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1.
Introduction

Many cities across the world are experiencing international migration of several kinds: rich and poor; skilled and unskilled, between East and West, North and South; with or without a specific religious background, etc. These ongoing flows of people result in various responses from the so-called destination societies. This may imply that targeted countries develop front-end immigration policies and make efforts to reduce the influx of migrants
 (see several European countries and the US today), but it may also imply that (at least many) immigrants are warmly welcomed. However, also in the latter case the host society will often develop immigrant policies aimed at ‘accommodating diversity’. This is where I would like to focus upon in my contribution. I will pay special attention to housing issues and housing strategies and experiences in Western European and particularly in Dutch cities. I will start (in section 2) with a sketch of the framework by spending a few words on differences between cities in terms of the general types of policies they may adopt with regard to the integration of immigrants. A short section (3) will follow in which some recent trends regarding policy attitudes towards immigrants and integration in European cities will be dealt with. I will link these trends to housing strategies and discussions regarding residential segregation. Section 4 will zoom in on The Netherlands with a few words on Dutch housing and spatial policies in relation to diversity. This will be the basis for a critical reflection (section 5), in which policy ideas are confronted with views that are based on empirical information on population patterns and dynamics. Here I will particularly focus on the city of Amsterdam and its metropolitan region. In section 6 I will draw some conclusions.

2.
The framework: policies towards immigrants

In the literature we find different policies towards immigrants; these are related to different views on immigrants. A first view sees immigrants as newcomers or as outsiders who may or may not become established later on (Elias and Scotson 1994). They will be differently approached depending on their ambition to be there only temporarily or more permanently. Another view is one that stresses the differences in terms of cultures or subcultures. Whereas in the migrant-as-newcomer view the idea is dominant that migrants will eventually become established insiders, this is fundamentally different in the migrant-as-from-a-different-subculture view. In the first (modernist) view migrants are expected to eventually disappear or assimilate in society; in the second – pluralist – view difference is not expected to disappear automatically; instead, a post-modern or multicultural society may develop (also Peach 1997).

As said, the different views translate in different policy attitudes, which are articulated in various policy domains, which relate to the legal and civic status, labour market access, education, access to social services, openness towards a variety of cultural and religious institutions, and also to housing and spatial planning. In the rest of this contribution I will focus on housing and planning. In visions in which assimilation and modernism are predominant housing policies will be characterised by making few specific distinctions between different categories of the population; sooner or later immigrants are supposed to kind of vanish in society and thus few special housing facilities and services are required. This will also happen in spatial terms. Frederick Boal (1978) used the concept of ‘colony’ (a temporary immigrant community) to mark the temporary ethnic concentrations that would eventually disappear. In post-modern pluralist views difference is celebrated. In these contexts housing policies are being developed in which different types of housing and more segregated communities are logical outcomes. Boal’s concept of the ‘enclave’ (a segregated, but voluntary ethnic community) and Van Amersfoort’s (1992) concept of ‘ethnic neighbourhood’ or ‘ethnic concentration’ fit these views.

The question is how this works out in reality. What is research telling us? Michael Alexander (2003) carried out an extensive empirical study in which he linked various local city policy attitudes towards migrants (also taking the national policy level impacts into account) to a wide array of policy domains. In Table 1 these policies are shown as far as they regard housing and planning; also examples of cities that fit(ted) certain types of policies are given.

Table 1
Local migrant policies in the housing and planning domains

	Migrants seen as:
	Transient phenomenon
	Temporary guest-workers
	Permanent; otherness will disappear
	Permanent; otherness supported
	Permanent: otherness should not be overemphasized

	Policy type
	Non-policy
	Guest- worker policy
	Assimilationist policy
	Pluralist policy
	Intercultural policy

	Housing domain
	Ignore housing problems (Rome 1980s)
	Short-term solutions (lodging housing) (Berlin 1960s, Amsterdam early 1970s)
	Equal access to social housing (universalism); ignore ethnic-based discrimination in the housing market (Marseille)
	Anti-discrimination policy (Bradford, Birmingham)
	Equal access to social housing and anti-discrimination policy (Amsterdam 2000s)

	Urban planning domain (attitude towards ethnic enclaves)


	Ignore ethnic enclaves, disperse if crisis arises (Rome 1980s)
	Ethnic enclaves considered temporary (Amsterdam 1970s, Tel Aviv 1990s)
	Ethnic enclaves seen as a problem: dispersal policies (Berlin, Frankfurt 1970s); gentrification policy (Cologne, Brussels, Paris)
	Recognise potential of ethnic enclaves (Tel Aviv); renewal with residents (Frankfurt)
	Ethnic enclaves seen as problematic; housing mix strategies (Rotterdam 2000s)


Source: Alexander 2003, with minor additions by the author

As can be seen from the table Alexander distinguished five policy attitude models. Next to the models for transient and temporary migrants (non-policy and guest-worker policy) and to the assimilationist and pluralist models we referred to above, he also formulated an intercultural policy type. This model was based on the fieldwork done in the study and expresses a wish not to stress pluralism too much. As we will see in the next section, this model seems to have gained support in European contexts over the past five to ten years.

3.
Recent attitudes towards diversity in European cities; predominant housing and planning strategies

Diversity is currently a ‘hot issue’ in many European countries, not least also in The Netherlands. Several politicians express their fear for the development of ‘worlds apart’ or parallel societies and these fears have grown since ‘9-11’, and were fuelled once more with the French banlieue riots in 2005. Large ‘worlds apart’, which create barriers to interaction with the rest of society are expected to hinder the integration of individual immigrants, to provide breeding grounds of fundamentalist ideas and to be the source of anti-democratic tendencies, and thus will potentially contribute to tensions in society. Many politicians clearly intend to combat this development. Thus, current urban policies in countries such as France, Germany, the UK, the Netherlands, Sweden and Belgium seem to be aimed at ‘turning the tide’ (see Musterd & Andersson 2005). In a conference on this issue that was organised recently in the Berlin Centre for Social Science Research (WZB, 31 March 2006), all specialists, coming from Germany, UK, Sweden and The Netherlands, confirmed that the debate on rising parallel societies and resulting lack of integration was rather similar in each of the countries mentioned, and probably also in several other European countries. The most evident and returning issues were a firm belief among politicians that residential segregation of immigrants was rising; a similar belief that integration had become worse, in the socio-economic (labour, education) domain, but especially in the social cultural domain (language, norms, values, interaction between different cultures); and a firm belief that the two processes were tightly connected to each other: segregation would harm integration. 

As a consequence policies aimed at reducing segregation seem to have become most prevalent. This is not always done in a direct way. Instead, more general policies have been formulated in which mixed housing programmes have taken centre stage. These programmes are often presented as social mix programmes, but in many Western European countries ethnic segregation is frequently also directly addressed as ‘a problem’ (see Andersson 1998, 2001; Musterd 2003).  

In short, the pluralist multicultural policies towards migrants are increasingly getting under pressure. Some politicians express (or repeat) their favour for rigid assimilation types of policies while others seem to adopt a policy somewhere in between assimilation and pluralism (see Alexander 2003). In both cases social (and ethnic) mix are aimed at, often through housing mix (tenure mix and price level mix) policies. Incidentally also spatial dispersal policies are brought to the fore. In these strategies specific population categories are deliberately dispersed across the urban territory. However, this type of policy usually gets in conflict with laws with regard to equal treatment, irrespective of country of origin.

4.
Segregation and integration in The Netherlands: between fear and reality

If we now turn to the way Dutch governments respond to immigrants who passed the immigration barriers and had been able to settle in the country, policies do not seem to deviate much from what the more general Western European picture has offered us. The fear for segregation is just as strong, and the idea that integration is not going fast enough is clearly present as well. That is to say, this seems to be the dominant actual government vision. This vision was preceded by at least three other types of attitudes since the 1960s.  

However, currently, other visions are also expressed. One of these alternative visions advocates a much more relaxed attitude towards immigrants and points at the crucial role of immigration in an interconnected world economy where innovation may profit from exchange of experiences around the globe. In that vision arguments are given against xenophobic types of policies, against an approach of immigration as just a problem and in favour of an intercultural type of policy, which is seen as more effective in creating more harmonious multi-cultural and integrated societies. This view may also provide opportunities to include the better-off immigrants in the debate on integration of immigrants. Well-known planners, such as Peter Hall (1998) and James Simmie (2005) have suggested that several innovative cities have reached their level of innovation through the immigration of and an open attitude towards ‘outsiders’ who entered the city. This should, according to those who adhere the alternative vision, also be a lesson to Dutch politicians. In addition, scholars point at the fact that the so-called Golden Age of Amsterdam was clearly related to the immigration of large numbers of people from abroad and others with different lifestyles, bringing new skills with them, which complemented the knowledge and skills that were already available. 

Yet, as said, the current dominant vision is in contrast with this view and this is also noticeable in housing and planning spheres. In the context of Dutch urban policy, the so-called Big Cities Policy, many politicians expressed fear for increased criminality, polarisation, spatial separation, spatial concentration of problems, lack of integration and growing risks for exclusion of parts of the population. The typical response to that fear reveals objectives that fit the assimilationist model most; the idea is that ‘they’ should become like ‘us’ as quickly as possible. In that climate there does not seem to be much room for a strong development of lasting own – for example ‘black’ or ‘Muslim’ – identities and this also concerns housing and spatial developments. Regarding housing the assimilationist type of policy is reflected in reluctance from the side of governments to realise special housing for specific ethnic groups. The – slightly paradoxical, though cautiously formulated – argument is that with regard to housing needs immigrant households slowly converge to the already settled households, but that continuous housing demand research is required to be able to respond to the changing needs in the entire society. The paradox regards the fact that this opinion (convergence) is simultaneously expressed with statements and perceptions regarding increasing segregation (divergence) (cf. Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment 2000).  

Regarding the spatial dimension of diversity an anti-segregation policy has been adopted in response to the fear of segregation. That policy uses the instrument of urban restructuring in neighbourhoods with concentrations of poverty and immigrants and aims at creating more mix in these areas. The policy programme of the Dutch government established in June 2002 explicitly stated that homogeneous ethnic neighbourhoods had to be combated by the realisation of mixed-housing neighbourhoods.

5.
A critical reflection

However, if we focus on research in relation to residential segregation and integration in the socio-economic and social cultural domains, it is easier to find support for a more relaxed attitude towards immigrants, than for a more fearful approach. Musterd and Ostendorf (2006) have shown that segregation levels in the three largest Dutch cities actually decreased over the past 25 years, instead of increased. Similar trends were found in other European countries (cf. WZB conference, Peach 2006). Dutch cities are moderately segregated in European perspective. Integration processes appeared to be promising as well. Research shows positive trends in terms of educational levels and labour market participation of younger generations of immigrants, and language arrears of young immigrants tend to be reduced as well. Young immigrants, higher educated immigrants and second-generation immigrants also have more contacts with others than older, less educated and first-generation immigrants (Musterd and Ostendorf 2006).

However, these processes occur simultaneously with ongoing immigration and patterns of spatial concentration do indeed exist. Yet just as figures graphs may be misleading.

In the sphere of housing and planning reality indeed more support for processes of integration than for processes of disintegration can be found. In an evaluation of the question whether specific housing and planning strategies would be required to respond to the needs of the growing number of immigrants in the city of Amsterdam, the direction of the housing department of the city argued that research and experiences have shown that there is no need to do that (Vermaas and Vos 2002). They concluded that the most numerous categories of immigrants in the city were conforming to Dutch residential culture and that therefore no specific strategies were required; integration is already occurring. These findings fit other research outcomes. I already referred to decreasing levels of segregation over the years. As a result the (vast) majority of the largest immigrant categories is living in mixed situations already. In a city like Amsterdam only thirty percent of all Surinamese, forty percent of the Turks and 45 percent of the Moroccans lives in, respectively, a Surinamese, Turkish, or Moroccan spatial concentration (City Monitor Amsterdam 2005).  In a detailed study aimed at understanding the 1994-2004 spatial mobility and housing careers of Turks and Moroccans who lived in an (own category) immigrant concentration in 1994 we concluded that there were no indications that one of the categories was consciously strengthening the ethnic identity of the residential area in question. Moroccan clusters did appear to have become somewhat more Moroccan; however, this was mainly due to a positive birth balance of Moroccans and due to strong out-migration of the Dutch and Western origin migrants. Moroccans themselves experienced a negative migration balance in those areas. Turkish clusters became even less Turkish and there was also a negative migration balance among Turks. Furthermore, the concentrations within the 1994 boundaries were, in 2004, less Moroccan and Turkish than would be expected, given the developments that took place in the city as a whole. Detailed analysis of the clusters under study demonstrated no clear systematic increase or expansion of existing clusters. Additional analyses in which also the housing composition of areas of origin and destination were taken into account provide support for the assertion that spatial dynamics must be seen primarily as resulting from a number of steps in the residential career (towards larger, more expensive and higher quality housing). The spatial behaviour that has been described for the immigrant categories in question can be assumed to reflect a development toward integration (Musterd & De Vos 2006).

In short, whereas policies start from the assumption that segregation is increasing and integration is problematic, empirical evidence shows the reverse. The assimilation type of policy that is related to the policy interpretation is therefore ‘overdone’ with regard to real developments.

6.
Conclusions

What can we learn from this? If we follow the empirical findings, we may conclude that there is no need for forced assimilation type of policies in the spheres of housing and residential segregation. If we adopt a more dynamic perspective regarding housing and the functioning of local neighbourhoods or communities, we are able to show developments that reflect spatial and social integration. Immigrants soon seem to behave just as non-immigrants. When they improve their socio-economic position, they opt for a larger house, for a better location and often also for higher quality space. Their spatial behaviour does not generally reflect efforts to strengthen own ethnic identities in ever-stronger ethnic enclaves. For housing policy and planning this means that an adequate response to diversity first and for all should imply the provision of sufficient dwellings and milieus for the total diversity available in the local housing market. This diversity seems to be more linked to the size, price and quality of dwellings and residential environments in association with the size, income and lifestyles of the households that have to be housed, than with special ethnic-cultural features. 

However, although integration is occurring in housing as well as in spatial patterns, this does not imply there are no special needs to be answered. Like many other population categories, also immigrants need some special spaces. There will be a need for expression of own identity. This requires flexibility in space and the provision of certain services, such as places of worship. Also flexibility in public space is required, since new routines are brought to the place of settlement, which may enrich the existing local communities (with new markets, more outdoor activity, etc.). 

Moreover, although this text may be read as a plea for less ‘modernist’ assimilationist types of policies, and for more ‘post-modern’ intercultural types of policies, in which openness, tolerance and diversity are key concepts and ‘fear of segregation and integration’ is pushed to the back, it is wise to continuously follow the integration processes with attention. I am arguing this because recent research I was involved actually did reveal that large ethnic concentrations may indeed harm the opportunities for those who are living in them. Large-scale longitudinal research revealed that those who were living more than two years in ethnic enclaves had a much higher probability of realising much less progress in life compared to those who left the enclave sooner. This shows that neighbourhood does matter.

The objective of reaching spatial integration, however, cannot be reached in a climate of fear. Perhaps that may even promote the opposite. If politicians continuously argue that Muslims, Antilleans, or other immigrants are the cause of problems, that they do not sufficiently integrate, that they produce fundamentalist activists, etc. then this may result in a reflex to withdraw from the battlefield and search for an own, safer and more friendly environment among residents from the same origin. This obviously will result in less instead of more integration.
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