. In other words, in the Kolenkit 

we had a non-response of 261 (72 per cent) and in the E/G-area the non-response was 325 

(77 per cent) (Table 3.1). In both neighbourhoods, many people were repeatedly absent. Many 

others refused to participate. Thus, we can also formulate the ‘pure’ non-response, that is, the 

non-response as a result of refusals. In that case, the non-response is ‘only’ 51 per cent and 29 per 

cent for the E/G-area and the Kolenkit respectively (Table 3.1). Furthermore, there was a small 

group of people who were not the main resident while the main resident was repeatedly absent. 

In the Kolenkit, eight people were unable to participate because of language difficulties.

The number of people in the E/G-area indicating that they would like to ‘live somewhere else’ 

is striking. We hypothesised that part of this group, and probably also some of the people who 

refused to participate, were not living somewhere else, but were actually non-registered citizens. 

They may be considered to be undocumented immigrants. Since it is estimated that the share 

of this group in the three largest Dutch cities Amsterdam, Rotterdam and the Hague is at least 

7 to 8 per cent and because undocumented immigrants are likely to be overrepresented in areas 

where other immigrant groups are also overrepresented (Burgers and Engbersen, 1999), the 

Bijlmer would logically be expected to accommodate large groups of undocumented 

immigrants.

3 At the end of 2002 an influential report by the VROM-Raad, the national advisory council for issues of housing, 

spatial planning, and the environment, argued that the planning and implementation of urban restructuring plans 

should be spread out over a longer period of time to be realistic. It was argued that it was not only impossible to renew 

all estates within one city simultaneously, but also within all cities. Thus, it was argued that the more problematic 

neighbourhoods should be renewed as soon as possible – and current renewal plans should be ‘hastened’ or ‘speeded 

up’. Other plans for less problematic neighbourhoods should, however, be ‘de-hastened’ or ‘slowed down’ (VROM-

Raad, 2002). Directly after its publication, the VROM-Raad advice gained momentum and everywhere in the country 

plans were ‘hastened’ and ‘de-hastened’. In Amsterdam, it was decided to continue with the Bijlmer renewal, while 

the renewal in New West as well as in North would be slowed down. However, within New West and North a few 

neighbourhoods were selected for ‘speeding up’, that is, for planning and implementation.

Table 3.1 – Response and non-response in the E/G-area and the Kolenkit (Amsterdam) (absolute 

numbers)

E/G-area E/G-area, ‘pure’
(non-) response

Kolenkit Kolenkit, ‘pure’
non-response

(Non-) response
Response 100 100 100 100
Refusal 103 103 41 41
Repeatedly absent 154 - 206 -
No main resident (M/F) 13 - 6 -
Lives somewhere else 55 - 0 -
Language problems 0 - 8 -
Total abs. 425 203 361 141
Non-response (%) 76.5 50.7 72.3 29.1

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Almost all respondents in the renewed part of the E/G-area moved into their current home 

after 1995; this date is not surprising, since the housing in this area is rather new and was 

completed in the last 15 years. Even in the part of this area that has not been renewed, more 

than 60 per cent of the residents moved in after 1995. This is also hardly surprising in view of 

the relatively high mobility in the old parts of the Bijlmer (Aalbers et al., 2003, Section 6.3). 

Moreover, some people moved to the remaining old high-rise buildings when the apartment 

block in which they lived was to be demolished.

The Kolenkit area is about 20 years older than the Bijlmer, but still half the respondents 

moved in after 1995. Only 13 per cent settled there before 1980. An important explanation for this

is that many of the original inhabitants moved out in the 1980s and 1990s and made way for 

new residents – often of non-Dutch origin. The popularity of the area within the city declined 

quite rapidly, which made people keen to move out (Aalbers et al., 2003; Van der Veer, 2003).

The three areas have quite different household profiles. In the renewed part of the E/G-area, 

couples with children make up 40 per cent of the respondents. There is also a big group of single-

parent households (30 per cent). Thus 70 per cent of the respondents in this area have children. 

In the non-renewed part of the E/G-area there are also many single-parent households (27 per 

cent), but very few couples with children (14 per cent). Here there are many singles (38 per cent). 

In the Kolenkit there are more singles than in the renewed part, but fewer than in the non-re-

newed part of the E/G-area. Couples with children make up almost half the Kolenkit respond-

ents, while single-parent households are much less common than in either part of the E/G-area.

The interviews were carried out by O+S, the Amsterdam department for research and statistics. 

The interviewers had written questionnaires in several languages – most importantly in Dutch 

and English. One of the interviewers in the Kolenkit was of Moroccan origin. This enabled 

‘translation on the spot’. Furthermore, interviews in the E/G-area were carried out in the 

renewed part as well as in the non-renewed part. Of the 100 successful interviews in the E/G-

area, 50 were supposed to have taken place in the renewed part of the G/E-area and 50 in the 

non-renewed part. However, the non-response rate was much higher in the non-renewed part.

We were also careful to ensure that we had a selective non-response based on ethnicity. 

Hence, the interviews on both estates were also controlled for ethnicity. The successful 

interviews were supposed to be representative of the ethnic residential profile. Although only 

27 per cent in the total survey were native Dutch, this was quite successful. We will return to 

this issue in the next section.

Another way to counter non-response was to offer each interviewee EUR 10 compensation 

for their time and cooperation. O+S, who have a great deal of experience with resident surveys, 

indicated that financial compensation was necessary to enable a successful survey – in particular 

on these estates. Of course, it was explained to interviewees that their financial compensation 

did not depend on the answers they gave, but on their serious cooperation.

The interviewers carried out the interviews in teams of two. This pattern was adopted for 

reasons of safety, gender, and language. The questions were put to the residents following the 

general scheme applied in all the RESTATE cities. The interviewers selected the responses 

from the pre-coded answers on their sheet. When an answer was not pre-coded, interviewers 

wrote it down in the category ‘other’.

Afterwards, we reviewed these answers and where necessary re-coded some of them and 

added new codes. This, of course, involved categorising slightly different yet similar answers as 

being alike. At the same time, the answers were translated from Dutch to English.
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3.2 Characteristics of the respondents

This paragraph contains a description of the characteristics of the respondents in the survey. In 

this section we consider the personal and household characteristics, and in the next section the 

characteristics of the dwellings in which the respondents live. To check whether a sample was 

representative, we compared the characteristics of our respondents with the official 

neighbourhood statistics. It is possible to extrapolate the results from a good sample to the wider 

population of the estate.

3.2.1 Demographic characteristics of the respondents
As Table 3.2 shows, 65 per cent of the respondents in the renewed part of the E/G-area are 

between 35 and 55 years of age. In the non-renewed area only 11 per cent of the respondents 

are over 55 years of age; this is 17 per cent in the renewed part and 29 per cent in the Kolenkit. 

In both the Kolenkit and the non-renewed part of the E/G-area around 30 per cent of the 

respondents were under 35 years of age (only 16 per cent in the renewed part).

Table 3.2 – Demographic characteristics of the respondents in E/G-area and the Kolenkit 

(Amsterdam) (%) 

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area non-
renewed

Kolenkit

Year of birth

1920-1939 5 6.3 2.7 17
1940-1949 10 11.1 8.1 12
1950-1959 32 34.9 27.0 18
1960-1969 31 30.2 32.4 21
1970-1983 21 15.6 29.7 31
Unknown 1 1.6 0 1
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Moved to this address

Before 1970 0 0 0 4
1971-1980 2 0 5.4 9
1981-1990 5 0 13.5 21
1991-1995 6 1.6 13.5 15
1996-2000 61 77.8 29.7 28
2001-2004 26 20.6 32.4 22
Unknown 0 0 0 1
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Household composition

Singles 25 15.6 37.8 24
Single-parent households 29 30.2 27.0 12
Couples, no children 7 9.5 2.7 8
Couples, children 31 40.0 13.5 47
Others 8 4.8 13.5 9
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Comparing our survey with the official population data we can see a few differences, such as 

the overrepresentation of couples with children in the Kolenkit, and a slight under-

representation of all other household types relative to the official Kolenkit data. When we 

compare our survey area and survey data with the data for Bijlmer-East, it turns out that in our 

survey we have an overrepresentation of single-parent households, but an underrepresentation 

of singles and couples with or without children. Part of the difference is explained by selecting 

individual respondents based on a sample of addresses (that refer to households). In other words, 

singles are likely to be overrepresented and members of large families underrepresented. This 

choice is, however, deliberate; it is related to an address-based sample (instead of an individual-

based sample). An important consequence is that the socio-demographic groups that consist of 

relatively many small households (the indigenous Dutch in the Kolenkit, for example) are likely 

to appear overrepresented when the survey data are compared against official statistics that are 

individual-based. The converse is also true: socio-demographic groups that consist of relatively 

many large households (the Moroccans in the Kolenkit, for example) are likely to appear 

underrepresented when the survey data are set against the official statistics.

In the renewed part of the E/G-area, the Surinamese make up 44 per cent of the respondents. 

Other large groups include the indigenous Dutch, the Antilleans, and Asians. In the non-

renewed part there is also a large Surinamese group, although it is considerably smaller than in 

the renewed part. Furthermore, there are some Africans, Dutch, and Latin Americans. In the 

Kolenkit, there are large groups of indigenous Dutch, Moroccans, and Turks, and also some 

Surinamese.

In our survey there is an underrepresentation of Dutch and Ghanaians and an overrepresen-

tation of Surinamese in the E/G-area. In the Kolenkit area, on the other hand, indigenous 

Dutch households are overrepresented relative to the data for the whole Bos and Lommer area. 

Here, Turkish and Moroccan households are underrepresented. Part of the difference between 

Ethnicity (self-classification)

Dutch 18 20.6 13.5 36
Moroccan 3 1.6 5.4 26
Turkish 0 0 0 20
Surinamese 39 44.4 30.5 8
Asian (e.g. Indonesian) 7 9.5 2.7 2
Latin American (including 
Dominican; excluding 
Surinamese)

7 6.3 8.1 2

Antillean 10 12.7 5.4 0
African (excluding Ghanaian) 4 0 10.8 1
Ghanaian 4 3.2 5.4 1
Europe; US 1 1.6 0 4
Unknown 1 0 2.7 0
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Table 3.2 – Demographic characteristics of the respondents in E/G-area and the Kolenkit 

(Amsterdam) (%) (continued)

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area non-
renewed

Kolenkit

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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the official data and survey data can be explained by the fact that the official data usually refer 

to a larger area. In the case of the Kolenkit, however, the under-representation of Turks and 

Moroccans and the overrepresentation of indigenous Dutch are even greater than a comparison 

with the Bos and Lommer district data would suggest. Second, part of the difference is explained 

by selecting individual respondents based on a sample of addresses (that refer to households). 

Third, survey data are more recent than official population data. Finally, we asked people for a 

self-classification. In the case of household type this should not lead to big differences, but 

ethnicity can easily lead to (big) differences. Two examples: First, a second generation Turk may 

consider herself to be Dutch, not Turkish, but she is classified as Turkish in the official statistics. 

Second, a Surinamese man may be classified as Dutch while he classifies himself as Surinamese: 

the other way around.

3.2.2 Labour characteristics of the respondents
Residents of the renewed part of the E/G-area are the best educated: 46 per cent had had more 

than 15 years of education since the age of six. This group is much smaller in the non-renewed 

part and in the Kolenkit. In the renewed part only 3 per cent had had less than six years of 

education; in the non-renewed part the corresponding figure is 16 per cent, while in the 

Kolenkit it is 33 per cent! It is no exaggeration to say that the differences between the levels of 

education in the renewed part of the E/G-area and the Kolenkit are huge. Even in the non-

renewed part of the E/G-area, which is considered to be one of the most deprived areas of the 

city, the level of education is considerably higher than in the Kolenkit (Table 3.3).

Table 3.3 – Labour characteristics of the respondents in E/G-area and the Kolenkit 
(Amsterdam) (%) 

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area
non-renewed

Kolenkit

Years of education since the age of 6

None 3 1.6 6 20
1-5 5 1.6 12 13
6-10 19 17.5 20 27
11-12 18 19.0 15 13
13-14 16 12.7 20 8
15 or more 39 46.0 27 19
Sub-total abs. (=100%) 96 62 34 97
Unknown (% of total) 4 1.6 8.1 3
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Paid job Paid job partner

Yes Yes 24 33.3 8.1 10
Yes No 2 1.6 2.7
Yes - 39 31.7 51.3 15
No Yes 4 6.3 0 9
No No 6 7.9 2.7 26
No - 24 19.0 32.4 26
Unknown 1 0 2.7 3
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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There are also considerable differences in labour market participation: in the renewed part of 

the E/G-area, 33 per cent of the households consist of two-earner households, while the 

corresponding figures are only 8 per cent in the non-renewed part and 10 per cent in the 

Kolenkit. Furthermore, 39 per cent of the households in the renewed part hold one paid job 

against 54 per cent in the non-renewed part and 35 per cent in the Kolenkit. The large number 

of singles in the non-renewed part and the predominance of couples in the renewed part largely 

explain the differences between one- and two-earner households in the two parts of the E/G-

area. There are also many couples in the Kolenkit, but in 52 per cent of the households no 

household member holds a paid job. This percentage is much lower in the non-renewed part 

and particularly in the renewed part of the E/G-area. Similarly, people in the renewed part of 

the E/G-area also have higher incomes than those living in the other two areas. Two-thirds of 

the respondents in the non-renewed part classify themselves as ‘medium-low income’; here, 

27 per cent classify themselves as having an average income. Although, as in the other two areas, 

there are no households who classify themselves as having a high income in the renewed part, it 

has the highest share of medium-high and average income households (71 per cent). Only 3 to 

5 per cent of residents in both parts of the E/G-area classify themselves as having a low income; 

the comparative figure is 36 per cent in the Kolenkit. Similarly, many more people in the 

Kolenkit are dependent on unemployment and social benefits and pensions than in the other 

two areas (Table 3.3).

Household income (self-classification)

High 0 0 0 0
Medium high 8 12.7 0 5
Average 47 58.7 27.0 29
Medium low 39 22.2 67.6 17
Low 4 4.8 2.7 36
Unknown 2 1 2.7 13
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Main source of income

Work 68 69.8 64.8 42
Unemployment or social benefit 22 19.0 27.0 37
Pension 5 4.8 5.4 17
Other 5 6.3 2.7 1
No answer 0 0 0 3
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Table 3.3 – Labour characteristics of the respondents in E/G-area and the Kolenkit 
(Amsterdam) (%) (continued)

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area
non-renewed

Kolenkit

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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3.3 The respondents’ dwellings

In the non-renewed part of the E/G-area and in the Kolenkit all but one of the respondents (per 

estate) live in an apartment or a flat. As we have seen in a previous report (Aalbers et al., 2003, 

Chapters 4 and 6), in the non-renewed part of the E/G-area these structures are predominantly 

two-storey gallery apartment blocks, while in the Kolenkit they are mostly mid-rise ‘porch’ 

structures. In the renewed part of the E/G-area, apartment blocks make up one-third of the 

housing, while single-family houses account for almost two-thirds.

By definition, all the housing in the renewed part of the E/G-area was built after 1990, while 

the housing in the non-renewed part was built in the 1960s and particularly in the 1970s. 

Virtually all the housing in the Kolenkit was built between 1945 and 1960. It is not surprising 

that the respondents in the renewed part are much more aware of the period in which their home 

was built: often the respondents were the first residents, and the housing has been built very 

recently. Most of the respondents in the other two areas are not the first residents: many of them 

were not even living in the Netherlands when their current homes were completed. The 

buildings are older which makes it harder for a layman to say how old they are.

The dwellings in both parts of the E/G-area are on average much larger than those in the Ko-

lenkit. This finding is consistent with the official data (Aalbers et al., 2003, Chapters 4 and 6).

Although many residents in the Kolenkit depend on relatively low incomes, they do not spend 

a larger share of their income on housing costs than do the residents in both parts of the E/G-

area. This is not surprising: rents in the Kolenkit area are relatively low, while rents in the E/G-

area are relatively high. And although owner-occupied housing in the E/G-area is not as 

expensive as elsewhere in the city, the prices are still quite high as a result of the tension on the 

Amsterdam housing market in general, and the owner-occupied sector in particular. It is 

striking to note that 38 per cent and 32 per cent respectively of the E/G-area respondents 

reported that they spent more than 50 per cent of their incomes on housing costs (this figure is 

only 5 per cent in the Kolenkit) (Table 3.4).

Table 3.4 – Housing characteristics of the respondents in the E/G-area and the Kolenkit (Amsterdam) 

(%) 

E/G-area E/G-area
renewed

E/G-area
non-renewed

Kolenkit

Type of dwelling

Apartment, flat 58 33.3 97.3 99
Single-family house 41 65.1 2.7 1
Unknown 1 1.6 0 0
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Building period

1945-1960 0 0 0 90
1961-1970 7 0 33 4
1971-1980 13 0 61 2
1981-1990 1 0 6 4
1991-2000 78 98.4 0 0
2001-2004 1 1.6 0 0
Sub-total abs. (=100%) 81 63 18 44
Unknown (% of total) 19 0 51.3 54
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Tenure

Social rented 60 42.9 89.2 90
Private rented 24 33.3 8.1 8
Owner-occupied (with mortgage) 15 23.8 0 0
Other 1 0 2.7 2
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Size (in square metres)

31-40 2 0 6 0
41-50 3 3 6 31
51-60 5 0 12 39
61-80 10 9 12 28
81-100 42 47 32 2
Over 100 37 40 32 0
Sub-total abs. (=100%) 71 87 18 46
Unknown, no answer (% of total) 29 21 51.3 54
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Number of bedrooms

1 12 0 29.7 9
2 12 11.1 13.5 49
3 57 63.5 48.6 17
4 18 23.8 8.1 24
5 or more 1 1.6 0 1
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Share of income to cover housing costs (in %)

Less than 10 1 2 0 0
11-30 21 21 22 49
31-50 38 36 45 45
More than 50 38 41 33 6
Sub-total abs. (=100%) 93 95 35 75
Unknown (% of total) 7 7.9 5.4 25
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Table 3.4 – Housing characteristics of the respondents in the E/G-area and the Kolenkit (Amsterdam) 

(%) (continued)

E/G-area E/G-area
renewed

E/G-area
non-renewed

Kolenkit

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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3.3.1 Tenure and subletting
As expected, about 90 per cent of the housing in the Kolenkit and in the non-renewed part is 

classified as social housing. In the renewed part only 43 per cent of the housing social-rented 

and 24 per cent is owner-occupied (all with a mortgage). It is striking that one-third of the 

housing here is privately rented, much more than might be expected from other data sources. 

There are two possible explanations: (1) our survey has an overrepresentation of private rented 

housing; or (2) part of the owner-occupied and/or social-rented stock is sublet and is therefore 

classified as privately rented. Our experience, (anecdotal) news stories, and accounts from 

housing associations and tenants’ boards lead us to believe that there is a large ‘second-tier’ 

market in which dwellings are sublet. According to some estimates from the City Housing 

Department, this subletting applies to 20 per cent of the Amsterdam housing stock! Even if this 

figure is an overestimate, it is highly likely that subletting accounts for the differences between 

our survey and official statistics – with regard not only to dwellings, but also to individual and 

household characteristics.

3.3.2 Housing history
On both estates, a majority of the people moved into their current homes within the last ten 

years (Table 3.5). It is no wonder that this is the case for almost all the residents of the renewed 

part of the E/G-area, since these houses have been constructed since the 1992 renewal plan. But 

also in the non-renewed part, two-thirds moved in during the last ten years. This comes as no 

surprise considering the relatively high mobility in the old parts of the Bijlmer (Aalbers et al., 

2003, Section 6.3). In the Kolenkit, there are more long-term residents than in the E/G-area, 

but they are still a minority.

Residents from both estates overwhelmingly come from social-rented dwellings. Considering 

the high share of social housing in the city as a whole (56 per cent, but still as high as 65 per cent 

in 1996) as well as the fact that the average income of the residents of these estates is well below 

the city average, these figures are not as high as they might seem. The high percentage of people 

who came from social-rented dwellings in the renewed part of the E/G-area is striking because 

half of them are currently not living in social-rented dwellings. The explanation for this is 

provided at the bottom of Table 3.5: two-thirds of the residents come from the Bijlmer, and 

historically more than 80 per cent of the dwellings were social-rented. Also, in the non-renewed 

area, many residents lived in another dwelling in the Bijlmer before moving to their current 

address. Possibly some of these people were forced to move as a result of renewal plans 

implemented at an earlier stage. It is not unlikely that these people will be forced to move again, 

since within the next decade the non-renewed part of the Bijlmer is also scheduled for renewal 

(that is, dwellings will be demolished and replaced by new dwellings; or they will be extensively 

renovated). In the Kolenkit, only a narrow majority lived in the Kolenkit before moving to the 

present dwelling. Part of the explanation for this is that people define ‘the neighbourhood’ or 

‘the area’ in a much narrower way in the Kolenkit than in the Bijlmer where the notion ‘E/G-

area’ is not very strong, but the notion ‘the Bijlmer’ is.

The reasons for moving to the current dwelling vary for the three areas. In the renewed part 

of the E/G-area the dwelling is the most important reason – both in a positive and a negative 

sense: one-third of the residents gave priority to the quality of the dwelling, while another third 

indicated that they had little or no alternative: their former dwelling was about to be demolished 

(under the same renewal scheme as that under which their current dwelling was built). In the 
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non-renewed part almost half the residents indicated that they had moved to their current 

dwelling because they had little or no alternative. Again, in many cases their former dwelling 

was about to be demolished. As mentioned above, it is not unlikely that many of these people 

will have to move again. Also, more than 40 per cent of the residents in the Kolenkit moved 

there out of a lack of choice. In the non-renewed part, and to a lesser degree also in the Kolenkit, 

social reasons also played a minor, but not insignificant, part in the choice of the current 

dwelling.

3.4 Conclusions

The survey conducted on the two estates can be characterised by a high level of non-response, 

although the level is much lower if we take account of the ‘pure’ non-response  that is the non-

response resulting from refusals. Without financial compensation for interviewees and without 

Table 3.5 – Housing history of the respondents in E/G-area and the Kolenkit (Amsterdam) (%) 

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area non-
renewed

Kolenkit

Move to current address

Before 1970 0 0 0 4
1971-1980 2 0 5.4 9
1981-1990 5 0 13.5 21
1991-1995 6 1.6 13.5 15
1996-2000 60 77.8 29.7 28
2001-2004 27 20.6 37.8 22
Unknown 0 0 0 1
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Tenure

Social rented 80 90.5 62.2 83
Private rented 7 4.8 10.8 6
Owner-occupied (with mortgage) 10 4.8 18.9 2
Other 3 0 8.1 9
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Reasons for moving to current neighbourhood

House 21 31.7 2.7 21
Social reasons; nice area 19 12.7 29.7 21
Location in the city; services 16 15.9 16.2 14
No other dwellings available; 
demolishing former house

39 34.9 45.9 42

Unknown 5 4.8 5.4 2
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Location previous dwelling

In the same neighbourhood 64 66.7 59.5 18
Somewhere else in the city 20 20.6 18.9 71
Elsewhere 16 12.7 21.6 11
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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returning to absent potential interviewees the non-response level would have been much higher. 

In general, however, the resident sample covered in the survey is fairly representative; that is to 

say, the picture of the estates and its residents that emerges from the survey is similar to the 

picture that came out of an earlier RESTATE report (Aalbers et al, 2003; see also Chapter 2 of 

this report). Nonetheless, in the Kolenkit there is a slight overrepresentation of indigenous 

Dutch in the sample. As explained above, there may be various reasons for this, such as the 

difference between the ethnic classification of the authorities and self-classification. Another 

interesting feature of the non-response is that 55 potential interviewees in the Bijlmer said that 

they ‘do not live there’ (see Section 3.1.2). This is an interesting fact in itself, but unfortunately 

we do not have the information to go into this issue more deeply. Another possible explanation 

for the differences between our survey and the official statistics was briefly addressed in Section 

3.3.1: subletting. There is a likely connection between the people who ‘do not live there’ and 

(illegal) subletting, since it is often the people without papers who are forced to sublet a room 

or flat. There are, however, many other groups who sublet rooms or flats.
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4 Positive and negative aspects of the 
estates

In this chapter we present some of the results from the survey. Here, information is presented 

on how the residents of the Kolenkit and the renewed and non-renewed parts of the Bijlmer 

value their estate/neighbourhood and their house. People were also asked questions about what 

they do in the neighbourhood and how they value such characteristics of the estate as its (lack 

of) social mix. People were not asked what they (do not) like about their estates, but what they 

(do not) like about their neighbourhood. This is because there is no such concept as ‘estate’ in 

Dutch, although there is a strong notion of ‘buurt’ [neighbourhood], although naturally this 

does not mean that there is a strong commitment to the neighbourhood or to the local 

community.

In the conclusion of this chapter, we set the results of our survey against the ‘liveability 

monitor’ (Van der Veer, 2003; Van der Veer et al., 2004) so as to compare our two 

neighbourhoods with other neighbourhoods in the city of Amsterdam.

4.1 What do people do in the neighbourhood?

Housing estates are often characterised as ‘deprived places’. The notion of a deprived place can 

refer to several issues: the people who live there may be deprived of work; Powell and colleagues 

(2001) call these ‘people poverty’. It is, however, also possible that a place itself is deprived of 

services, amenities, and the like; this statement is a loose reference to the concept of ‘place 

poverty’ (Powell et al., 2001). It is often assumed that people poverty and place poverty go hand 

in hand, but they do not necessarily do so. In an earlier report (Aalbers et al., 2003, Chapters 5 

and 7) and in the previous chapter we have already paid attention to people poverty. In this 

chapter we concentrate on place poverty and on participation; we consider what the residents of 

the Bijlmer and Kolenkit estates do in their neighbourhood, what facilities they can easily reach, 

and how much time they spend outside the neighbourhood.

4.1.1 Participation
As Table 4.1 shows, most people do not participate in a neighbourhood association. Those who 

do participate, do so in several different ways. People who participate in a neighbourhood 

association are more often male, and almost all of them are part of a traditional family. They are 

of different ages, and in the Kolenkit area three out of five are Moroccan, while in the E/G-area 

five out of six are Surinamese. If this small sample is reliable, we can conclude that members of 
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the largest ethnic group participate most in a neighbourhood association. In the Kolenkit four 

out of five have had fewer than six years of education since the age of six. In the E/G-area, on 

the other hand, the participating residents are among the better educated; all have had more 

than 11 years of education. Another big difference between the Kolenkit and the E/G-area is 

that in the E/G-area all the participating residents have a paid job while in the Kolenkit none 

of them have. Again, we should be cautious in drawing wider conclusions from this: the number 

of participating residents in the survey is too small to permit generalisation.

Table 4.1 – The role of the neighbourhood in the daily life of the respondents in the E/G-area and the 

Kolenkit (Amsterdam) (%) 

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area 
non-renewed

Kolenkit

Household members participating in a neighbourhood association

Unknown 3 1.6 5.4 2
No 91 93.7 86.5 93
Yes: 6 4.8 8.1 5
- Meeting related to the 
improvement of the 
neighbourhood

1 1.6 0 1

- Meetings organised by the 
residents’ organisation

2 1.6 2.7 2

- Cleaning actions with residents 0 0 0 2
- Motivating children; sports 
activities

1 1.6 0 0

- Unknown 2 0 5.4 0
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Participate in a sports club, cultural association or other social activity

Yes 24 27.0 18.9 14
No 75 73.0 78.4 85
Unknown 1 0 2.7 1
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Facilities within 10 minutes

A grocery shop 93 97.5 86.4 92
Your bank 65 68.7 56.7 81
A post office 55 56.9 51.3 91
A GP/doctor 84 83.1 86.4 79
Public park 81 75.1 94.5 65
Bus stop 100 100 100 99
Primary school 86 91.1 78.3 91
A dentist 76 84.7 62.1 31
Your place of work 21 22.4 18.9 10
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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In all three areas, more people participate in sports clubs, cultural associations, or some other 

social activity than in a neighbourhood association. Respondents in the renewed part of the E/

G-area are the most active in the first set of social activities. In the Kolenkit, many residents who 

participate in a sports club or cultural association are over 65 years of age. Again, participating 

Kolenkit residents tend to have had less education, less often have a paid job, are more 

dependent on benefits, and have a lower income than participating residents from both parts of 

the E/G-area, but in particular the renewed part.

4.1.2 Neighbourhood facilities and time consumption
Residents in the Kolenkit are able to reach most of the basic facilities listed in Table 4.1 within 

ten minutes. Except for a public park and a dentist,4 about 80 per cent of the residents are able 

to reach these basic services. In both parts of the E/G-area most basic services can also be 

reached within ten minutes. Commercial facilities are a little harder to reach than in the 

Kolenkit. In all three areas most people are unable to reach their place of work within ten 

minutes. For many people, however, this response is more a matter of not having a job at all.

People in the Kolenkit spend on average less time outside the neighbourhood than do people 

in both parts of the E/G-area.5 There are two main explanations for this. First, Kolenkit 

residents have more services within their reach; they do not have to leave the neighbourhood. 

Second, fewer people in the Kolenkit have a job, so they do not have to leave the neighbourhood 

to go to work. And of those who do work, more of them do so in the Kolenkit than do residents 

of the E/G-area. The fact that (on average) the residents of the non-renewed part spend more 

time outside the neighbourhood than those of the renewed part can also be explained by two 

factors. First, services are less accessible for residents from the non-renewed area. Second, there 

are more singles living in the non-renewed part who tend to spend more time outside their home 

and neighbourhood.

Hours outside the neighbourhood per weekday

More than 10 28 20.6 40.5 12
5-9 31 33.3 27.0 19
3-4 7 6.3 8.1 12
1-3 8 11.1 2.7 24
Less than 1 hour 21 22.2 18.9 31
Unknown 5 6.3 2.7 1
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

4 It is striking that 29 per cent of the Kolenkit residents do not know whether they can reach a dentist within 10 

minutes.

5 Of course, we should consider here that the people who were repeatedly absent and have thus not participated in the 

resident survey are likely to spend more time outside the neighbourhood. This group was bigger in the Kolenkit (206) 

than in the E/G-area (154).

Table 4.1 – The role of the neighbourhood in the daily life of the respondents in the E/G-area and the 

Kolenkit (Amsterdam) (%) (continued)

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area 
non-renewed

Kolenkit

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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On both estates, people over 65 years of age spend less time outside the neighbourhood while 

people under 45 years of age spend more time outside the neighbourhood. On average, men 

spend more time outside the neighbourhood than women do, but only in the non-renewed part 

of the E/G-area are these differences large. In the Kolenkit and the renewed part of the E/G-

area the more highly-educated people spend (on average) more time outside the neighbourhood; 

in the non-renewed part of the E/G-area the differences are only very small. Not surprisingly, 

on both estates people with a job spend much more time outside the neighbourhood than do 

people who depend on income that is not work-related. Many of the other differences in the 

amount of time spent outside the neighbourhood can be traced back to whether the respondent 

has a job or not.

4.2 Satisfaction with the home and the estate

In Section 4.2.1 we report how satisfied with their homes the respondents in our two estates are; 

and in the subsequent section, we report how satisfied they are with their neighbourhood. 

Although there is clearly a scale difference between these two issues, one can see that residents 

sometimes find it difficult to draw this distinction – not necessarily because they are personally 

unable to do so, but because the one can influence the other. Residents can, for instance, see 

their home as the highest quality feature of a neighbourhood, or the lack of maintenance of the 

residential buildings (possibly including their own) as the greatest problem. Moreover, the 

neighbourhood itself can exist at different scale levels: that of the immediate neighbours and the 

apartment block on the one hand, and of the estate (or what is often defined statistically as a 

neighbourhood) on the other.

4.2.1 Satisfaction with the home
Residents in the renewed part of the E/G-area are the most satisfied with their homes: 90 per 

cent of the respondents give them a rating of at least 7 (on a scale of 1 to 10). There are 16 per 

cent of the respondents in the non-renewed part and 26 per cent in the Kolenkit who rate their 

homes at 5 or lower. In the non-renewed part, and particularly in the Kolenkit, respondents are 

also much more negative if one considers how their level of satisfaction has changed over the last 

five years: 41 per cent and 30 per cent of the residents in these two areas indicate that their 

satisfaction with their homes has decreased. Only 5 per cent of the Kolenkit respondents report 

that their level of satisfaction has increased; the corresponding figure for the renewed part of the 

E/G-area is 24 per cent (Table 4.2).

In the Kolenkit, the older people are significantly6 more satisfied with their homes than are 

the younger people. In the E/G-area, the difference between the age groups’ levels of satisfaction 

with their homes is much smaller. In the Kolenkit, Turkish people are significantly less satisfied 

than are the other ethnic groups. In the renewed part of the E/G-area, the indigenous Dutch 

are significantly the most satisfied. Satisfaction with the home does not depend on the level of 

education, income level, or on having a paid job.

6 In this report, statistical significance was tested at the P<0.05 level.
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In the Kolenkit, women report more often than men do that the level of their satisfaction with 

their homes has decreased. In the non-renewed area of the E/G-area, people who moved in 

before 1990 indicate more often that their level of satisfaction with the home has decreased. In 

the Kolenkit, the Moroccans and people living with a partner and children (these groups have a 

relatively large overlap) report that their satisfaction with the home has decreased significantly 

less often (when compared with other ethnic groups and other household types). The 

indigenous Dutch and the Surinamese are significantly more negative about the change in 

satisfaction in the Kolenkit. In the E/G-area, the Surinamese are more positive about the 

changes in satisfaction than the indigenous Dutch (the difference is only significant for those 

living in the renewed part). In the renewed part of the E/G-area, people living with a partner 

and children are less positive than are the other household types. In the non-renewed part of the 

E/G-area, people with a high or average income are less positive.

4.2.2 Satisfaction with the neighbourhood
There are big differences between the three areas with respect to the satisfaction with the 

neighbourhoods their residents express (Table 4.3). Many residents of the Kolenkit and the 

non-renewed part of the E/G-area are dissatisfied with their neighbourhood: the shares rating 

the neighbourhood at five or lower are 47 and 38 per cent respectively. Only 8 per cent of the 

residents of the renewed part rate them so low. Of the residents in the renewed part, 79 per cent 

rate their neighbourhood at seven or higher. The corresponding figures are 50 per cent in the 

non-renewed part and 40 per cent in the Kolenkit. Over 40 per cent of the residents in these two 

areas say that their satisfaction with the neighbourhood has decreased over the last five years. In 

the renewed part, this figure is only 13 per cent; here, 30 per cent of the residents say that their 

Table 4.2 – Satisfaction with the home of the respondents in the E/G-area and the Kolenkit 

(Amsterdam) (%) 

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area non-
renewed

Kolenkit

Satisfaction with the home

1-4 (lowest) 4 1.6 8.1 15
5 5 3.2 8.1 10
6 8 4.8 13,5 17
7 26 27.0 24.3 30
8 34 36.5 29.7 23
9-10 (highest) 23 27.0 16.2 5
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Satisfaction with the home increased or decreased

Decreased 20 14.3 29.7 41
Same 44 54.0 27.0 39
Increased 21 23.8 16.2 5
Not applicable (settled less than 
five years ago)

12 4.8 24.3 14

Unknown 3 3.2 2.7 1
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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satisfaction with the neighbourhood has increased. This figure is 19 per cent in the non-renewed 

part and only 11 per cent in the Kolenkit.

Neither age differences nor the time of moving to the estate are capable of explaining the 

differences in satisfaction with the neighbourhood in any of the three areas. In the renewed part 

of the E/G-area, people with children are significantly less satisfied with the neighbourhood 

than people without children. In the other two areas the differences between household types in 

the satisfaction levels they report are rather small. In the non-renewed part of the E/G-area, the 

indigenous Dutch are less satisfied with the neighbourhood than are other ethnic groups, in 

particular the Surinamese. In the Kolenkit, the Turks and Moroccans are more satisfied than 

the indigenous Dutch (and Surinamese), but the difference is not significant. In the renewed 

part of the E/G-area, ethnic differences in neighbourhood satisfaction are very small.

Only in the Kolenkit do the years of education seem to make a difference: people with less 

than six years of education are significantly less dissatisfied with the Kolenkit neighbourhood. 

In the non-renewed part of the E/G-area, people with a paid job are less satisfied with the 

neighbourhood, while in the Kolenkit the correlation is in the opposite direction! However, in 

the Kolenkit, people with a high or average income are less satisfied than people with a (very) 

low income. It seems that working people with a low income are the most satisfied while 

working people with an average or high income are the least satisfied. In both parts of the E/G-

area, differences in income level are not capable of explaining satisfaction differences.

In the Kolenkit older people state significantly more often that their level of neighbourhood 

satisfaction is lower than it was five years ago (cf. Cortie and Dekker, 1995). In the renewed part 

of the E/G-area the Dutch (followed by the Asians/Africans and then the Latin Americans 

[here including the Surinamese and Antilleans]) tend to be more satisfied with their 

neighbourhood than they were five years ago. Also, people with more than 11 years of education 

are more satisfied with the renewed part of the E/G-area than they were five years ago. The 

opposite is the case for the non-renewed part. Whether one has a paid job does not make much 

difference in any of these areas with respect to the changes in satisfaction with the 

neighbourhood. In the non-renewed part of the E/G-area, people with a high or average income 

indicate more often that they are less satisfied than they were five years ago.

Table 4.3 – Satisfaction with the neighbourhood of the respondents in the E/G-area and the Kolenkit 

(Amsterdam) (%) 

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area
non-renewed

Kolenkit

Satisfaction with the neighbourhood

1-4 (lowest) 7 0 18.9 31
5 12 7.9 18.9 16
6 11 12.7 8.1 12
7 27 31.7 18.9 15
8 31 30.2 32.4 22
9-10 (highest) 11 17.5 0 3
Unknown 1 0 2.7 1
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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4.2.3 The most liked aspects of the neighbourhood 
In Table 4.4 the aspects of the neighbourhood that are most liked are ranked according to their 

relative scores. One can see that the ‘people who live there’ is the most liked aspect in both parts 

of the E/G-area, while this aspect is much less liked in the Kolenkit. Here, the residents’ most 

liked aspect is the shops and in particular the market. None of the residents of the renewed part 

mentions the shops and/or the market, and only 5 per cent of those in the non-renewed part do 

so. Green spaces are also very much liked in the non-renewed part (24.3 per cent; same score as 

for ‘people who live there’). Other aspects, such as ‘accessibility to public services’ and ‘physical 

accessibility’ (mostly by public transport), are mentioned by 5 to 16 per cent in each of the three 

areas. The fact that the neighbourhood is quiet and that there are good playground facilities for 

children is typical for the renewed part.

To be able to analyse what the different socio-demographic groups value the most, some 

categories in Table 4.4 have been merged. The following analysis is based on the re-categorised 

aspects.

In both parts of the E/G-area, people over 55 years of age are the most enthusiastic about the 

public space and a quiet living environment, while those between 35 and 55 years of age are 

relatively the most enthusiastic about the people who live there. In the renewed part, people 

under 35 years of age are relatively enthusiastic about the neighbourhood (or home) amenities. 

In the Kolenkit, age differences do not seem to matter very much in regard to the most liked 

aspect of the neighbourhood.

In the renewed part, women give prominence to the people who live there, to the public space, 

and to a quiet living environment. Men value neighbourhood (or home) amenities and, in 

particular, accessibility and the position in the city.7 In the Kolenkit and in the non-renewed 

area gender is a weaker distinguishing factor, although in the latter area men give greater 

importance to the people who live there.

Ethnic background and years of education are not very important factors distinguishing the 

residents’ most liked aspects. In the renewed part, people with a paid job value the people who 

live there more highly, while in the non-renewed part, people with a paid job value the people 

who live there, and also public space, less, and neighbourhood amenities and accessibility more, 

Satisfaction with the neighbourhood increased or decreased

Decreased 23 12.7 40.5 44
Same 37 50.8 13.5 34
Increased 25 30.2 18.9 9
Not applicable (settled less than 
five years ago)

11 4.8 21.6 11

Unknown 4 1.6 5.4 2
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

7 This is not just a function of participation in the labour market: gender itself is a distinguishing factor.

Table 4.3 – Satisfaction with the neighbourhood of the respondents in the E/G-area and the Kolenkit 

(Amsterdam) (%) (continued)

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area
non-renewed

Kolenkit

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004



[ 44 ]

than do people without a job. In the Kolenkit those in paid employment value accessibility and 

the position in the city more, and neighbourhood amenities less than do people without a paid 

job. In the renewed part, and also in the Kolenkit (although the difference is not significant), 

people with a low income value public space and a quiet living environment more; those on an 

average or high income mention the other aspects relatively more often.

4.2.4 Least liked aspects of the neighbourhood
In Table 4.5, the least liked aspects of the neighbourhood are listed. More than 40 per cent of 

the residents in the non-renewed part of the E/G-area mention drugs (often in combination 

with homelessness). In the Kolenkit, the top score is for the ‘people who live there’ (33 per cent), 

and in the renewed area also for drugs, but only 16 per cent mention this as the biggest problem. 

Other aspects rated by residents in the renewed area as ‘least liked’ are lack of care and 

cleanliness, accessibility/traffic and nuisance/noise. In the Kolenkit, lack of care and cleanliness 

and young people hanging around also scored high as ‘least liked’. In the non-renewed part 

crime/safety together with drugs are often mentioned. ‘People who live here’ and ‘lack of care 

and cleanliness’ are also mentioned by about 10 per cent of the residents of the non-renewed 

part. None of the residents of the renewed part mentions the ‘people who live there’ or crime/

safety as the biggest problem. Only one resident in the Kolenkit mentions drugs in that respect. 

As expected, it is clear that the biggest problems in the three areas are quite different; it can be 

argued that the most severe problems are experienced in the non-renewed part of the E/G-area.

Table 4.4 – Aspect of the neighbourhood most liked by the respondents in the E/G-area and the Kolenkit 

(Amsterdam) (%) 

Aspect E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area non-
renewed

Kolenkit

People who live there 26 27.0 24.3 10
Green spaces 13 6.3 24.3 7
Accessibility (mostly by public 
transport)

12 12.7 10.8 10

Shops and/or market 2 0 5.4 28
Accessibility to public services 7 7.9 5.4 16
Quiet 13 20.6 0 6
Playgrounds for children 11 14.3 5.4 3
Used to this area 1 0 2.7 1
Safety; police control 1 0 2.7 1
Spacious houses 2 3.2 0 0
View 0 0 0 3
Wide streets 0 0 0 3
Youth facilities 1 0 2.7 0
Family nearby 0 0 0 2
‘Fresh’ neighbourhood 1 1.6 0 0
Clean 0 0 0 1
Sports 0 0 0 1
Suitable for small companies 0 0 0 1
Nothing 1 0 2.7 5
Unknown 9 6.3 13.5 2
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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To analyse the differences, we again re-categorised the aspects mentioned in Table 4.5. We 

obtained the following picture.

In the renewed part of the E/G-area, issues related to public space (drugs, crime, safety, and 

nuisance) are the ‘least liked’ factors. This applies to all age categories. People under 35 years of 

age have problems with the position of the estate in the city and its accessibility, while people 

over 55 years of age also have problems with the people who live there such as the young people 

who just hang around. In the non-renewed part of the E/G-area, all categories feel that 

problems related to public space and so forth are the most problematic by far. In the Kolenkit, 

problems with the people who live there (including ‘young people hanging around’) is seen 

overall as the most problematic aspect (Table 4.6). Surprisingly, in the renewed part of the E⁄G-

area, people with children see public space and so forth as the biggest problem significantly less 

often than do people without children. In the Kolenkit, people without children have a 

significantly bigger problem with young people hanging around. For all three areas, having a 

paid job, gender, ethnic, and educational differences are relatively unimportant.

4.2.5 Serious neighbourhood problems
In Section 4.2.3 we discussed the aspects that people indicated as the most problematic, while in 

Section 4.2.4 we see which aspects people find just problematic. Here, an aspect was mentioned 

and people were asked to respond saying whether they found it problematic or not. Thus, in 

Table 4.6 certain aspects may appear to be quite problematic, although they do not (or hardly) 

show up in Table 4.5. Many people consider these aspects to be problematic, but not the biggest 

problem.

Table 4.5 – Aspect of the neighbourhood least liked by the respondents in the E/G-area and the Kolenkit 

(Amsterdam) (%) 

Aspect E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area non-
renewed

Kolenkit

Drugs (and homelessness) 25 15.6 40.5 1
People who live there 4 0 10.8 33
Lack of care of cleanliness 12 14.3 8.1 17
Young people hanging around 6 7.9 2.7 15
Crime; safety 6 0 16.2 6
Nuisance; noise 8 9.5 5.4 5
Children/youth facilities; schools 5 6.3 2.7 6
Accessibility; traffic 7 11.1 0 2
Shops 0 0 0 5
Access to flats sometimes blocked 1 0 2.7 0
Discrimination by police 1 0 2.7 0
Housing policy 1 0 2.7 0
Lifts often do not work 1 0 2.7 0
Green spaces 0 0 0 2
Too quiet 1 1.6 0 0
City centre is remote 1 1.6 0 0
Nothing 2 3.2 0 3
Unknown 19 28.6 2.7 5
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Dirt on the streets is now the top item; it is problematic in all areas, but in the non-renewed 

part of the E/G-area it is not the highest scoring aspect: drug abuse is found to be problematic 

by 70 per cent of the residents of the non-renewed part (but only by 27 per cent and 21 per cent 

respectively of the residents of the renewed part and the Kolenkit). There are differences in the 

problems identified by different socio-demographic groups, but most of these differences are not 

significant.8

4.3 Social aspects in the area

Neighbourhood satisfaction depends not only on the previously mentioned strengths and weak-

nesses of the estates, but also on other social aspects of the area. A neighbourhood is sometimes 

referred to as a ‘community’, but according to Davies and Herbert (1993) this is not correct. Ac-

cording to them, a community is much more complex than a neighbourhood: ‘community is re-

lated to the term neighbourhood for which it is sometimes used as a synonym. However, usually 

Table 4.6 – Serious neighbourhood problems for the respondents in the E/G-area and the Kolenkit 

(Amsterdam) 

Aspect E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area non-
renewed

Kolenkit

Dirt on the streets 48 42.9 56.7 58
Burglary in cars 41 33.3 54.0 31
Drug abuse 43 27.0 70.3 21
Graffiti; vandalism 21 15.6 33.2 39
Feelings of lack of safety 27 19.0 40.5 25
Different values, norms, lifestyles 23 19.0 29.7 30
Burglary in dwellings 20 12.7 32.4 27
Lack of employment 20 14.3 29.7 15
Maintenance of buildings 17 7.9 33.2 27
Upkeep of public spaces 48 42.9 56.7 58
Playgrounds for children 41 33.3 54.0 31
Quality of schools 43 27.0 70.3 21
Racism; racist harassment 21 15.6 33.2 39
Quality of commercial services 27 19.0 40.5 25
Condition of roads 23 19.0 29.7 30
Quality of public services 20 12.7 32.4 27
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

8 In the non-renewed part, most people in all different socio-demographic classes find drug abuse an important 

problem. Here, people over 55 years of age find dirt on the streets a bigger problem than do people of other ages. In 

the renewed part, people without children, the indigenous Dutch and the Surinamese, people with a paid job, people 

with a high or average income, and women find dirt on the streets a bigger problem than do other groups. Here, men, 

the indigenous Dutch (and the Asians/Africans), poorly educated people, people with a high or average income, and 

people without children find drug abuse a bigger problem than do other groups. In the Kolenkit, people under 35 

years of age, Turks, and couples without children find dirt on the streets a bigger problem than do other groups.
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neighbourhood is much more restricted in spatial dimensions. It relates to the area around a residence 

within which people engage in neighbouring, which is usually viewed as a set of informal, face-to-face 

interactions based on residential proximity’ (Davies and Herbert, 1993, p. 1). Consequently, sur-

vey-based research can only begin to uncover community dynamics and should refer to a ‘neigh-

bourhood’ and/or to ‘social aspects’.9 Without clear evidence of a ‘local community’ we can only 

speak of a ‘community of limited liability’ (Suttles, 1972), which typically consists of some local 

government authority district in which individuals’ social participation is selective and voluntary. 

As Suttles (1972) argues, communities of limited liability are intentional, voluntary, and partial 

in the level of involvement they engender; community commitment is narrowly defined.

About half the residents in the Kolenkit and the renewed part of the E/G-area, and about 

two-thirds of the residents in the non-renewed part rate their contacts with other residents in 

the neighbourhood as good. The high score of the non-renewed area is remarkable. The score 

may be explained by the fact that 68 per cent of the residents have friends and/or relatives living 

in the neighbourhood. The corresponding figures for the renewed part and the Kolenkit are 

40 per cent and 36 per cent respectively. Only 5 per cent and 8 per cent respectively of the 

residents in the renewed and non-renewed part rate their contacts with other residents as poor. 

In the Kolenkit this level is higher, but certainly not extremely high (Table 4.7).

The residents’ assessment of their contacts with other residents does not depend very much 

on socio-demographic factors. The following are of significance: in the renewed part of the E/

G-area, young people are the most attached to the neighbourhood, while in the Kolenkit older 

people are the most attached; in the Kolenkit, people who moved in longer ago are also more 

attached.

In both parts of the E/G-area, the Surinamese have the strongest attachment to their neigh-

bourhood. In the Kolenkit, the Moroccans and especially the Turks are the most attached. In 

other words, the dominant ethnic groups show significantly the greatest attachment. In the 

Kolenkit, more highly educated people are significantly less attached.10

About one-third of both parts of the E/G-area indicate that residents in the neighbourhood 

help one another. In the Kolenkit, this proportion is only 22 per cent. According to 47 per cent 

of the residents of both the Kolenkit and the renewed area, people go their own way, while only 

27 per cent of the residents of the non-renewed area say that is the case.

Residents of the renewed part of the E/G-area find their neighbourhood the most mixed, and 

residents of the Kolenkit find their neighbourhood the least mixed; the non-renewed part lies 

between these. Half the Kolenkit residents, 35 per cent of the residents of the non-renewed area, 

and 13 per cent of the residents of the renewed area find their neighbourhood socially 

homogeneous. People in both parts of the E/G-area value a high social mix much more than do 

the residents in the Kolenkit.

9 ‘Communities, considered as areas within cities, are collective entities that have a physical plan, particular land uses and 

facilities, such as shops and churches, and contain people with different characteristics such as gender, family, age, ethnicity, etc. 

when one adds the behaviour, interrelationships and organisations of these individuals, their personal types, and how they 

interpret and perceive these areas, it is clear that communities considered as intra-urban areas, must be very complex in their 

character’ (Davies and Herbert, 1993, p. 33).

10 In the non-renewed part of the E/G-area and in the Kolenkit, people without a paid job are more attached. In the 

renewed part, low-income people are more attached. These relationships are not significant, however.
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Table 4.7 – Impact of social aspects as identified by the respondents in the E/G-area and the Kolenkit 

(Amsterdam) (%) 

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area 
non-renewed

Kolenkit

Contact with other residents

Good 59 55.6 67.6 48
Moderate 33 38.1 24.3 31
Bad 6 4.8 8.1 19
Unknown 1.6 0 2
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Friends or relatives living in the neighbourhood

Yes, both 23 20.6 27.0 15
Yes, only friends 20 17.5 24.3 12
Yes, only relatives 5 1.6 10.8 9
No 52 60.3 37.8 64
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Social mix of the neighbourhood

Socially mixed 57 68 39 17
Moderately mixed 17 15 22 12
Socially homogenous 26 17 39 71
Sub-total abs. (=100%) 82 49 33 68
Unknown (% of total) 18 22.2 10.8 32
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Whether people help each other

Help each other 38 36 45 25
Go their own way 49 53 37 53
Mixture 13 11 18 22
Sub-total abs. (=100%) 87 56 31 88
Unknown (% of total) 13 11.1 16.2 12
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

High social mix good/bad for residents interaction

Good 73 70 80 44
Neutral 15 17 10 37
Bad 12 13 10 19
Sub-total abs. (=100%) 86 56 30 79
Unknown (% of total) 14 11.1 18.9 21
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Reputation of the estate in the rest of the city

Good 21 27 12 9
Moderate 18 17 18 24
Bad 61 56 71 67
Sub-total abs. (=100%) 93 58 35 80
Unknown (% of total) 7 7.9 5.4 20
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004



[ 49 ]

Most of the residents in all three areas think that their neighbourhood has a poor reputation 

in the rest of the city; the residents of the non-renewed part in particular think so (68 per cent). 

Only 7 per cent of the residents of the Kolenkit and 11 per cent of the residents in the non-

renewed part respectively think that their area has a good reputation. Residents of the renewed 

part often do not agree that this reputation is a bad one; many more residents in the other two 

areas agree that, in their opinion, outsiders attach a bad reputation to their neighbourhood. 

This, however, is still a minority of the residents in those areas. In other words, in general, 

residents of these estates think that outsiders have a more negative view of their neighbourhood 

than is justified.

4.4 Conclusions

In this chapter information has been presented on how the residents of the Kolenkit and the E/

G-area value their neighbourhood and their dwelling:

• Participation: most residents do not participate in any neighbourhood association or in any 

other social activities; if people do participate, members of the dominant ethnic group on the 

estate tend to be overrepresented. Van der Veer (Van der Veer et al., 2004) also shows that, 

within the city of Amsterdam, Kolenkit residents have the least involvement/commitment 

with their neighbourhood; on average the involvement/commitment of Bijlmer residents is 

also relatively low.

• Facilities: most basic facilities can be easily reached by most of the estate residents; in this 

respect the estates cannot be characterised as commercially or institutionally excluded places. 

Van der Veer’s report (Van der Veer et al., 2004) also shows that the Kolenkit and the Bijlmer 

have average scores on neighbourhood facilities in comparison with other neighbourhoods in 

the city. Parking facilities score low in the Kolenkit (the neighbourhood is no exception within 

the city), but average in the Bijlmer. Public transport on both estates is also considered average 

within the context of Amsterdam (Van der Veer et al., 2004).

• Time spent in the neighbourhood: people in the Kolenkit spend more time in the 

neighbourhood than do residents elsewhere; this finding is connected to the high level of 

services in (and directly next to) the neighbourhood, and also to the high number of residents 

without a formal paid job. Residents of the non-renewed part of the E/G-area spend more 

Agreement with this reputation

Yes 46 42 53 72
No 54 57 47 28
Sub-total abs. (=100%) 91 57 34 80
Unknown (% of total) 9 9.5 8.1 20
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Table 4.7 – Impact of social aspects as identified by the respondents in the E/G-area and the Kolenkit 

(Amsterdam) (%) (continued)

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area 
non-renewed

Kolenkit

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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time outside the neighbourhood than do the residents in the renewed part, although more of 

the latter have a job. Household structure and the availability of services explain part of the 

differences we found. Not surprisingly, people without a job and people over 65 years of age 

spend more time in the neighbourhood.

• Home satisfaction: residents of the renewed part of the E/G-area are very satisfied with their 

homes, but also only a few residents in the non-renewed part and in the Kolenkit give their 

home a poor grade. In the Kolenkit, and to a lesser extent in the non-renewed part, there is, 

however, a sizeable share of residents who indicate that their level of satisfaction with their 

home has decreased. In the Kolenkit, older people are significantly more satisfied (perhaps 

because they live in special housing for the elderly) and Turkish people are less satisfied. 

Again, the largest ethnic groups in the estates are in general more satisfied than other groups 

(that is, the Surinamese in the E/G-area and the Moroccans in the Kolenkit).

• According to the ‘liveability monitor’, Kolenkit residents are among the least positive about 

the quality of their homes. They are also the most negative about the ‘stylishness' of the dwell-

ings in their neighbourhood – again in comparison with other neighbourhoods in Amster-

dam. Scores in the Bijlmer-East (including the E/G-area) are closer to the average and rose 

significantly between 2001 and 2003. Bijlmer residents also indicate that the ‘stylishness' of 

the dwellings in their neighbourhood has increased (Van der Veer, 2003; Van der Veer et al., 

2004). Van der Veer (Van der Veer et al., 2004) argues that both improvements are the results 

of the urban restructuring programme in the Bijlmer.

• Estate satisfaction: again, the renewed part scores the best and the Kolenkit the worst: none 

of the residents of the renewed part give their neighbourhood an unsatisfactory mark; in the 

renewed part and the Kolenkit the proportions are 19 per cent and 31 per cent respectively. 

Similarly with respect to satisfaction with the home, the residents of the non-renewed part 

and the Kolenkit indicate more often that the level of satisfaction with the neighbourhood has 

decreased. For these two areas we again see the ‘ethnic-dominated satisfaction-factor’. This 

ethnic factor does not hold for the renewed part; there, the families are less satisfied. The 

other socio-demographic factors give more mixed results.

• In the ‘liveability monitor’ (Van der Veer, 2003; Van der Veer et al., 2004), the Kolenkit is 

one of the least popular neighbourhoods in Amsterdam. Residents give low scores for the 

design of the housing environment, the cleanliness of the streets, crime, feelings of lack of 

safety, disturbance, and noise made by traffic as well as by neighbours. It is encouraging, 

however, to note that the Kolenkit residents were less negative about their neighbourhood in 

2003 than in 2001: one clear point of improvement (but a point still considered unsatisfactory 

by the residents) is the pollution.11 Both parts of the Bijlmer also score relatively low but, as 

in the Kolenkit, their residents were more positive in 2003. In many aspects, such as the 

design of the housing environment, pollution, feelings of lack of safety, and the green spaces 

in the area, the Bijlmer residents were more positive in 2003 than in 2001 (Van der Veer, 

11 Interestingly, in 2003 the residents of the Kolenkit were quite negative about the development of their 

neighbourhood. This is strange because they gave it a higher mark in 2003 than in 2001. The explanation for this 

could be that they give a low mark for the recent developments because they were still unsatisfied. In general, a low 

mark for the current liveability situation coincides with a low mark for the recent developments (Van der Veer, Van 

der Veer et al., 2004).
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2003; Van der Veer et al., 2004). The scores are, however, still clearly below the city average 

in several respects, including feelings of lack of safety and crime.

• Most liked aspects: the aspects the respondents most like vary widely per estate. In the E/G-

area the people who live in the neighbourhood are valued most highly, while in the Kolenkit, 

having shops and a market in close proximity is valued most highly. In the non-renewed part 

green spaces and the people who live there are scored equally high; quietness in the renewed 

part, and accessibility to public services in the Kolenkit, also score high. Ethnicity and level of 

education are not significant factors in explaining what people like most; income level, gender 

and age are, but give a mixed picture.

• In Van der Veer’s report (Van der Veer et al., 2004), shops, public transport, and peace and 

quiet turn out to be the most liked aspects of the Kolenkit; and green spaces, peace and quiet, 

and public transport in the Southeast district (including the E/G-area). These findings are no 

surprise, because these four aspects have the highest scores throughout the city. Features with 

relatively high scores in the Kolenkit are: the proximity of the ring road (city-highway), 

affordability, and ‘feeling at home’; in the Southeast district relatively high scores are given to: 

parking, the dwelling, and multiculturalism. Relatively low scores in the Kolenkit are given to: 

the central location, congeniality/pleasantness, and safety. In the Southeast district, relatively 

low scores are given to: the central location, the proximity of the city centre, and congeniality/

pleasantness (Van der Veer et al., 2004).

• Least liked aspects: again, the estates differ widely. In the Kolenkit, respondents mention the 

people who live in the neighbourhood and, to a lesser extent, the lack of care and cleanliness 

and young people hanging around. Drugs (and homelessness) are mentioned by 40 per cent 

of the residents of the non-renewed area: crime/safety by 16 per cent. In the renewed part, 

more than a quarter of the respondents cannot select a biggest problem; those who do indicate 

a problem score drugs and lack of care and cleanliness relatively high.

• Neighbourhood problems: residents of the non-renewed part on average mention twice as 

many problems as do those of the renewed part; the Kolenkit is placed in the middle. Drug 

abuse, dirt on the streets, and car theft are mentioned by a majority of the respondents from 

the non-renewed area; more than a quarter of them mention many other problems. More than 

half the respondents in the renewed part mention no problem; the problems scoring relatively 

high are the same as those in the non-renewed part (although ranked in a different order). In 

the Kolenkit, dirt on the streets is the only item mentioned by more than half the respondents; 

many other problems are mentioned by more than a quarter of them.

• Social aspects: about half the residents in the Kolenkit and the renewed part of the E/G-area, 

and about two-thirds of the residents in the non-renewed part, rate their contacts with other 

residents in the neighbourhood as good. The latter also have more friends and/or relatives 

living in the neighbourhood. The residents’ assessment of their contacts with other residents 

does not depend very much on socio-demographic factors. In both parts of the E/G-area, the 

Surinamese have the strongest attachment to the neighbourhood. In the Kolenkit, the 

Moroccans and the Turks in particular are the most attached. Residents of the non-renewed 

area help each other the most, and residents of the Kolenkit the least.

• The residents in the Kolenkit give some of the lowest scores in the city for the way the differ-

ent groups in the neighbourhood live together. The score given by Bijlmer-East residents is 

still below average, but it was significantly higher in 2003 than in 2001 (Van der Veer et al., 

2004). Van der Veer (Van der Veer et al., 2004) shows that these scores are in general the low-
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est in neighbourhoods with many different ethnic groups and a high share of social housing; 

the neighbourhoods with relatively few residents of non-Dutch ethnicity are often the neigh-

bourhoods with a high socio-economic status.

• Social mix: residents of the renewed part of the E/G-area find their neighbourhood the most 

mixed, and residents of the Kolenkit find theirs the least mixed. Half the Kolenkit residents, 

but much less than half in the non-renewed and in particular the renewed areas, find their 

neighbourhood socially homogeneous. In the E/G-area, people value a high social mix much 

more than do the people in the Kolenkit.

• Reputation: most of the residents in all three areas think that their neighbourhood has a poor 

reputation in the rest of the city. Residents of the renewed part often do not agree with this 

assertion. In general, the residents of these estates think that outsiders have a more negative 

view of their neighbourhood than they consider justified.



[ 53 ]

5 Effects of policies

In this chapter we first provide a brief overview of the policies and actions implemented in the 

two estates (a longer overview and discussion of these policies can be found in Aalbers et al., 

2004). We then consider what – according to the residents – has been improved as a result of 

the policies and programmes implemented. Again, it should be stressed that there is little to 

evaluate in the Kolenkit since the renewal there has only just started.12 Finally, some comments 

are made about the effects of these policies on other areas in the city.

5.1 Brief overview of policies and actions in the estates

The renewal of the Kolenkit and the Bijlmer can be typified as a renewal of both socio-economic 

and physical aspects of the estates.

Physically, there are several forms of restructuring on both estates: in addition to demolition 

and new building projects, the housing stock in the areas has also been partly renovated. 

Furthermore, in order to increase the share of dwellings in the owner-occupied sector, several 

social-rented dwellings have been sold to the sitting tenants. Finally, physical restructuring also 

leads to the improvement of the access to services. On both estates, several projects near or 

within the research neighbourhoods are expected to have a positive impact on the development 

of these particular areas. It is important to bear in mind that, writing in 2004, the physical 

renewal of the Kolenkit has only just started, while more than 50 per cent of the renewal of the 

Bijlmer has already been completed.

5.1.1 Physical renewal in the Kolenkit
Almost half the 2,100 housing units in the Kolenkit area of New West will be demolished under 

the housing restructuring plan. Replacement and additional housing will result in 1,365 new 

units, thus increasing the number of housing units in the area. This plan was put forward in the 

first half of 2003 by the city district of Bos and Lommer, the ‘Far West’ housing consortium, 

and ‘Prospect Amsterdam’ (together these two housing consortia own and manage 1,995 of the 

2,113 housing units in the area) and the welfare foundation ‘Impuls’. The dwellings to be 

demolished are mostly small flat blocks; they will make room for blocks of larger apartments and 

12 Social and economic policies have been implemented for a longer time, but the survey concentrated mostly on the 

(physical) renewal of the estates.
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terraced housing/town houses. Of the new housing units, 386 will be social (rented) housing 

(owned by several housing associations), 575 ‘mid-priced’ (mostly owner-occupied, but also 

144 rental units) and 428 ‘high-priced’ owner-occupied units. Approximately 400 of the units 

remaining in the area will be renovated extensively; some other remaining units have already 

been renovated. Some will not be renovated, to ensure that some units will remain in the 

cheapest segment of the market. Some units will be sold to current tenants or, more probably, 

to new owner-occupiers; these units will probably be relatively low-priced. The plan will be 

carried out between the end of 2004 and 2015. Eventually the Kolenkit area will contain 

2,419 housing units, 56 per cent (1,350 units) of which will be in the social-rented sector. One 

of the main goals of the physical renewal is to retain residents whose income situation has 

improved by offering them wider housing choices within the neighbourhood. Furthermore, the 

plan does not start with demolition, but with the construction of new units on land that has not 

yet been built on, so as to be able to retain residents with an improved income situation as well 

as those on a low income.

5.1.2 Physical renewal in the Bijlmer
While the Kolenkit has only been viewed as a problematic area in the last decade, the Bijlmer 

was recognised as problematic soon after the first buildings were constructed (Aalbers et al., 

2003, Chapters 6 and 7). Many renewal policies had therefore already been implemented in the 

1980s – most with little or no success; some had been carried out as early as the 1970s (Dukes, 

2002). The Southeast city district, the city of Amsterdam, and the housing association 

implemented a new plan aiming at the complete renewal of the Bijlmer, starting from 1992. The 

general approach was a mixture of positive and negative elements, referring to the stimulation 

of the ‘potential of the Bijlmer-community,’ as well as to ‘solving the problems’ in the area. The 

aims of the current renewal initiatives (according to Leferink, director of the renewal agency) 

are as follows:

• a financially sound housing association;

• a varied and attractive housing stock;

• a socially varied/socially strong population;

• a safe and respected neighbourhood.

A derived aim is to hold on to the upwardly mobile residents, which means less ‘moving on’ by 

this group, but also fewer ‘social starters’ moving into the Bijlmer, so that the concentrated 

support of vulnerable groups becomes practicable.

Since the implementation of the 1992 renewal plan, many units have been torn down and 

replaced by others and many other units have been transformed physically (by splitting 

apartments, high-level renovation, and so forth) or in terms of tenure. In 2002 almost a third of 

the ‘New Bijlmer’ was ready: 3,400 apartments have been demolished and 2,700 have been 

extensively renovated. A total of 1,700 new housing units have been constructed, while 

5,600 more are planned. Next to the renovation, this regeneration involves not only replacing 

apartments (partly) by terraced housing, but also replacing social housing (mostly) by owner-

occupied housing; eventually, the share of social housing will drop from 93 per cent to 55 per 

cent. Finally, about half the 12,500 flat units will be demolished. The number of new apartments 

and terraced houses will even be 10 per cent greater than the number of dwellings scheduled for 

demolition.
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Resident participation in the Bijlmer renewal plans is a special case. Originally, actors such as 

the city district office and the housing association drew up plans with almost no involvement of 

the residents. Often, they had little choice: resident involvement was sparse and most people 

only lived in the Bijlmer until they were able to find accommodation elsewhere (in the city). 

However, in time the Surinamese in particular, but also some other (ethnic) groups developed 

their own social and commercial networks in the Bijlmer and made it their home. These 

residents had no intention of leaving at the earliest opportunity, and some of them demanded a 

voice in the renewal plans. Eventually, this movement led to more resident participation and the 

founding of the Multiculturalisation and Participation Bureau in which the main aim was to 

encourage and facilitate resident participation. Arguably, this approach has led to better plans 

in the sense that new housing and renovation were closer to the demands of the current 

residents.

5.1.3 Socio-economic renewal
Socio-economically, the objectives are to (1) reduce the share of registered unemployment and 

(2) increase the local development of the number of jobs. Several programmes have been 

initiated in order to realise these objectives. The main aim of these programmes is to strengthen 

the position of the neighbourhood residents on both the labour market and within society as a 

whole (increasing the educational level or professional skills; improving access to and use of the 

internet, for example). Typical of the Kolenkit is the fact that participation in one of the projects 

concentrating on integration is not voluntary; residents who depend on social security benefits 

have to cooperate in order to keep their social security benefits. A striking project in the Bijlmer 

is the ‘Culture and Education Centre’ that aims at bringing together not only labour supply and 

demand (as do various other projects in the estates), but also the intermediaries on this market 

by concentrating these organisations in one building and coordinating the activities in one front 

office. With respect to the neighbourhood economy, the Bijlmer, and to a lesser degree the 

Kolenkit, concentrate their attention on stimulating starting businesses. As well as the ‘business-

concentration buildings’, accommodation is made available to artists.

In socio-economic terms education programmes are also of prime importance. Many of these 

are not part of the socio-economic renewal plans, but of more general education programmes. 

One important example of this approach is the Dutch national policy to reduce the educational 

arrears of such groups as children from (very) low-income households and the children of 

immigrants. Under this educational-arrears policy, several projects were developed in order to 

(1) improve pre- and post-school education; (2) stimulate a continuous educational career; 

(3) improve command of the Dutch language; (4) reduce educational dropout and premature 

school leaving. An important item in the policy is the focus on parents; they must become more 

involved with raising their children and fostering their educational careers. Besides the specific 

education projects, the realisation of a Forum School, Integrated School, or Broad School is an 

important item on both estates. Under this concept, different organisations (primary schools, 

library, day-care, youth welfare, and adult education, and so forth) are accommodated in the 

same building or near to each other in order to strengthen communication and cooperation. In 

this way, such a Forum School should also acquire an important social function within the 

particular neighbourhood.
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In the Bijlmer in particular, but also in the Kolenkit, there are many other programmes and 

activities that concentrate on the well-being of individuals and communities. The programmes 

are concerned with issues such as liveability, community, empowerment, and sports activities.

In the last few years many projects have been implemented with the aim of increasing safety. 

Some of these projects are more physical in nature while others are more social. An important 

way to increase safety is by improving (the management of) the living environment. In the 

Bijlmer in particular, the management of public space seems to be the weak link in the renewal 

operation. Management groups have been established in order to keep renovation areas liveable 

(before, during, and after restructuring interventions). In addition to these measures aimed at 

(the feeling of) safety in (semi-) public space, the actors involved in the estates have also taken 

action to fight youth crime by providing more ‘perspectives’ through ‘socialisation’ projects such 

as ‘New Perspectives’ that focus on education, job training, and so forth, but also by combating 

(youth) crime in a project entitled ‘Court of Justice in the Neighbourhood’. 

5.2 What has been improved?

Most of the residents in our three areas have not reported any policy effects concerning their 

own dwellings (Table 5.1). In the Kolenkit and the renewed part of the E/G-area only 14 per 

cent of the people report the renovation or refurbishment of their dwelling. Painting is the most 

frequently mentioned aspect of this renovation in the renewed part; windows and central heating 

are the most frequently mentioned in the Kolenkit. In the non-renewed part, more people report 

home improvements (30 per cent). In 70 per cent of these cases, the kitchen is involved. The 

absolute number of respondents indicating that their dwellings have been renovated or 

refurbished is too small to make an analysis on socio-demographic grounds worthwhile.

Residents of the non-renewed part also have more knowledge of the neighbourhood renewal 

policies: two-thirds are aware of such policies, while in the renewed part only half the residents 

are aware of these policies. This difference is striking, since all these residents ‘live’ in the results 

of these policies, i.e. the renewal of this part of the E/G-area; many of these respondents have 

actually moved from a non-renovated flat into a renovated dwelling or a newly-built single-

family house as a result of the implementation of these policies. In the Kolenkit, 57 per cent of 

the residents are aware of neighbourhood renewal policies. In view of the efforts made by the 

actors involved in the renewal, this percentage seems quite low. But, one could argue that more 

than half the Kolenkit residents are aware of neighbourhood renewal policies and the renewal of 

the area has only just started. An alternative explanation – not just for the Kolenkit, but also for 

the E/G-area – is that people are aware of neighbourhood renewal actions and policies, but they 

do not perceive them as such.

In all cases where the residents are aware of such policies they see the local government 

authority (or local politics, often referred to as ‘political parties’ by the residents) as the principal 

actor. A much smaller group mentions the housing associations as the principal actor. Only in 

the renewed part of the E/G-area do some people see the local population as the principal actor 

(12 per cent). All groups refer most often to the local government authority and political parties 

as the most important actors in these policies and actions. The women refer to the housing 

associations more often than the men do.
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Table 5.1 – Policy effects identified by the respondents in the E/G-area and the Kolenkit (Amsterdam) 

(%) 

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area non-
renewed

Kolenkit

Renovation/refurbishment

Unknown 2 1.6 2.7 12
No 78 84.1 67.6 74
Yes: 20 14.3 29.7 14
- Kitchen 10 3.2 21.6 2
- Windows 1 1.6 0 5
- Windows; painting 1 1.6 0 0
- Painting 4 4.8 2.7 0
- Central heating 0 0 0 5
- Balcony 0 0 0 2
- Change of layout 2 0 5.4 0
- Added a floor 1 1.6 0 0
- Living room 1 1.6 0 0
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Knowledge about neighbourhood policies

Yes 56 49.2 67.6 57
No 24 30.2 13.5 20
Unknown 20 20.6 18.9 23
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Positive effects of policy (identified by those who answered ‘yes’ to the previous question)

Less crime; safer; more police 23 19 28 12
New and/or improved dwellings 20 16 24 21
Drug abuse has been reduced 12 16 8 0
Improved environment and liveability 10 16 4 3
Improvement of commercial facilities 2 0 4 24
More active participation of residents 7 6 8 3
Better waste distribution systems 3 6 0 12
Improvement of public spaces 2 3 0 0
Improvement of public spaces 2 3 0 6
Improvement of green areas 2 0 4 0
Better care by city district 2 0 4 0
More owner-occupied dwellings 2 3 0 3
More work 2 3 0 0
Number of homeless people is 
reduced

2 3 0 0

Problems are solved faster 2 3 0 0
Social renewal 2 3 0 0
District council works hard and 
provides better information

0 0 0 3

More activities for young people 0 0 0 3
Creation of a new playground 0 0 0 3
New offices 0 0 0 3
No answer; unknown 8 0 16 4
Total abs. (=100%) 56 31 25 57

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Of all the people who are aware of the policies, most mention ‘less crime; safer; more police’ 

and ‘new and/or improved dwellings’ as positive effects of policy; but this is still a very small 

group. This is particularly the case in the non-renewed part of the E/G-area. Residents in the 

renewed part also refer to the reduction of drug abuse, the improved environment, and the 

liveability; but again, this is still a very small group. Kolenkit residents, if they refer to anything, 

mention the improvement of the commercial facilities. This is not surprising, since the physical 

renewal of the Kolenkit has only just started, while the new market and new shopping centre 

were about to be opened when the resident survey took place. Of course, most people do not 

identify any positive effects (or principal actors) since they are apparently unaware of any 

neighbourhood renewal policies.

In the E/G-area, people under 35 years of age are significantly more often aware of policies 

or actions aiming at the improvement of the neighbourhood. On both estates, the indigenous 

Dutch are more aware than the other ethnic groups. Furthermore, in general, highly educated 

people are more aware than less well-educated people. In both parts of the E/G-area, but not in 

the Kolenkit, there is also greater awareness among people with a paid job. In the renewed part 

of the E/G-area, people with a high or average income are also aware of policies and actions.

In the renewed part of the E/G-area and in the Kolenkit, young people more often refer to 

positive signs of physical renewal. In the former, older people hardly ever refer to any signs of 

renewal. In the renewed part of the E/G-area, women refer to signs of physical renewal more 

often than men, while men more often refer to signs of social renewal. Furthermore, in the 

renewed part the indigenous Dutch residents refer more often to signs of both physical and 

social renewal than do other ethnic groups. In the Kolenkit, signs of social renewal are only 

mentioned by a few indigenous Dutch and even fewer Moroccans. In general, people with a 

higher level of education and with a high or average income tend to refer to signs of renewal 

somewhat more often than do people with a lower level of education and with a low income. In 

Principal actors in these policies (identified by those who answered ‘yes’ above)

Local government; political parties 56 60 52 70
Housing companies 12 6 20 20
National government 6 5 8 2
Local population 6 12 0 0
Police 5 3 8 2
Parking department 2 0 4 0
Surveillance 2 0 4 0
Private organisations 2 0 4 0
EU 2 3 0 0
Landlord 2 3 0 2
Social services organisation 0 0 0 2
No answer; unknown 4 8 0 2
Total abs. (=100%) 56 31 25 57

Table 5.1 – Policy effects identified by the respondents in the E/G-area and the Kolenkit (Amsterdam) 

(%) (continued)

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area non-
renewed

Kolenkit

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004



[ 59 ]

the renewed part of the E/G-area, people without a paid job hardly ever refer to signs of social 

renewal, while almost 30 per cent of those with a paid job do.

In Table 5.1 we report the responses of the people who were asked to identify the most 

important positive effect the policies had had on themselves. In Table 5.2 we report the 

responses people gave when they were asked to indicate whether certain possibly problematic 

aspects we mentioned had been improved. The proportion of people (as a percentage) who 

answered ‘unknown’ or ‘not applicable’ (rather than ‘no’) is indicated between [brackets]. The 

general picture that emerges from Table 5.2 is that most people see no real improvement as a 

result of policies. In none of these three areas is there an aspect that is seen by more than half 

the respondents to have been improved. Aspects of improvement in the renewed part of the E/

G-area are: feelings of lack of safety, drug abuse, dirt on the streets, and the maintenance of 

buildings. In the non-renewed part the following aspects are identified as having been improved: 

the upkeep of public spaces, dirt on the streets, the maintenance of buildings, and feelings of 

lack of safety. Thus, in both parts of the E/G-area people refer mostly to the improvement of 

problems related to the use of public space (including drug abuse, safety, and dirt) and, to a lesser 

extent, to the maintenance of buildings. Strikingly, the differences between the renewed and the 

non-renewed parts are rather small although one might expect the residents of the renewed part 

to indicate improvements more often. In the Kolenkit, where the renewal has hardly started, 

fewer people refer to aspects of improvement. If they do, they refer to the improvement of the 

condition of the roads and the improved quality of commercial services (the new market and the 

new shopping centre).

Table 5.2 – Improvement of serious neighbourhood problems for the respondents in the E/G-area and 

the Kolenkit (Amsterdam) (%) [unknown; not applicable]

Aspect E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area non-
renewed

Kolenkit

Feelings of lack of safety 31 [33] 35 [30] 25 [39] 5 [35]
Upkeep of public spaces 30 [38] 25 [34] 39 [45] 7 [28]
Condition of roads 20 [40] 23 [31] 14 [60] 17 [28]
Dirt on the streets 30 [25] 31 [25] 28 [25] 6 [29]
Quality of commercial services 17 [51] 20 [38] 11 [73] 13 [35]
Drug abuse 24 [32] 34 [34] 9 [28] 3 [37]
Maintenance of buildings 28 [41] 28 [37] 28 [48] 9 [30]
Playgrounds for children 19 [47] 22 [35] 14 [66] 7 [32]
Burglary in dwellings 19 [47] 25 [38] 9 [63] 7 [35]
Quality of public services 15 [51] 19 [38] 9 [73] 7 [33]
Burglary in cars 14 [44] 20 [38] 3 [54] 6 [35]
Graffiti; vandalism 11 [48] 17 [41] 3 [60] 6 [31]
Lack of employment 8 [54] 15 [46] 3 [69] 1 [44]
Quality of schools 7 [52] 10 [49] 5 [83] 0 [40]
Different values, norms, lifestyles 5 [46] 3 [40] 9 [57] 1 [34]
Racism; racist harassment 5 [53] 6 [43] 3 [71] 0 [36]
Total abs. 100 63 37 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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5.3 Spill-over effects: effects of the policies on other areas

The restructuring of a housing estate tends to target specific areas in need of renovation. Usually 

the areas involved are clearly delineated spaces. Social science research evaluating restructuring 

policies also targets these areas: that is to say, concentrating on the direct impacts of mainly 

physical but also social and economic restructuring processes in the areas themselves. This study 

is an example of such targeting. Generally, the results of the evaluations of such area-based pro-

grammes soon after the restructuring are positive because of the physical upgrading of the area.

However, the restructuring can have clear spill-over effects with regard to other areas. In this 

section we briefly consider these effects to alert the reader to their existence and possible 

importance. However, spill-over effects need not be negative throughout. Some people may 

have moved from the area under consideration to better housing and a better environment. The 

income or household situation of those who are involved and had to move as a result of the 

restructuring process may have developed so that the household was ready to make a move in 

any case.

But the reverse may also be true. Highly problematic households (long-term unemployed, 

anti-social renters) may have been pushed towards the next weakest segments of the housing 

market. Their move to these areas may well result in a reduction of the social level of the areas 

in which they settle. Such an effect is particularly disappointing when the main aim of the 

restructuring process is of a social nature, because the upgrading of the area under consideration 

is then compensated by the downgrading of adjacent areas, making the total balance 

problematic. In connection with this issue of pushing the problem on to another 

neighbourhood, the question to be addressed is, to what extent is the solution of ‘the’ problem 

being sought in the right direction.

Restructuring activities almost inevitably result in the need for the displacement of at least part 

of the population. The renewed neighbourhoods will most likely become more expensive, so 

there will be a tendency for the weaker social strata to be overrepresented in the category that 

has to move elsewhere. In fact, these processes of the displacement of the socially weaker house-

holds are officially referred to as ‘displacing the poor’, or – worse – ‘displacing the problems’.

The suggestion is often made that the people who are displaced will become dispersed and 

poverty will be de-concentrated. There is, however, no evidence for this assertion in the 

literature. According to urban theory, housing market processes and demand and supply 

interactions rapidly result in new concentrations of residents who find themselves at the lower 

end of the socio-economic ladder. Therefore, the urban renewal nomads, or restructuring 

nomads as they are sometimes labelled, will probably resurface in other areas, which – in their 

turn – are to be found at the new bottom-end of the housing market. In other words, dispersal 

per se will not resolve the problems of the population involved.

There are indications from other projects carried out in Amsterdam that the people who leave 

the neighbourhood are indeed those in a relatively weak position on the housing market: the 

movers were largely in one- and two-person households, not families, and those dependent on 

rented accommodation (Kleinhans and Kruythoff, 2002), apparently unable to buy 

accommodation in the restructured area, where the share of owner-occupied housing increased 

through the very aim of the policy to make the housing stock more mixed (that is, to replace 

housing for rent by owner-occupied housing).
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Dignum (2002) also points out the movers’ weak position on the housing market. Families 

stay, while small households, renters, and foreigners from non-western countries move. They 

find accommodation in other parts of Amsterdam, often with a high proportion of rented 

housing and frequently near the areas of restructuring. On reviewing the literature, it seems fair 

to say that, in the process of restructuring, the interests of those who have to move are not lost 

from sight (they receive attention and financial support); it is however also clear that a social 

downgrading of the other areas in the city where the movers settle compensates any social 

upgrading of the area that is restructured.

The downgrading of areas near the places of urban restructuring has been illustrated with the 

help of the City Monitor of Amsterdam.13 In specific areas, such as Daalwijk in the non-

renewed part of the D-area of the Bijlmer, the relative concentration of unemployed is 

increasing during the restructuring of the housing stock in adjacent areas (that is, the demolition 

of high-rise apartment blocks and the building of low-rise and often owner-occupied 

accommodation). Daalwijk accommodated the strongest concentration of unemployment in the 

municipality of Amsterdam between 1996 and 2000. In this period the unemployment in 

Amsterdam decreased, even in Daalwijk, but clearly at a slower pace. So the location-quotient 

of Daalwijk increased between 1996 and 2000 (Table 5.3). After the year 2000, part of Daalwijk 

(the central part) also became subjected to restructuring and this area no longer shows a strong 

concentration of unemployment. The location-quotient then decreased.

Displacement effects seem to be unavoidable in the process of urban restructuring. Adequate 

accommodation cannot be offered to everybody in the same area. However, the households who 

have to leave the area are often those in a weak position on the regional housing market. Their 

new accommodation will therefore be found at the bottom end of the regional housing market; 

the result will be new or growing concentrations of disadvantaged people, and not the solution 

of poverty. Two additional points that limit the negative effects of spill-over processes have to 

be mentioned here. In the first place, the problem of displacement depends strongly on the 

intensity of the relationship between the displaced household and the original, now renewed, 

neighbourhood. When this relationship is important, displacement has a greater social impact. 

13 The City Monitor is an instrument to create concentration maps of phenomena, starting from six-digit postal code 

data; the monitor was developed by the Department of Geography and Planning at the University of Amsterdam and 

the Department of Research and Statistics of the Municipality of Amsterdam.

Table 5.3 – Percentage of unemployed in the municipality of Amsterdam and in Daalwijk and the 

location-quotients for Daalwijk (Amsterdam) (%) 

Unemployed Location-quotient Daalwijk

Year Amsterdam Daalwijk

1996 16.1 38.3 2.38
1998 14.6 36.8 2.52
2000 11.2 28.3 2.53
2002 9.2 22.7 2.47

Source: City Monitor of Amsterdam, Department of Geography and Planning at the University of Amsterdam and the 

Department of Research and Statistics of the Municipality of Amsterdam, 2004
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In most cases, however, the relationship between household and neighbourhood is not strong. 

A second reason for a limited social effect on displaced people is found in the influence that 

sitting residents often have in the process of urban restructuring. The organisation takes care of 

the interests of the residents involved and as a result many residents take the opportunity to 

consolidate or even improve their housing situation.

5.4 Conclusions

Most residents could not identify any effects policy might have had on their dwelling. About 

half the residents of the renewed part and two-thirds of the non-renewed part of the E/G-area 

are aware of neighbourhood policies; in the Kolenkit the corresponding figure is 57 per cent. 

Indigenous Dutch residents and people with a higher level of education are significantly more 

often aware of such policies; in the E/G-area, people under 35 years of age are also more likely 

to be aware. It is striking that, overall, the non-renewed area has the highest awareness score 

while it has the less well-educated residents and fewer Dutch people than the renewed part. It 

is the residents of the non-renewed part, however, whose homes are soon to be renovated or – 

more likely – demolished. In general, it seems that many residents do not have a clear notion of 

‘policy’. It is hypothesised that many residents are aware of neighbourhood renewal actions and 

policies – and often also of their results – but that they do not perceive or define them as such. 

On both estates, a majority of those who do so define them see the local government authority 

as the principal actor in these policies.

The residents who were aware of neighbourhood policies were asked about the positive 

results. In the E/G-area, crime/safety/police and new/improved dwellings are mentioned most 

(in the renewed part, also drug abuse and environment/liveability. In the Kolenkit, commercial 

facilities (the new shopping centre and in particular the market) and new/improved dwellings 

are mentioned most. The numbers were small, so it is hard to say which socio-demographic 

groups mentioned which items.

People were asked not only to identify improvements that affected them, but also to indicate 

on a list which of the items had been improved. On average, residents in the renewed part 

mentioned 1.5 times and three to four times as many positive effects respectively as did the 

residents in the non-renewed part and the Kolenkit. This result is not very surprising; the 

renewal of the Kolenkit has only just begun, while that in the Bijlmer is more than halfway 

through. Overall, none of the possible serious neighbourhood problems on the list was identified 

as having been improved by more than half the respondents. In the E/G-area people refer 

mostly to the improvement of problems related to the use of public space (including drug abuse, 

safety, and dirt) and, to a lesser extent, to the maintenance of buildings.

In a separate section we consider the effects of urban restructuring on other areas in the city: 

the spill-over effects. Although these formed no part of the RESTATE survey, paying some 

attention to these effects would seem to be advisable, since they have to be taken into account 

in ascertaining the total balance of the impacts of restructuring on urban social problems. We 

have pointed out these effects, but we have also made it clear that not all displacement 

automatically implies a push of weaker households to other weak neighbourhoods. Many people 

appear to take advantage of the fact that they may be displaced and cash in the subsidies involved 

while improving their housing situation in a way they had already planned to do.



[ 63 ]

6 The future of the estates

In this chapter, we present some final results of the resident survey. Residents were asked how 

they saw the future of their neighbourhood, why they thought it would improve (in case they 

thought it would), whether they planned to move and (if so) where they planned to move to.

6.1 The future of the neighbourhood

Most of the residents in our three areas have a positive outlook on the future of their 

neighbourhood (Table 6.1). Residents of the non-renewed part of the E/G-area in particular 

think that their neighbourhood will be better in the future (81 per cent). In the renewed part 

and in the Kolenkit these proportions are 70 per cent and 58 per cent respectively. Only 5 per 

cent to 6 per cent of both parts of the E/G-area think the future will be worse; in the Kolenkit 

this figure is 11 per cent. In general, young people tend to have a somewhat more positive 

outlook concerning the future, and old people somewhat less positive. In the renewed part of the 

E/G-area, all 12 Latin American/Antillean respondents think that their neighbourhood will be 

better in the future. Differences in level of education and level of income do not mark any clear 

differences in the opinions of the future perspectives of the neighbourhood.

Most people could not suggest any specific reason why they thought the future would be 

brighter. Residents of the non-renewed part are very unsure about it. Kolenkit residents referred 

to the greater mixture of residents and, to a lesser extent, to problems with dirt on the streets. 

Only 17 residents from the renewed part of the E/G-area identified aspects signalling a better 

future, but they named nine different aspects (Table 6.1).

More residents had ideas about the future turning brighter. Residents from the non-renewed 

part were more often able to give a reason (76 per cent) than residents from the renewed part 

(59 per cent) or the Kolenkit (55 per cent). Of the residents in the non-renewed part, 41 per 

cent referred to new or improved dwellings and 24 per cent to a greater acceptance of 

immigrants. Kolenkit residents gave the same reasons, but to a lesser extent (22 per cent and 

16 per cent respectively). The greater acceptance of immigrants was the main reason mentioned 

in the renewed part (22 per cent. Other reasons were only given by very few people (Table 6.1).
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Table 6.1 – Opinions concerning the future of the neighbourhood of the respondents in the E/G-area 

and the Kolenkit (Amsterdam) (%) 

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area 
non-

renewed

Kolenkit

Future perspectives

Better 84 81 91 72
Neutral 9 12 3 14
Worse 7 7 6 14
Sub-total abs. (=100%) 88 55 33 80
Unknown (% of total) 12 12.7 10.8 20
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Future turned brighter as a result of: (absolute numbers)

Greater mixture of residents 1 1 0 11
Safety; more police; surveillance (neighbourhood 
fathers)

4 3 1 1

Problems with dirt on the streets 2 2 0 5
More youth facilities 3 3 0 0
Better cooperation between residents and local council 3 3 0 0
Do something about drug abuse 2 2 0 0
Less nuisance; noise 0 0 0 3
Improve affordability of dwellings 1 1 0 1
Creation/improvement of green areas 0 0 0 2
Back to God 1 1 0 0
Pay more attention to the elderly 1 1 0 0
Do something about problems with alcoholism 0 0 0 1
Do not demolish my house 0 0 0 1
More TV-satellites from the wall to the roof 0 0 0 1
Re-educating people 0 0 0 1
Renovation of housing 0 0 0 1
Unknown 82

(82%)
46

(73%)
36

(97.3%)
72

(72%)
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Interventions needed to realise a brighter future

New/improved dwellings 33 14 53 40
Higher acceptance of immigrants 38 37 31 29
Activities of government 7 10 4 1
It is good enough 7 10 4 0
New residents 1 3 0 11
Better integration of people 4 6 4 2
More commercial facilities 0 0 0 11
More active participation of residents 4 8 0 0
More police on the streets 3 3 4 0
Improvement of public spaces 1 3 0 4
Activities of cooperatives 1 3 0 2
Improved location of the neighbourhood within the city 1 3 0 0
Sub-total abs. (=100%) 65 37 28 55
Unknown (% of total) 35 41.3 24.4 45
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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6.2 Staying or leaving?

Unsurprisingly, more residents of the non-renewed part (62 per cent) than residents of the 

renewed part of the E/G-area (22 per cent) have plans to move within two years (Table 6.2). On 

average, a quarter of all Amsterdam residents want to move within two years: the percentage for 

the renewed part is quite average, while the percentage in the non-renewed part is rather high. 

Furthermore, one-third of all Bijlmer residents plan to move within two years (Van 

Heerwaarden et al., 2004). What is worrying is that, in September 2004, one-quarter of the new 

owner-occupied apartments near the Ganzenhoef shopping strip (in the E/G-area) were still 

unsold two years after their construction. A news report (Netwerk, September 13, 2004) showed 

concerned residents who were satisfied with their dwellings, but not with their surroundings, 

Table 6.2 – Ideas of moving by the respondents in the E/G-area and the Kolenkit (Amsterdam) (%) 

E/G-area E/G-area 
renewed

E/G-area 
non-

renewed

Kolenkit

Plans to move within 2 years

Yes 39 23 66 48
No 61 77 34 52
Sub-total abs. (=100%) 96 61 35 85
Unknown (% of total) 4 3.2 5.4 15
Total abs. (=100%) 100 63 37 100
Reason for considering moving
Present home is too small 5 4.8 5.4 11
Renovation/demolishing ahead 10 0 27.0 3
Ground-floor flat; too many stairs 4 3.2 5.4 3
Want to live in a more quiet environment 2 0 5.4 5
People (e.g. move to ethnically mixed neighbourhood) 2 1.6 2.7 4
Want to live in a more safe environment 1 1.6 0 4
Want to buy a dwelling 5 1.6 10.8 0
Emigration 3 4.8 0 0
House has too much moisture (cold, smelly, asthma) 0 0 0 3
Want to be main resident; live by myself 0 0 0 2
New house with partner 0 0 0 1
Nursing home 0 0 0 1
Don’t like the city 0 0 0 1
Want to live closer to work 0 0 0 1
Closer to the school 0 0 0 1
Closer to the centre 1 1.6 0 0
Secret address for … 0 0 0 1

Move to (absolute numbers)

In the same neighbourhood 8 2 6 14
Close to present neighbourhood 9 2 7 5
Somewhere else in the city 8 3 5 13
Elsewhere 7 5 2 4
Unknown 5 2 3 5
Total abs. (=100%) 37 14 23 41

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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where drug dealing was still the everyday reality. Furthermore, they are worried that they will 

not be able to sell their apartments, or if they do only at a price significantly below what they 

paid for it.

The most important reason for residents of the non-renewed part to move is that their 

dwelling will be renovated or demolished (27 per cent), so that they are forced to move. Of these, 

11 per cent also indicate that they want to buy a dwelling. Of the Kolenkit residents who want 

to move within two years (41 per cent) – a significantly higher proportion than the city average – 

the most frequently mentioned reason is that their present home is too small (11 per cent).

In general, younger people on both estates are significantly keener to move within two years, 

while people over 55 years of age are the least keen to move. In the Kolenkit, people with 

children more often have plans to move within two years. On both estates, the Surinamese have 

fewer plans to move (but this difference is only significant in the E/G-area). In the Kolenkit, 

people with a job are significantly keener to move. Of the people in the non-renewed part who 

want to move, most would like a house in or close to the same neighbourhood. In the Kolenkit 

about half the people who want to move would like to stay in, or close to, the same 

neighbourhood.

6.3 Conclusions

In both the Kolenkit and the E/G-area – and in particular in the non-renewed part – a majority 

of the residents have a positive outlook on the future of their neighbourhood. Younger people 

have a more positive outlook concerning the future than do older people. For the Kolenkit 

residents a positive outlook was most often connected to a greater mixture of residents in the 

future. In the non-renewed part, many residents urgently pressed their wish for new improved 

dwellings – similar to the plans that are currently being implemented. 

A majority of the residents of the non-renewed part have plans to move within two years. In 

almost half the cases the proposed move is connected to the planned renovation or demolition 

of their flat. In the renewed part only 22 per cent of the residents have plans to move. In the 

Kolenkit, 41 per cent of the residents have plans to move; the most-frequently-mentioned 

reason is that their present home is too small. It turns out that younger people are not only more 

positive about the future, but they also have made more plans to move than have the older 

people. This ambition should not, however, necessarily be linked to the quality of living in the 

area. Young households generally move more often than older households. Also of significance, 

the Surinamese in the E/G-area and people without a job in the Kolenkit are less keen to move. 

Of the people in the non-renewed part who want to move, most want to move to a house in or 

close to the same neighbourhood. In the Kolenkit about half the people who want to move want 

to stay in, or close to, the same neighbourhood.
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7 Conclusions

The two central questions in this report were:

Which inhabitants profit from the developments and policies in the Bijlmer and New West in 

Amsterdam, the Netherlands? Which inhabitants experience clear disadvantages?

In the preceding chapters we have used the information we assembled to answer these questions. 

We have concentrated on two specific parts of these estates: the Kolenkit area in New West, and 

the E/G-area in the Bijlmer. Within the E/G-area, we distinguished between the renewed part 

and the non-renewed part; this distinction helps us consider the effects of the renewal 

programme. In this chapter we summarise the results, present our conclusions drawn from these 

results, and put the issues in a wider perspective.

In the survey, we asked residents about their level of satisfaction with their homes and their 

neighbourhood – including neighbourhood amenities and facilities. In both the E/G-area of the 

Bijlmer and the Kolenkit area of New West, we see an ‘ethnic-dominated satisfaction-factor’; 

that is, the largest ethnic group in the estate tends to be the most satisfied, or in any event the 

least unsatisfied. In the E/G-area these are the Surinamese; in the Kolenkit, the Moroccans.

Another similarity between the estates is that the present-day residents’ appreciation of the 

garden-city character of the estates is ambivalent. On the one hand, the green areas are highly 

appreciated, but on the other hand there is great discontent about their upkeep; the parks in 

particular are regarded as being very unsafe (see also Cortie and Dekker, 1995; Wassenberg, 

2002).

In the next two sections we consider in more detail the levels of satisfaction and the 

neighbourhood strengths and weaknesses in the Kolenkit and the Bijlmer. In the Bijlmer section 

we pay attention to two further aspects: drug users and undocumented immigrants. In 

Section 7.3, we review what residents think of the policies and how they see the future of the 

neighbourhood. In Section 7.4, we raise some additional issues.

7.1 Satisfaction in the Kolenkit (New West)

Like many post-war housing estates, originally the Kolenkit was not problematic. Over the last 

15 or 20 years, however, it has slowly evolved into a problematic neighbourhood. The level of 
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jobless people is high. First and second-generation immigrants, particular from Morocco and 

Turkey, predominantly inhabit the area; many of them express negative feelings towards it.

Comparison of our survey with the results of the ‘liveability monitor’ (Van der Veer, 2003; 

Van der Veer et al., 2004) reveals that, in 2001, of all residents in the city, those living in the 

Kolenkit rated their own neighbourhood the lowest. However, there seems to be some hope for 

the future. In 2003, the Kolenkit was still one of the less attractive neighbourhoods, but no 

longer the least attractive. In comparison with other neighbourhoods in the city, satisfaction was 

rising fastest in the Kolenkit. That is not to say, however, that there are no remaining problems 

to be solved: neighbourhood satisfaction is still very low, and there are also many people who say 

that their level of satisfaction has decreased in the last few years. Residents give low scores to the 

design of the housing environment, the cleanliness of streets, crime, feelings of lack of safety, 

and disturbance and noise from traffic and neighbours (Van der Veer et al., 2004). The least 

liked aspects of the neighbourhood are the people who live there and, to a lesser degree, the lack 

of care and cleanliness, and young people just hanging around. Most Kolenkit residents do not 

give their home an unsatisfactory mark, but nevertheless the level of satisfaction of many of them 

has been decreasing in the last few years. Older people are more satisfied with their homes. 

About half the neighbourhood residents rate their contacts with other residents in the 

neighbourhood as good; the Moroccans and in particular the Turks are the most attached. This 

does not, however, alter the fact that many of the current residents moved to the Kolenkit 

through lack of choice.

The shops and market that are close at hand are most highly valued, but accessibility to public 

services also scores high. In Van der Veer’s report (Van der Veer et al., 2004), the most liked 

neighbourhood aspects in the Kolenkit rated with relatively high scores are: the nearness of the 

ring road (city-highway), affordability, and a feeling of being at home. Relatively low scores in 

the Kolenkit are given to: central location, congenial/pleasant environment, and safety.

7.2 Satisfaction in the E/G-area (the Bijlmer)

The Bijlmer is different from most other post-war housing estates: in contrast with then, it was 

characterised as problematic soon after the construction of its first part. For years it had an 

unusual dynamic with fast population changes and high (although now declining) turnover 

rates. The Bijlmer is arguably the best-known collection of housing estates in the Netherlands; 

it has a reputation of urban despair, neighbourhood decline, and drug abuse and is often cited 

in newspapers as the Dutch ghetto. Although it is certainly true that the Bijlmer has had many 

problems, its reputation is more frightening than the reality and it can be considered a place of 

social mobility; for many immigrants the neighbourhood operates as a ‘gateway to the 

Netherlands’.

The ‘liveability monitor’ (Van der Veer, 2003; Van der Veer et al., 2004) shows that the 

Bijlmer, and in particular Bijlmer-East (including the E/G-area) is climbing up from being one 

of the least attractive neighbourhoods some years ago to a below-average and at some points 

even average neighbourhood. We should, however, be careful in concluding that the renewal 

programme in the Bijlmer has been an unqualified success: many problems have not been 

adequately handled. In many respects, such as the design of the housing environment, pollution, 

feelings of lack of safety, and the green spaces in the area, the Bijlmer residents were more 
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positive in 2003 than in 2001 (Van der Veer, 2003; Van der Veer et al., 2004). In several cases, 

however, the scores are still clearly below the city average: regarding feelings of safety and crime, 

for example.

Residents in the non-renewed part mention on average twice as many problems as those in 

the renewed part. Although more than half the respondents in the renewed part mention no 

problem, drug abuse, dirt on the streets, and theft from cars are mentioned by a majority of the 

respondents from the non-renewed area. Drugs and homelessness are mentioned by 40 per cent 

of the residents of the non-renewed area as the least liked aspect of the neighbourhood; crime/

safety by 16 per cent. The situation is better in the renewed part; there, more than a quarter of 

the respondents cannot indicate the biggest problem; those who do, rate drugs and lack of care 

and cleanliness relatively high. Furthermore, families in the renewed part are less satisfied with 

their neighbourhood than other household types living there.

In the E/G-area the people who live in the neighbourhood are valued most. About half the 

residents in the renewed part and about two-thirds in the non-renewed part rate their contacts 

with other residents in the neighbourhood as good. The residents in the non-renewed part also 

have more friends and/or relatives living in the neighbourhood, and they also help each other 

the most. In both parts of the E/G-area, the Surinamese have the strongest attachment to the 

neighbourhood. In Van der Veer’s report (Van der Veer et al., 2004), relatively high scores on 

most liked neighbourhood aspects in the Southeast district (including the E/G-area) are given 

to: parking, the dwelling, and multiculturalism. Relatively low scores are given to: central loca-

tion, proximity of city centre, and congenial/pleasant environment. Residents of the renewed 

part of the E/G-area are very satisfied with their homes; however, only a few of the residents in 

the non-renewed part give their home an unsatisfactory mark. Referring back to the aims of the 

renewal programme (Section 5.2), we can conclude that it has been fairly successful in creating 

a varied and attractive housing stock, but that it has not been fully successful in attracting a so-

cially varied and socially strong population, or in creating a safe and respected neighbourhood. 

We should, however, stress that the renewal programme has not yet been finished.

7.2.1 Specificities of the Bijlmer: drug users and undocumented immigrants
The Bijlmer is the setting for serious problems of drug abuse, drug dealing, and drug-related 

crime. Many drug users live in the high-rise buildings, but some drug users are homeless. Many 

of these and other homeless people live in the surroundings of the local (shopping) centre 

Ganzenhoef (in the E/G-area) and close to Fazantenhof (Rensen, 2002). There are many more 

drug users than homeless people in the Bijlmer: 450 of them are registered with the city health 

department in the Southeast district. Their number has been rising since they were chased out 

of several city centre locations such as the notorious Zeedijk in the red-light district and around 

the Central Station. Since many drug users have neither a job nor social security benefits (and 

even if they do, this income would not be enough to sustain their drug addiction financially), 

there is a lot of drug-related crime in the Bijlmer, especially in the Ganzenhoef area (Rensen, 

2002). Not only are the drug users causing problems for the residents of the Bijlmer, but, as 

Rensen (2002) argues, the implementation of the renewal plans effectively excludes the drug 

users and makes it very hard for them to survive. He argues that fighting drug-related crime and 

nuisance is a matter of counteracting symptoms, while an effective policy would be to deal with 

the drug trade infrastructure.
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In some ways, the Bijlmer has played a similar part for undocumented immigrants as it has 

for drug users. It was a place that at the same time offered anonymity and useful networks: 

immigrant and job networks for the one; drug networks for the other. We hypothesised that the 

strikingly high number of people in the E/G-area who indicated in the survey that they ‘live 

somewhere else’ are undocumented immigrants and non-registered citizens. In a survey, as in 

most types of research, this group is hard to reach. Also, for this group the ‘normalisation’ of the 

Bijlmer (that is, the re-making of the Bijlmer from a ‘problematic’ high-rise neighbourhood into 

an ‘average’ low-rise neighbourhood) could mean that finding affordable accommodation, or 

indeed any at all, becomes harder. Thus, marginal groups in the Bijlmer may not find themselves 

in a better position when all the renewal plans have been implemented, since the ‘normalisation’ 

of the Bijlmer implies a ‘de-marginalisation’ of the Bijlmer.

7.3 Policies and future perspectives

Most residents could not identify any policy effects related to their dwelling. About half the 

residents of the renewed part and two-thirds of the non-renewed part of the E/G-area are aware 

of neighbourhood policies; in the Kolenkit this share is 57 per cent. Indigenous Dutch residents 

and people with a higher level of education are significantly more often aware of such policies. 

In general, it seems that many residents have no clear notion of ‘policy’. It is hypothesised that 

many residents are aware of neighbourhood renewal actions and policies – and often also of the 

results – but that they do not perceive or define them as such. Most of those who do, on both 

estates, see the local government authority as the principal actor in these policies.

The residents who were aware of neighbourhood policies were asked about the positive 

results. This was a small group of people; the results mentioned most in the E/G-area were 

crime/safety/police and new/improved dwellings, while in the Kolenkit they were commercial 

facilities, and new/improved dwellings. On average, residents in the renewed part mentioned 

1.5 times and three to four times respectively as many positive effects as did the residents in the 

non-renewed part and the Kolenkit. This result is not very surprising; the renewal of the 

Kolenkit has only just begun, while that in the Bijlmer is more than halfway through. Overall, 

none of the possible serious neighbourhood problems on the list was identified as having been 

improved by more than half the respondents.

In both the Kolenkit and the E/G-area – and in particular in the non-renewed part – most of 

the residents have a positive outlook on the future of their neighbourhood. Younger people have 

a more positive outlook than do the elderly. For the Kolenkit residents a positive outlook was 

most often associated with a greater mixture of residents in the future. In the non-renewed part, 

many residents urged the need for new improved dwellings – similar to the plans that are 

currently being implemented.

Most of the residents in the non-renewed part have plans to move within two years. In almost 

half the cases this desire is connected to the planned renovation or demolition of their flat. In 

the renewed part only 22 per cent of the residents have plans to move, while the corresponding 

share in the Kolenkit is 41 per cent. The reason most frequently mentioned is that their present 

home is too small. Most of the people in the non-renewed part and about half the people in the 

Kolenkit who want to move would like a house in or close to the same neighbourhood. These 

local orientations should be judged positively, especially in situations where those who move to 
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the renewed parts are in a relatively stronger socio-economic position. This seems to be the case 

in the Bijlmer area, where residents of the renewed parts seem to be in a higher social position, 

but at the same time tend to belong to the same ethnic category that dominates the non-renewed 

parts. This development is of interest. Those who have ‘made it’ and those who have not are still 

in the same neighbourhood system. Experiences in the United States have shown that strong 

processes occur in which those who have reached a better socio-economic position move to the 

suburbs and leave the economically weaker households behind, thereby creating a concentration 

of poor households (Wilson, 1987). These households are then left without their role models 

and lose the strong institutional structure, which is reflected in high-quality shops, good schools, 

and other facilities.

7.4 Reputation, social mix, urban nomads and spill-over effects

A majority of the residents in all three areas think that their neighbourhood has a poor 

reputation in the rest of the city. However, many residents in the renewed part disagree. In 

general, the residents think that outsiders’ views of their neighbourhood are more negative than 

is justified.

Residents of the renewed part of the E/G-area find their neighbourhood the most mixed, and 

residents of the Kolenkit the least mixed. Half the Kolenkit residents, but fewer in the non-

renewed and in particular the renewed area, find their neighbourhood socially homogeneous. In 

the E/G-area, people value a high social mix much more.

On both estates, people tend to mention social issues as the most problematic (drugs) or the 

most liked (presence of friends). These results suggest a new emphasis on the social dimension, 

whereas the policy intervention is sharply focused on physical action. In a broader inventory of 

renewal plans in the Netherlands, Thomsen and Andeweg-Van Battum (2004, pp. 6-7) argue 

that ‘the quality of building is not the only – and most probably not the most decisive – argument for 

demolition. (…) Additional motives such as social problems (segregation, multicoloured immigration, 

downgrading market position, problem accumulation) and profitable alternative market potentials 

turned out to be underlying leading arguments’. Moreover, it would be impossible to carry out all 

the demolition and new construction plans all over the country: the Dutch building industry 

simply would not have the capacity to handle all the urban restructuring/revitalisation pro-

grammes in the next ten years.

We argue, as Thomsen and Andeweg-Van Battum (2004) do, that one of the most devastat-

ing developments for a neighbourhood and its social cohesion and networks is to announce its 

demolition, especially when there is a long period of time between the ‘demolition plan’ and the 

implementation of that plan. The people who have the opportunity to leave the neighbourhood 

do so, and hardly any further maintenance takes place. Van der Veer (Van der Veer et al., 2004) 

stresses the importance of liveability measures during the implementation of renewal and re-

structuring programmes because this is when liveability is most at stake. He suggests that extra 

attention should be paid to issues of pollution, safety, the maintenance of public space, combat-

ing nuisance, and creating conditions for people to live together congenially.

Another drawback of the renewal programmes is that many people are forced to move. Our 

research shows that, in the non-renewed part of the E/G-area, many residents lived in another 

dwelling within the Bijlmer before moving to their current address. Some of these people were 
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forced to move as a result of renewal plans implemented at an earlier stage. It is not unlikely that 

these people will be forced to move again, since there are plans to renovate the non-renewed part 

of the Bijlmer within the next decade (that is, dwellings will be demolished and replaced by new 

dwellings, or they will be extensively renovated). A similar process is possible in New West, 

where the renewal is also phased in different periods and the people who are forced to move now 

might be forced to move again in the future. However, not all ‘forced moves’ lead to urban 

revitalisation nomads or to displacement. Many people seem to be able to make use of the fact 

that they may be displaced and cash in the subsidies involved while improving their housing 

situation in a way that they had already planned to do.

One result of this movement of people is that problems are just shifted to another 

neighbourhood and they are not adequately addressed. We therefore argue that the socio-

economic renewal in combination with greater attention for aspects related to public space 

(maintenance, cleanliness, people on the streets) of a ‘problematic’ estate is much more 

important than the physical renewal of the apartment blocks if their condition is not worrisome. 

Several actors on the local level also argue for a stronger emphasis on the socio-economic 

renewal, but their budgetary discretion often does not allow them to transfer money from the 

physical renewal of the buildings to the socio-economic renewal and the management of public 

space. A policy shift towards solving social problems through social programmes is needed at the 

national policy level, as well as within the community of housing associations, to address 

problems adequately.
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Appendix

RESTATE survey

First some basic information to be provided by the interviewer/local coordinator

City of interview: ………………………………… (to be coded later)

Neighbourhood: ………………………………… (to be coded later)

Date of interview: ………………………………...

Name of interviewer: …………………………………

Number of survey: …………………………………

Introduction

Interviewer: register the kind of dwelling in which the respondent lives

1 apartment/flat

2 single-family house

3 other: ……….

9 unknown

Interviewer: register the number of floors of the building

…… floors

99 unknown

Interviewer: register the floor of the dwelling under consideration (including ground floor)

1 ground floor (i.e. accessible without stairs)

2 first floor

3 second floor

4 third-fifth floor

5 sixth-tenth floor

6 eleventh floor or higher

9 unknown

Good morning/afternoon/night. My name is …… I am working at the University of …

We are carrying out a large international comparative research project in cities in 10 European 

countries. The European Commission subsidises this project. The focus is on housing and 

neighbourhoods and this area has been included in the study. Therefore we would like to ask you a series 

of questions and hope you will be prepared to answer these. All information will remain anonymous and 

confidential. I would like to start with some questions about your current housing situation.
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1 When did you first move to this address?

1 before 1960

2 1961-1970

3 1971-1980

4 1981-1990

5 1991-1995

6 1996-2000

7 2001-2004

9 unknown

2 What was the tenure of the place you lived at before this address?

1 rented from local council

2 rented from housing association/registered social landlord

3 rented from a private landlord

4 owned with mortgage

5 owned outright

9 unknown

3 With whom did you live at your previous address?

1 alone

2 partner and/or children

3 family (parents and siblings)

4 friends

9 no answer/unknown

4 Do you rent or own your present dwelling?

1 social rent (from municipality, housing corporation, housing company, etc.)

2 rent from private person 

3 rent from private company

4 own with mortgage

5 outright owner

6 other:……………………

9 unknown

5 What is the approximate size of your dwelling in square metres? 

1 below 30 m2

2 between 31 and 40 m2

3 between 41 and 50 m2

4 between 51 and 60 m2

5 between 61 and 80 m2

6 between 81 and 100 m2

7 over 100 m2

9 unknown/no answer
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6 How many bedrooms does your dwelling have?

1 one bedroom

2 two bedrooms

3 three bedrooms

4 four bedrooms

5 five or more bedrooms

9 unknown/no answer

7 What share of your income is needed to cover your total housing costs (rent or mortgage, 

electricity, water, etc.)? 

1 less than 10 per cent

2 11-30 per cent

3 31-50 per cent

4 more than 50 per cent

9 unknown

8 When was your present dwelling built? 

1 between 1945 and 1960

2 between 1961 and 1970

3 between 1971 and 1980

4 between 1981 and 1990

5 between 1991 and 2000

6 between 2001 and 2004

9 unknown

9 What was the most important reason for moving to this neighbourhood? 
(one answer only: only the most important reason)

1 low rent/housing costs

2 nearness to relatives and friends

3 nearness to work

4 good connections (e.g. public transport)

5 good schools

6 presence of other services

7 there were no other dwellings available 

8 other ……………………….

99 unknown

10 Where was your previous dwelling located?

1 in the same neighbourhood

2 somewhere else in the city

3 elsewhere in the country

4 elsewhere, abroad

9 unknown
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Now I would like to ask you some questions about the satisfaction with your present dwelling 

and the neighbourhood.

11 How satisfied are you with your home? Please indicate on a scale between 1 (very low) and 

10 (very high).

…

99 unknown

12 Has your satisfaction with your home increased or decreased in the last 5 years?

1 lower

2 same

3 higher

8 not applicable (settled less than five years ago)

9 unknown

13 Has your dwelling been renovated/refurbished in the last five years? 

1 no (go to question 15)

2 yes

9 unknown

14 What has been improved? (circle all answers that apply)

1 renovation of the kitchen

2 renovation of the bathroom

3 change of layout

4 renovation of the roof

5 renovation of the floor

6 renovation of the entrances 

7 renovation of the outside walls

8 complete renewal (after demolition)

9 other: ………….………………..

99 no answer/unknown

15 How satisfied are you with your neighbourhood? Please indicate on a scale between 1 (very 

low) and 10 (very high).

…

99 unknown

16 Has your satisfaction with the neighbourhood increased or decreased in the last five years?

1 lower

2 same

3 higher

8 not applicable (settled less than five years ago)

9 unknown 
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17 Which aspect of the neighbourhood do you like most? 

1 green spaces

2 accessibility to public services

3 playgrounds for children

4 youth facilities

5 proximity to work

6 proximity to schools

7 quality of local schools

8 people who live there

9 other: ……………………………………………..

99 unknown

18 Which aspect of the neighbourhood do you like least? 

1 green spaces

2 accessibility to public services

3 playgrounds for children

4 youth facilities

5 proximity to work

6 proximity to schools

7 quality of local schools

8 people who live there

9 other: ……………………………………………..

99 unknown

19 How do you rate the contacts you have between yourself and other residents in your 

neighbourhood?

1 good

2 moderate

3 bad

9 unknown

20 Do many of your close friends or relatives live in the neighbourhood?

1 yes, both relatives and friends

2 yes, but only friends

3 yes, but only relatives

4 no

9 unknown

21 Do you feel weakly or strongly attached to the neighbourhood? 

1 weak

2 neutral

3 strong

9 unknown
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22 Do you regard the estate you are living in to be socially mixed (households with very different 

incomes) or socially homogenous (mostly households with approximately similar incomes)?

1 socially mixed

2 moderately mixed 

3 socially homogenous

9 unknown

23 In some areas people mix together and try to help each other, while in other areas people 

mostly go their own way. Is this an area where people mostly help each other or where people 

mostly go their own way?

1 help each other

2 go their own way

3 mixture

9 unknown 

24 In your opinion, is a high level of social mix in the estate good or bad for the interaction 

between residents? 

1 good

2 neutral

3 bad

9 unknown

25 What is the reputation of the estate in the rest of the city? 

1 good

2 moderate

3 bad

9 unknown

26 Do you agree with this reputation?

1 yes

2 no

9 unknown

27 Do you personally experience serious problems in the neighbourhood with respect to:

1 = yes

2 = no

8 = not applicable (has lived here not longer than a year)

9 = unknown

- dirt on the streets 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- drug abuse 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- burglary in dwellings 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- burglary in cars 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- graffiti/vandalism 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- feelings of unsafety 1 yes 2 no  8 9
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- upkeep of public places 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- condition of roads 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- playgrounds for children 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- maintenance of buildings 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- lack of employment 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- quality of schools 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- quality of commercial services 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- quality of public services 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- different values/norms/lifestyles 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- racism/racist harassment 1 yes 2 no  8 9

28 Which of the mentioned aspects have been improved by any policy or action?

- dirt on the streets 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- drug abuse 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- burglary in dwellings 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- burglary in cars 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- graffiti/vandalism 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- feelings of unsafety 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- upkeep of public places 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- condition of roads 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- playgrounds for children 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- maintenance of buildings 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- lack of employment 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- quality of schools 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- quality of commercial services 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- quality of public services 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- different values/norms/lifestyles 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- racism/racist harassment 1 yes 2 no 8 9

In the next block I would like to ask a few questions regarding the policies of the local 

government or other institutions with regard to the neighbourhood you are living in.

29 Do you know about any policies or actions aiming at improvement of living in your 

neighbourhood? 

1 yes

2 no (go to question 32)

9 unknown

30 If yes, what are, in your opinion, the most important positive effects of these policies in 

recent years? 

…………………….……

…………………….……

…………………….……

99 unknown
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31 Who were the principal actors in these policies or actions?

1 national government

2 local government

3 housing companies/housing corporations

4 local population

5 other: ……………….

9 no answer, unknown

I would like to ask you a few questions about your activities in and use of the neighbourhood.

32 Do you or one of the members of the household actively participate in an association that 

aims to improve the neighbourhood? 

1 yes

2 no (go to question 34)

10 unknown

33 What kind of participation is that?

……………………….

unknown

34 Do you participate in a sports club, cultural association or another organised social activity 

in the neighbourhood?

1 yes

2 no

9 unknown

35 Can you reach the following facilities within 10 minutes from your home?

- a grocery shop 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- your bank 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- a post office 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- a general practioner (doctor) 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- public park 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- bus stop 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- primary school 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- a dentist 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- your place of work 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

36 How many hours per day – on average – do you spend outside your neighbourhood on 

normal weekdays?

1 10 hours or more

2 5-9 hours

3 3-4 hours

4 1-3 hours

5 less than 1 hour

9 unknown
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I have a few questions regarding the future.

37 Does your household have plans to move house within 2 years?

1 yes

2 no (go to question 40)

9 unknown (go to question 40)

38 What is the main reason for considering moving?

1 present home is too small

2 present home is too expensive

3 want to buy a dwelling

4 want to be closer to relatives/friends

5 want to live in a more quiet environment

6 want to live in a more safe environment

7 want to live closer to work

8 other: ………………………

99 unknown

39 Where would you like to move to?

1 in the same neighbourhood

2 close to the present neighbourhood (less than 5 km from present home)

3 somewhere else in the city

4 elsewhere

9 unknown

40 Do you think the future of your present neighbourhood will be better or worse than today? 

1 better (go to question 42)

2 neutral (go to question 41)

3 worse (go to question 41)

9 unknown (go to question 43)

41 If you envisage no change or change for the worse for the neighbourhood, how can that be 

turned into a brighter future? What should have highest priority? 

…………………….

…………………….

…………………….

99 unknown (go to question 43)

42 What is the main reason why you think the neighbourhood’s future will be brighter?

………..………….
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Finally I would like to ask you some short questions about the household.

43 Interviewer: register gender of respondent

1 male

2 female

44 May I ask you in which year you were born?

….

45 How is the composition of your household?

1 living alone (go to question 48)

2 living with a partner, no children (go to question 48)

3 living with a partner and …. children (how many children?)

4 single-parent household, with …. children (how many children?)

5 living alone with … others (no partner, no children) (to question 48)

6 living with partner and … others (to question 48)

7 living with partner and … others and …. children

8 other: ……………………..

9 no answer

46 What is the age of the oldest child still living at home?

88 … age

not applicable

47 What is the age of the youngest child living at home?

88 … age

not applicable

48 How many years did you follow school education since you were 6 years of age?

1 none

2 1-6 years

3 6-10 years

4 11-12 years

5 13-14 years

6 15 years or more

9 unknown

49 Do you have a paid job? 

1 yes, for …. hours per week

2 no

9 no answer
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50 Does your partner have a paid job?

1 yes, for …. hours per week

2 no

8 not applicable

9 no answer

51 How many people in your household are income earners?

………..

52 Would you classify the monthly household income as high, medium high, average, medium 

low, or low, compared to national levels?

1 high (top 10%)

2 medium high (between top 10%-30%)

3 average (between top 30% and bottom 30%)

4 medium low (between bottom 30% and lowest 10%)

5 low (poorest 10%)

9 unknown

53 What is the main source of your household income?

1 work 

2 unemployment or social benefit

3 pension

4 other:……………………….

9 no answer

54 In terms of ethnicity, how would you call yourself (for example: native UK, Moroccan, 

Dutch Moroccan, American, Hungarian, French, Algerian, etc.)?

…………………

55 And your partner?

…………………

56 Is there anything you would like to add related to this interview?

…………………
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