The Case of the Rotterdam Law in Bloemhof

Master thesis by: Joëlle de Raaff
Registration number: 1003144
Supervisor: Pieter de Vries
Course code: SDC-80436

Abstract
This thesis formulates an answer to the question “How do people of varying social
backgrounds experience social mixing policies in Rotterdam?” by using gathered data from
observations and interviews. Specifically, the ways in which inhabitants of the neighbourhood
Bloemhof experience short-term consequences of the controversial Rotterdam Law are
investigated. This Law attempts to improve liveability in neighbourhoods with substandard
scores and problems by influencing who gets to live there. It contains three Articles that apply
(positive and negative) discrimination based on required income, socioeconomic
characteristics or expected nuisance or criminality. Depending on whether someone meets
these requirements they can either get rejected for housing in a Rotterdam Law
neighbourhood, they can still be eligible or they can even gain a priority status. Controversy
exists around whether this is discriminatory and if this drives out ethnic minorities, or if it is a
necessary Law that is an effective solution for bettering neighbourhoods like Bloemhof. My
results show that not many experienced short-term changes can be attributed to the Law.
Noteworthy, the Law is focused on long-term goals. Still, a few key findings stand out. First,
self-reliance has statistically increased, but is not experienced as such. Second,
socioeconomic requirements seem to cause rejuvenation and increased neighbourhood
involvement. Third, criminality does not appear to decrease as a consequence of the Law.
Regarding ethnic composition changes, old working class native Dutch have largely moved
out and new middle class Dutch appear to stream in. Still, the neighbourhood is highly
multicultural and is experienced as such. More mixing, less reservedness and less rude
behaviour are desired from specific population groups. Concerning the technicalities of the
Rotterdam Law, the main finding is that people consider that new neighbours should not be
selected according to the standards of the mentioned Articles. They think it is important to take
into consideration why people live in specific circumstances (like no income) or why they make
certain decisions (like theft, violence, etc.). A balanced comprehension of the real individual
background of people is desired, leading to an understanding of the true cause of problems
that the Rotterdam Law desires to diminish.
Key words: social mixing, segregation, multiculturalism, ethnic diversity, immigration, social
mixing policy, Rotterdam, neighbourhood liveability

1

Foreword
This thesis is the result of a combination of my interests. Many of those interests I have had
since my childhood and they strengthened throughout my life. My thoughts on them changed
now and again by learning more about them. Rotterdam has fascinated me since I was young.
Now, still, I find the city intriguing and specifically its characteristics like diversity,
multiculturality, its international focus, modernity but also its controversial characteristics
including segregation, immigration background and crime. These are all topics of personal
interest I was able to include in this thesis. For years I have said I want to live in Rotterdam,
with all its varying aspects. Perhaps in some years I open this thesis and might think “I’ve done
it, I live here now”. Time will tell.
There are some people that helped me throughout this thesis process that I would like to thank.
First and foremost, I want to thank my supervisor, Pieter de Vries. I have seldom met someone
so truly passionate about their academic interests. Thank you for giving me guidelines to follow
and at the same time giving me freedom to follow my own path to discover what doing
anthropological research is like.
I want to include a short note on Monique Nuijten. When I first presented my research
proposal, she was present and expressed an immediate excitement. In fact, shortly after I
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topic. This I am very grateful for.
Then, I want to thank Mr. Drs. Muttalip Metin, who gave me a strongly informed starting
position with which I entered the field. Thank you for making me feel welcome as a researcher
in Rotterdam and for seeming truly interested in my project. Also, I want to thank Bram Van
Deelen of Woonstad, who friendly and openly answered all my questions, guided me through
Bloemhof by car and let me join two meetings. Matthijs van Gent, finally, thank you for being
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brought us together and even though I am ‘just’ a student, you treated me like an equal, which
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sensitive topics. Wendy, Mirjam, Eveline, Cordula, Thea, Maryam, Jan, Sarah, Chris, Olga,
Dina, Sabine, Meg and Ouarda, thank you for your time and your trust. Neighbourhood police
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Last but not least, I want to thank my family, who supported me through this entire process
and who always – always – were there for me when I needed them.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
In this thesis, I analyse and describe the effects of a social mixing policy on inhabitants of a
disadvantaged neighbourhood. Specifically, it is about how people in the neighbourhood
Bloemhof, Rotterdam, experience the Rotterdam Law and its effects. This Law is meant to
improve the liveability, but its unique approach is controversial as it is often perceived as
discriminatory. Topics that will be touched include segregation, multiculturalism, immigration
and liveability.
This first chapter serves as an introduction to why and how I approached this topic. I start with
describing why this subject matters to me. Then, I outline the current problem surrounding
social mixing policies and their consequences in Rotterdam in the Problem Statement,
followed by the central research question. Finally, I explain the methodology I used to gather
data that can help answer this question.

1.1 Personal Interest
When I was about seven, I switched schools. I threw a birthday party and invited friends from
both my new school and my old school. To inform my new friends on what my old friends were
like, I gave some descriptions. One old friend was from Suriname and I characterized him as
“he loves airplanes, plays a lot of videogames and he is black”. When I told my parents at
home how I had described my old friends to my new ones, I was met with a reaction of surprise
and disagreement. “You don’t have to mention people’s skin colour. It does not matter”.
I grew up in a neighbourhood that I experienced as quite mixed. The bigger part was native
Dutch but there were also quite some people with an immigration background. Although there
were clear cultural and behavioural differences, the neighbourhood felt as an accepting, open
and diverse ‘whole’ to me.
When I got older and had to cycle to high school, I passed neighbourhoods that were different.
For example, I would pass an Islamic neighbourhood surrounding a mosque. I was never sure
what to think about such a non-mixed neighbourhood. I mainly did not like that they were not
mixing with ‘us’. Why did they decide to all live together, instead of distributing themselves
more like other people did? Did they not wish to mix with other cultures? Were they rejecting
Dutch people, people like me? Only much later I realised that the opposite might be true: they
might feel rejected by Dutch people instead and feel more accepted when living segregated.
I started to see that it is not only groups like Muslims who live in segregated neighbourhoods,
but also people ‘like me’: native Dutch people. Muslims barely moved to our neighbourhood,
but neither did native Dutch people to mainly Islamic neighbourhoods. The reasons for these
segregations were unclear to me. Was it because of shared language, beliefs, culture or skin
colour? I started to wonder more and more to what extent segregation involved which choices
by which population groups, and how top-down policies affected (or wished to affect) these
compositions. Social mixing sounds quite ideal to most, but ideal for whom?
I slowly became aware that my own neighbourhood was not as diverse as I thought. It was
mostly native Dutch and, moreover, a part of those with an immigration background were
western and white. People with another skin colour or clothing style did stand out. If talked
about, neighbours would refer to immigrant neighbours by saying phrases such as “the Turks
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in that street...”, which was (usually) not meant prejudicially. Still, the fact that the most
distinctive feature that was used to indicate certain neighbours was their ethnicity is quite
striking. I started to understand that those who looked differently, might prefer to live in
neighbourhoods where they blend in more easily. As a child, I found some multicultural
aspects of my neighbourhood very enjoyable. For example, I once joined my neighbours to
watch a Turkish wedding in the street behind mine. My Turkish neighbours responded
positively, but possibly many other Turkish people would feel as if their celebration was seen
as some remarkable foreign tourist spectacle that did not belong to the Dutch ‘normal’.
Overall, these are some of the experiences and thoughts I had throughout my life that led me
to read more about it and eventually find this thesis topic. I have wondered for long about the
complex relationships between immigration, integration, multiculturalism, ethnicity, inequality,
religion, financial capital, social mixing and more. This thesis is a way for me to dive deeper
into some of these topics, with a case in Rotterdam as my focus.

1.2 Problem Statement
Rotterdam is a highly multifaceted city that has had a past full of tumult and change. Its image
has changed a lot, specifically in the last twenty years. The city has rebranded itself
successfully and has focused on creating an image mainly surrounding multiculturalism and
creativity. The former is stated to enforce the latter. The term ‘multiculturalism’ has recently
also been replaced by terms as ‘international’ or cosmopolitan’ (Belabas & Eshuis, 2019).
Rotterdam’s municipality is a case where the complexity of incorporating multiculturalism in
city branding comes to light.
On the one hand, the city states the wish to use its multiculturalism more in future city branding.
For example, there is a plan to recreate the city’s flag by using the flags of all nationalities in
Rotterdam (Belabas & Eshuis, 2019). On the other hand, there seems to be a certain
contradiction here since multicultural minorities can increasingly not afford to stay in the city.
Currently, house prices have risen in all major cities of The Netherlands, including Rotterdam.
Therefore, it becomes harder for the lower classes to afford housing in the city and it has even
become more difficult for the middle class (Nijskens & Lohuis, 2019). Lower incomes are
overrepresented by ethnic minorities, as they tend to stay together in poorer neighbourhoods
(Bolt, Van Kempen & Weesep, 2009), which will be explained in more detail in the Theoretical
Framework (chapter 2). Thus, a fear exists that ethnic minorities become increasingly
excluded from the city. Rotterdam specifically is rising in popularity, both for tourists and for
those wishing to live there. Besides the rising interest for dwellings in the city, in 2016,
Rotterdam added the plan for 2030 to build 36.000 homes for middle class and high class
households, and demolish 20.000 cheaper houses (Woonvisie Rotterdam, 2030).
The city has had a busy past when looking at developments surrounding social mixing.
Rotterdam started welcoming immigrants in the 1960s, when their labour was needed due to
a shortage of Dutch labour (Engbersen, 2014). Consequently in the following decades, the
resulting multiculturalism went hand in hand with social and economic differences, which in
turn played a big role in segregation processes. These processes have both beneficial and
problematic outcomes that will be analysed in the Theoretical Framework (chapter 2), but the
key point here is that inhabitants became increasingly stigmatized with certain issues including
violence, low education, theft, drugs and more. These neighbourhoods are mainly in the South
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of Rotterdam (below the Maas). Even though Rotterdam’s image has changed significantly,
the Southern part still has more negative and criminal perceptions. For example, when looking
for news about Rotterdam, it usually is about criminality in its harbour or about criminality in
the South. For example, in the 3 weeks before writing this sentence (October 20, 2020), in just
Rotterdam South there has been an arrest with a warning shot after a burglary, an armed
robbery of a gas station, an arrest with a warning shot after a pursuit on the road, an arrest of
a man with a loaded gun in his bag and finally an arrest of four young men (16, 18, 18 and 19)
with a fire weapon, a knife and 5000 euros. These are only the crimes big enough to make the
news and with a specification that it is in Rotterdam South. Crimes that are not further specified
than “Rotterdam” have not been used as examples here.
Over the past decades, the municipality has attempted to deal with these problems in varying
ways and has been met with either praise or complications such as protests or court cases
(Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, 2004). Currently, it is applying a very controversial
policy that is being met with reactions of praise, criticism or uncertainty. This policy is called
the Rotterdam Law and it will be central in this thesis. In short, the idea behind the Law is that
problematic neighbourhoods get bettered by applying three articles: denying entrance to a
neighbourhood for those without an income from work, giving priority to those with specific
socioeconomic characteristics (e.g. police, teachers or medical staff) and finally denying
housing to those who are feared to create more nuisance or criminal activity.
A problem with the Rotterdam Law - the currently most popular and controversial social mixing
policy applied in Rotterdam and possibly in The Netherlands - is that there has barely been
any qualitative investigation of how inhabitants experience recent social mixing policies,
especially concerning this well-known Law. This policy is a long term approach, but is
supposed to achieve long term goals through many short term decisions based on the three
Articles. Who gets to live in which street or neighbourhood and for which reasons? And how
else does the municipality attempt to improve the neighbourhood and its social mix by for
example renovation and demolition? These are questions about developments that affect
inhabitants, but these short term effects on them have only been researched in quantitative
terms. In-depth interviews with inhabitants of Rotterdam South can give a deeper
understanding on how they experience these policies, what they believe works well or what
they wish to see differently.
Overall, Rotterdam wishes to maintain and strengthen its brand of a multicultural, international
and creative city, but at the same time slowly makes it increasingly difficult for the minorities
that are a key part of these brands to stay. They cannot afford the rents or feel and/or get
rejected by the increasing suggestion that they are problematic or undeserving citizens. The
city applies multiple policies related to this that have been perceived as controversial and
opinions differ. For example, the Rotterdam Law is either perceived as discriminatory or as an
efficient and necessary solution to concerns surrounding concentration of poverty and
inequality. Moreover, it is not quantitatively known how inhabitants of varying social
backgrounds in Rotterdam South experience the (in)famous Rotterdam Law. Much
quantitative research has been done on social mixing, segregation and integration. The focus
usually lies on how social mixing benefits or disadvantages minorities. However, the people in
Rotterdam themselves that are subject to these policies tend to have much more diverse
thoughts that do not just fall on one end of the positive/negative-binary (Doucet & Koenders,
2018). Thus, like Doucet & Koenders (2018) showed in their comparative research (which will
7

be discussed more in Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework), using qualitative methods is a good
way to gain a deeper understanding of the perceptions and experiences of inhabitants.
Therefore, this thesis will use qualitative methods in an attempt to answer the following
question:
“How do people of varying social backgrounds experience social mixing policies in
Rotterdam?”

1.3 Methodology
In this section, I will explain the methods I used for gathering data that can help answering this
question. First, the reasons why I chose Rotterdam as a case study will be shared. Second, I
will explain how I established contacts with the neighbourhood. Third, I will describe the
quantitative methods I used, with an additional note on partiality.

1.3.1 Rotterdam as a Case Study
Rotterdam has had a tumultuous past. From bombardments in the Second World War, to a
strong focus on reconstruction afterwards, to the influx of immigrant workers, to finally decades
of polarising views on how people of different backgrounds should (not) live together
(Engbersen, 2014). For over ten years now, Rotterdam has had a governor of Moroccan
descent, Ahmed Aboutaleb, who has both a Dutch and Moroccan passport and who is Muslim.
Although these characteristics have a complex place in Dutch society with many polarising
views on them, he has been perceived highly positively by the Dutch. Still, the perception of
minorities and political views on minorities have varied over the years. In 2002, a bigger Dutch
historic event happened when politician Pim Fortuyn – active mainly in Rotterdam and critical
specifically of Islam - was shot dead by Volkert Van Der Graaf. Van Der Graaf justified this
with varying reasons, among which were the scapegoating of Muslims and the political
attacking of minorities (Evans-Pritchard, 2003). These are just two bigger examples of the
city’s complex relationship and difficulties regarding minorities, talking about minorities and
social mixing. More about the history of minorities will be discussed in Chapter 4: Bloemhof.
Rotterdam and specifically the Southern Half have long had the image of being problematic
and criminal. Although the North has been able to change and improve this image, the South
is still behind and can often be observed on the news for varying crime-related reasons. The
statistics of Rotterdam South (related to education, crime, employment, etc.) are relatively
poor compared to the rest of the country and have been perceived as so bad that the region
received national attention and national funding in the form of a 20-years improvement plan.
This is called the “Nationaal Programma Rotterdam Zuid”, or “The National Programme
Rotterdam South” and it should finish in 2031, ending with the South’s circumstances being
more like the national averages (see Chapter 4: Bloemhof for more information).
The currently biggest and most controversial law, the Rotterdam Law, is being applied to more
cities, but was first introduced in Rotterdam. This is why it is known as the Rotterdam Law,
instead of its longer official name “Law Special Measures Metropolitan Issues” (“Wet
Bijzondere Maatregelen Grootstedelijke Problematiek”). Additionally, Rotterdam has the
image of a multicultural and diverse city and wishes to brand itself this way. However, since
the Rotterdam Law is a law that causes new ways of social mixing, the question is how this
might affect the multicultural image. Specifically since it drives minorities out of the city, there
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might be important consequences for these minorities, multiculturalism and Rotterdam’s
cosmopolitan brand.
A small reason to focus on Rotterdam was out of personal curiosity. I always had a certain
fascination and love for Rotterdam. Additionally, for someone who is only in their twenties, I
have heard opinions about the city change a lot throughout my life. I am convinced that when
I was younger, I heard much more negativity towards the city, while friends and family who
have visited the city more recently appear to have become much more positive. In my
experience, both me and people I know have experienced the city transform from seeming
mainly poorer and problematic, to a ‘cool’, diverse, modern and exciting place. This would
indeed correspond with the twenty years of successful rebranding (Belabas & Eshuis, 2019).

1.3.2 Contacts in the Neighbourhood
My explorative approach brought me to the neighbourhood Bloemhof, in Rotterdam South.
This started by leaving a question on the official website of the municipality of Rotterdam. I
explained my research purpose in this question and asked if I could be connected to someone
who could inform me and answer some questions. Within a few days I got connected to a
policy advisor on living in Rotterdam, Mr. Drs. Muttalip Metin (with ‘Mr’ being the Dutch title for
someone with a MSc in Law). His expertise, achieved through many years of relevant
education and work experience, was a perfect way for me to get introduced to social mixing
policies in Rotterdam and specifically the Rotterdam Law. He has a Master in Dutch Law and
a second Master in Public Administration. With his explanations on the Law, its workings and
its controversies, he guided me towards the organisation that applies it in the selected
neighbourhoods: Woonstad.
A next meeting was held with Bram Van Deelen, who works for the Rotterdam Law project
“Safety and Influx” at Woonstad. Woonstad is a housing corporation active in Rotterdam. His
job is to interview applicants that wish to live in the neighbourhoods that belong to this project
and to offer them available dwellings. He is the only employee of Woonstad who has this
function. During my talks with him it became clear to me that he knows the neighbourhood
extremely well. He knows every street and seems to remember every person that he assigned
a new home to.
Quickly after hearing my interests and research purpose, Bram told me about something that
he was convinced I should know about: De Zakkenvullers. Translated to the “Bag Fillers”, this
is a group of people who in their free time clean the neighbourhood Bloemhof by putting trash
from the streets and the canal in trash bags. The name in Dutch can be interpreted in two
ways, namely, a Zakkenvuller can also be someone who profits of others in indecent ways.
Hence there is a comedic tone in the name. Coincidentally, Bram had a meeting planned with
them soon afterwards, which he invited me to join. Being able to talk to De Zakkenvullers was
one of the reasons I decided to focus on Bloemhof. The passion of these voluntary cleaners
who enjoy keeping their neighbourhood clean for themselves and others, was striking and
interesting to me.
Noteworthy, the first time I talked to Bram about the purpose of my research, he explained to
me that exactly a week earlier, a worker of the Rijksdienst Voor Ondernemend Nederland
(“Government Service For Enterprising Netherlands”) - which is an executive organisation of
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the Ministry of Economic Affairs And Climate - had come with questions for the exact same
research idea. His name is Matthijs Van Ghent and he was assigned to do this research by
the Ministry of Internal Affairs And Kingdom Relations. As of the publishing date of this thesis,
his research has not yet been published. Like me, his project ran into complications due to
COVID-19 and the exact date of the publication is not yet known.
In Bloemhof, Matthijs had already planned some interviews and after him and I contacted each
other, he allowed me to join if I wanted to. I did indeed join him for one interview. He
furthermore invited me to join a workshop that he helped organize at the municipality of
Rotterdam, which was an afternoon filled with presentations, questions and open discussions
between different stakeholders that related to the application of the Rotterdam Law. These
stakeholders included for example varying employees of Woonstad, the police and the
municipality. Besides these projects Matthijs invited me to, we were also invited together by
Bram (of Woosntad) for a little tour by by car through the neighbourhood during which he
explained more about past, current and future work of Woonstad.
Overall, there were different reasons that led me to focus on Bloemhof. I learned from
Woonstad that Bloemhof has long been a problematic neighbourhood that needed special
attention for its issues. Furthermore, the fact that the neighbourhood was part of the
application of the Rotterdam Law, the opportunity of meeting people from Bloemhof, being
able to use snowball sampling, the passion of De Zakkenvullers for their neighbourhood and
the coincidence of someone from an executive government organisation having interviews
planned for similar research in Bloemhof, made me decide to focus on this neighbourhood. I
already had multiple contacts because of De Zakkenvullers and Matthijs Van Ghent and thus
could already start my first interviews quickly.
In order to optimally perform this research, I attempted to find a temporary place within
Bloemhof, but due to the rising popularity of Rotterdam this appeared difficult. Rooms are hard
to find and highly expensive. I found a room for a month in the neighbourhood Middelland, in
Rotterdam North. The distance to Bloemhof was about 25 minutes by both bicycle and public
transport. Afterwards, until COVID-19 became more problematic, I drove back and forth by
car which was at about 45 minutes distance.
An addition must be made that the longer I was in the field, the more COVID-19 became a
serious issue. To still get enough respondents, I therefore resorted to a Facebook-group called
“Like je Wijk - Bloemhof”, which is a collection of inhabitants and other people who are
interested in following updates and developments of the neighbourhood. This group also has
a website, to which I sent a request to place a call on Facebook asking inhabitants for help.
Through this, I was able to plan more interviews, of which most happened by phone call to
limit any risks of spreading the virus.
Through this Facebook group, I was happily contacted by volunteers. However, I had hoped
for a different diversity in my overall sample, specifically the inclusion of Turkish and Moroccan
people. Bloemhof has 29,9% people with a Turkish background and 14,4% with a Moroccan
background (AlleCijfers, n.d.). Furthermore, some interviewees expressed criticism towards
people of Turkish, Moroccan, Polish and Dutch Antilles descent. These were two reasons for
me to try and contact inhabitants with these migration backgrounds. Unfortunately, I got no
interest from these groups on Facebook and got ignored or denied a few times when I
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approached them - both online and when physically approaching in the neighbourhood. I
decided to ask Woonstad if I could be connected to someone of Turkish descent (since they
are the biggest group and also were the target of some of the strongest criticisms during my
interviews), but they let me know that they had to discuss this internally as they were not sure
if approaching people purely for their ethnical background was a road they could take. I
explained my reasoning for the desire of a diverse sample, but unfortunately they could not
connect me. I do understand and in a way appreciate their careful approach towards these
matters, however. It is clear that they are concerned with handling everyone’s information
respectfully and fairly.

1.3.3 Gathered Data
Here I summarize how I received which kind of data. I started my research with an explorative
conversation with policy advisor on Living in Rotterdam, Mr. Drs. Muttalip Metin, on January
24. Received information here got me connected to Bram Van Deelen of Woonstad, who gave
me information and insights on Woonstad, the practicality of applying the Rotterdam Law including me being able to observe an intake meeting with a possible future inhabitant, - and
Bloemhof. Also, he connected me to Matthijs Van Gent, who did similar research that was
assigned by the Ministry of Internal Affairs and Kingdom Relations. Thus, we could discuss
and exchange some data. He also organised that I could join and observe the workshop on
February 20 with Rotterdam Law stakeholders. With him, Bram Van Deelen gave us a little
tour through Bloemhof, which allowed for observations to which I later added my own
impressions to by taking a long walk through the area by myself. Regarding the interviews, it
quickly became clear that snowball sampling was almost the sole way to go, as approaching
people during the COVID-19 pandemic became difficult. After a few weeks, based on
government recommendations, I decided to start doing interviews by phone call. In all my
interviews, I first asked interviewees about what changes they had experienced in the past
four or ten years (the times in which different Rotterdam Law Articles were being applied). I
did not mention the Rotterdam Law in the beginning of the interviews, with the idea that I was
not influencing their direction of thought regarding experienced changes. The changes I asked
them about were based on my Theoretical Framework, the goals of the Rotterdam Law and
my talks with both Mr. Drs Muttalip Metin and Bram Van Deelen. After discussing these
experiences, I explained that the application of Rotterdam Law was my reason for investigating
these changes, after which I interviewed them about their opinions on the technicalities of the
Law. Most interviewees were not aware of its existence, so to them I explained the reasoning
behind the Law and the workings of each Article before asking about their thoughts and
opinions.
In total, I ended up with many field notes from observation, 14 semi-structured in-depth
interviews with 17 inhabitants (one couple and one interview was with multiple people of De
Zakkenvullers) and one interview with a long-term neighbourhood police officer, Anton Van
Ewijk. My interviewees were given information on their role in the research. I ensured their
anonymity (if desired), carefully explained the aim of my research and disclosed who gets
access to their information and my final product.
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1.3.4 Partiality
A note needs to be made about my entrance to the field. Both Mr. Drs. Muttalip Metin and
Bram Van Deelen of course work with the Rotterdam Law for Rotterdam. Therefore, they are
in favour of the Law. With their information I found my entrance to the field, which could lead
to the conclusion that I ended up researching where those in favour of the Law would like me
to research. However, I wish to emphasize that they never directly steered me, nor did it ever
seem their goal to solely convince me. In fact, I would say the opposite is true. They were
always open for questions and criticism and actually seemed focused on not steering my
research. Bram gladly answered all questions I had for him, but multiple times said that ‘of
course he is biased in this’, that ‘everyone has and is entitled to different opinions’ on the Law
and that I ‘should find my own conclusions’. Mr. Drs. Muttalip Metin even doubted if I should
join the previously mentioned workshop, as he was afraid it would affect my partiality. Thus, I
was not at all under the impression that they tried to guide my research in favour of them or
their work. Instead, I felt genuine curiosity and openness from their side about what I might
find. After finalizing this thesis, I plan to send it to them and if they have time, I would love to
discuss my outcomes with them. Moreover, I will send this thesis to all my interviewees and
will let them know I am open to discussing it.
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Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework
In this chapter, I will discuss the academic views on social mixing. This is met with mainly
oppositional argumentation, which I will now further describe in detail.

2.1. Academic View on Social Mixing Policies
Since the end of World War II, The Netherlands have applied policies of gentrification with the
goal of more socially mixed neighbourhoods (Galster, 2007). These new socially and
economically diverse neighbourhoods were meant to provide more opportunities to poorer
minorities. In order to achieve this, large investments were made to break down existing
residences, break up settled communities and build newer houses (Galster, 2007; Lees,
2008). Creating socially mixed areas was seen as the proper goal to achieve more financial
and equality-related benefits (Galster, 2007).
Results of the mixed-housing policies have been perceived differently not only by Dutch
politicians, but also by academics. Views on social mixing, gentrification or spreading are
rather binary. Besides research of Doucet & Koenders (2018), who applied qualitative
methods to show how inhabitants of Afrikaanderwijk in Rotterdam have a more diverse view
on these phenomena, most researchers either show the positive outcomes of social mixing or
the negative outcomes. Therefore, the main arguments in the next section have been split in
arguments in favour of social mixing, followed by arguments against it.

2.2 Arguments in Favour of Social Mixing
Firstly, there are those who emphasize the positive outcomes of social mixing and the
disadvantages of having segregated neighbourhoods. Bolt, Van Kempen & Weesep (2009)
depict segregated areas as having the following issues: “high crime rates, loss of a sense of
safety, poor quality of the (social rented) housing stock, derelict public spaces” (p. 502).
Overall, those in favour of social mixing policies mainly mention the following four reasons: “1)
Social interaction between residents of different background leads to social mobility; 2) Higher
incomes and homeowners may act as positive role models for lower incomes; 3) Social mix
leads to an increasing social control; 4) the presences of affluent residents contributes to more
collective action and will therefore have a positive effect on the quality of (public) services in
the neighbourhood” (Uitermark, 2003; Kleinhans, 2004; Joseph et al., 2007; as cited in Bolt,
Van Kempen & Van Ham, 2008, p. 9).
One of the earlier arguments made in this research field is that social mixing prevents
boredom. It shows people the ‘social reality’ of different cultures in the city and allows them to
get many different impressions of other lifestyles, making them able to reflect on their own way
of living and hence making life more interesting (Allen, 1984, pp. 31–32). Social mixing also
has been argued to lift minorities’ expectations and improve their informal contacts, which then
further involves them into a greater job market (Social Exclusion Unit, 1998).
The ultimate goals of restructuring policies that focus on social mixing are the strengthening
of social diversity in neighbourhoods, economically advancing cities and managing the city’s
housing (Priemus & Van Kempen, 1998 & 1999). Social mixing improves the manageability
since the relatively richer households that enter the neighbourhood have different behaviours
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and wishes, that tend to be more easily manageable and therefore making it easier for those
whose job it is to manage disadvantaged areas. These managers can for example include the
police, those working in the housing market, local politicians and more (Uitermark, 2003).
Moreover, this easier management encourages the growth of the city, due to disadvantaged
inhabitants becoming less of a concentrated burden (Uitermark, 2003). Furthermore, more
prosperous households are expected to improve social capital, since they are expected to be
more involved in a neighbourhood and in neighbourhood activities (Uitermark, 2003).
Bovens & Trappenburg (2004) state that white people also self-segregate as the risk exists of
certain neighbourhoods becoming too non-white, resulting in for example cases as “Little
Morocco or Little Istanbul” (p. 2). Consequently, white people often do not move to these
neighbourhoods just in case this scenario plays out, or, if they already lived in such a
neighbourhood, white flight will occur. This is a phenomenon where a perceived threshold of
acceptable non-whites, which lies around 15%, is crossed and white people start leaving the
neighbourhood, over time resulting in a segregated neighbourhood. Paradoxically, however,
both whites and non-whites state to prefer mixed areas and both would prefer living in mixed
outskirts of the city.
Neighbourhood segregation relates to segregation in education. Karsten et al. (2003) show
how segregation causes the school system to be segregated. They analysed how not only
distance between home and school played a role in school choice, but also other
socioeconomic factors. While white people do on average travel further to find their preferred
education for children, they never admitted to preferring mainly white schools even though
data appears to show this. Moreover, it is not only the parents who contribute to school
segregation, but also the schools themselves. ‘White’ schools have found legal ways to keep
minorities out. These include “asking for a very high parental fee, using waiting lists for certain
groups of pupils, limiting the number of children who do not speak fluent Dutch, only admitting
pupils from a certain catchment area, advising parents to go to another school “because they
will probably feel more at home there,” or organizing the school in such a way that it is not
attractive to a specific group” (p. 469). Noteworthy, highly rated schools often are found in
white neighbourhoods. Minority students on predominantly non-white schools perform less
well, although the precise causes for this are hard to determine (Bovens & Trappenburg, 2004;
Uitermark, 2003). One known cause is that first-generation and second-generation immigrants
enter schools with less familiarity with the Dutch language (Pinkster, 2009). I have not found
research on whether minority pupils in largely white schools perform better than in non-white
schools.
Partly due to the disadvantage in education, those with an immigration background end up
with jobs that require barely any skills or experience, usually within or close to their
neighbourhood (Pinkster, 2009). Local employers are also more understanding of cultural
differences, such as women wearing headscarves or the need to take part in Ramadan. This
educational, employment and locational gap between immigrants and native Dutch causes
the immigrants to stay inside a so-called parallel society (Pinkster, 2009). The neighbourhood
itself plays a critical role in continuously fortifying the disadvantageous position of minorities.
These are called ‘neighbourhood effects’ and have been defined as the following: “People
living in deprived neighbourhoods are less likely to work, more likely to be poor and have lower
life expectancy, more likely to live in poorer housing in unattractive local environments with
high levels of anti-social behaviour and lawlessness and more likely to receive poorer
14

education and health services.” (Unit, 2005, p. 21). Neighbourhood effects on minorities
strengthens their inability to move out of their parallel society.
Although it can be assumed, it is not automatically the case that immigrants wish to stay inside
these parallel structures. Dominguez & Vreeswijk (2002) argue that they would prefer to live
in a mixed neighbourhood and, if financially achievable, would prefer living in the outskirts of
town just as native Dutch would. If they do start moving to these predominantly white
neighbourhoods, however, the previously ‘white flight’ phenomenon tends to show up (Bovens
& Trappenburg, 2004). A possible solution for this is implementing ‘reflective quota’ by
applying the Dutch law that allows positive discrimination in order to diminish inequality.
Bovens & Trappenburg (2004) emphasize the unfairness of many institutions being allowed
to set certain quota (ex.: gender in student housing, age distribution in companies), but not
ethnic quota in neighbourhoods or schools. These ethnic quota could be a necessary form of
positive discrimination that prevent segregation and therefore could improve and equalize the
opportunities of ethnic minorities in society. Neighbourhood effects due to segregation would
be less strong, resulting in fairer chances for subjects including education, health care and
employment.

2.3 Arguments Against Social Mixing
On the other hand, there are those who argue against the benefits of social mixing and
desegregation. First of all, there is criticism on the use of the term ‘social mixing’. Lees (2008)
argues that the term ‘gentrification’ has a negative connotation, consequently causing those
in favour of gentrification to use the positively sounding term ‘social mixing’ or other terms
including “urban renaissance, urban revitalisation, urban regeneration and urban
sustainability” (p. 2452). Therefore, these terms are considered euphemisms for a process
that undeniably results in negative consequences as well (Lees, 2003; Lees, 2008). In fact,
the terms are being put to use in such ways that they seem the obvious morally correct path
to take in order to help the disadvantaged (Blomley, 2004; Slater, 2005, 2006).
One of the main arguments against social mixing is the lack of proof. The arguments used in
favour tend to have a lack of theoretical support or empirical evidence (Ostendorf, Musterd &
De Vos, 2001; Musterd, 2002, 2003; Lees, 2003; Randolph & Wood, 2003; Delorenzi, 2006;
Galster, 2007). For example, in the Dutch context, the assumptions behind social mixing are
the following “1) The residential concentration of minority ethnic groups hampers their
integration into Dutch society. 2) Mixing of ethnic groups leads to social interaction between
different groups. Moreover, people with a higher social status may act as positive role models
for the other residents. 3) Ethnic segregation is the result of socio-economic segregation and
socioeconomic segregation is the consequence of the spatial distribution of affordable
housing“ (Bolt, Van Kempen & Van Ham, 2008, p. 17), but they are barely or not at all
supported by evidence. Furthermore, there is an absence of information on which kind of
social mixes would then be desirable. ‘Optimal’ social mixes can vary depending on level
(street, neighbourhood, region, etc.) and on which groups are mixed (regarding social, cultural,
economic differences etc.) (Lees, 2003). Moreover, the idea of an ‘ideal’ mix can be subjective
and raises the question for whom it is ideal. The optimal social mix suggests that the individual
and the neighbourhood should then experience the highest wellbeing possible within that mix,
but there is simply no further data on these possible mixes (Lees, 2003).
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Not only is there a lack of evidence, but there are researchers who have proven disappointing
or negative results of social mixing (Wood, 2003). First of all, the workings of each mix are
completely context-dependent (Goodchild and Cole, 2001). Already in 1969, Goldthorpe et al.
stated that more social cohesion only has a chance under the following circumstance: “not
only would the working class have to acquire middle-class economic status, but they would
also have to demonstrate similar cultural and social behaviours” (as cited from Lees, 2008, p.
2462). Rosenbaum, Stroh and Flynn (1998) add that there needs to be a certain similar income
level in a neighbourhood for neighbour contact to arise. However, in most research the results
show that groups “live alongside each other, not together” (Boschman, Bolt, Van Kempen &
Van Dam, 2013). Tensions and retraction are likelier to occur than mixing (Rose, 2004). As
analysed by Uitermark et al. (2007), there is proof that those with a different socioeconomic
or ethnic background in the same area barely interact. Interactions range from “superﬁcial at
best and downright hostile at worst” (Lees, 2008, p. 2456).
Then, there is the argument of paternalism. The idea that a relatively richer middle class should
act as examples for poorer minorities is argued to be paternalistic and degrading (Rosenbaum,
Stroh & Flynn, 1998). Lees (2008) calls this social engineering, where groups are spatially
spread in such a way that the ‘ideal’ citizen (thus the working middle class) can function as a
role model.
Social mixing might not even just reflect a lack of proof or be harmful, but some researchers
claim that segregation can actually be beneficial in multiple ways. Butler & Robson (2003)
state that social mixing and cohesion occur even more when groups are segregated than when
social mixing is forced. Another benefit is that disadvantaged people in segregated areas can
feel as if they belong to a certain herd that brings them understanding, protection and a relief
of power relations experienced outside the neighbourhood (Peach, 1996). Lees (2008) adds
a combination of two arguments, namely that people’s perception of prosperity does not
depend on income but on relative income in their neighbourhood (Cheshire, 2008) and that
people therefore choose to live in neighbourhoods segregated by income (Luttmer, 2005).
Another issue is that by applying social mixing policies to prevent concentrated minorities,
there is often the risk that people who are forced to move will create a new concentrated
neighbourhood elsewhere (Bolt, Van Kempen & Van Ham, 2008). Noteworthy, Bolt, Van
Kempen & Van Ham (2008) describe how policies focusing on diversifying the housing market
to prevent segregation, actually only focus on one of its multiple causes. For example,
segregation is also caused by the poor to self-segregate in order to be with those who are like
minded. Cheshire describes the mixing policies as “treating the symptoms of inequality, not
the cause” (2008, p. 1241). When these policies are applied, poorer inhabitants tend to move
to neighbourhoods with at least a similar amount of minority inhabitants (Bolt, Van Kempen &
Van Ham, 2008) and often with even more poorer households (Bolt, Van Kempen & Van
Weesep, 2009). Also, a consequence of gentrification is displacement, which brings along
more negative consequences for the poor (Atkinson, 2004). Some argue that social mixing
pretends to aspire more inclusion and social capital, but is in fact used as an excuse to let the
middle class take over cities by making houses too expensive for the disadvantaged (Smith,
1996; Lees, 2008). Thus, gentrification is considered a process that benefits the middle class
while consistently undermining the poor (Lees, 2008).
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Freeman (2011) adds that there is also a presumption that there is an ideal social composition
that would be optimal for both the individual and the neighbourhood, while there is no actual
proof for any perfect composition. Multiple complicating factors come into play, such as scale
(local, national) and what kind of minorities are mixed. The only quantified composition that
was discussed in academic literature is that white flight occurs when the barrier of 15%
minorities is crossed in a neighbourhood (Bovens & Trappenburg, 2004), but this still does not
indicate anything about the optimal social mix for individual and community wellbeing.

2.4 Binary Arguments
Thus, the literature mainly either depicts negative or positive consequences of social mixing
policies. Doucet & Koenders (2018) also found this striking and elaborated on the topic with
their own research on gentrification in Rotterdam of how inhabitants have much more diverse
views. These nuanced qualitative views of subjects of these policies seem to be unique in this
field of literature.
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Chapter 3: Rotterdam and the Rotterdam Law
This chapter describes in detail the historical background of social mixing policies in The
Netherlands, followed by an explanation of the workings and goals of the Rotterdam Law and
finally an outline of how varied this Law is perceived.

3.1 Background of Social Mixing Policies in The Netherlands
On October 1st, 2019, the percentage of those with an immigration background in The
Netherlands was 24,1%, with most immigrants having a Moroccan or Turkish background,
followed by Surinamese and then Antilleans (Centraal Bureau voor Statistiek, n.d.). Almost
half (46,5%) of them were born in The Netherlands and therefore belong to the second
generation of people with an immigration background.
Even before ethnic diversity played a key role, The Netherlands were active in attempting to
create optimal social mixes. After the second World War, the country applied mixed-housing
policies, in order to create diverse neighbourhoods. The underlying idea was that social mixing
would cause more opportunities to climb the ladder for those with less financial capital
(Galster, 2007). When foreign workers started arriving in the 1960s, ethnicity started having
an influence. These foreign guest workers were often not given any housing, resulting in them
being accommodated by their employers and later settling in the cheapest areas of the city
(Bovens & Trappenburg, 2004). Consequently, social mixing also became an attempt to mix
ethnicities in order to improve the chances of ethnic minorities or those with more
disadvantageous socioeconomic backgrounds (Galster, 2007). As stated previously, these
two categories usually strongly overlap, as ethnic minorities often concentrate in poorer
neighbourhoods (Bolt, Van Kempen & Weesep, 2009). While cities wished to spread out the
immigrants, the Dutch government prohibited this as this would put ethnic criteria above
individual freedom of choice (Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, 2004).
As mentioned earlier, in order to still achieve these socially and ethnically diverse
neighbourhoods, large investments were made to break down existing residences, break up
settled communities and build newer houses (Galster, 2007; Lees, 2008). Creating socially
mixed areas was seen as the proper goal to achieve more financial and equality-related
benefits (Galster, 2007). It would spread out poorer - usually ethnic minority - inhabitants and
attract inhabitants with a higher income, mainly the middle class, that were supposed to
improve these neighbourhoods. This form of gentrification was also interesting for the city as
it brought other economic benefits. The richer middle-class households benefit the city as they
“improve the tax-base, support local businesses and improve the governability of the city—for
well educated, middle-class urbanites are less of a burden on social services and are likely to
play an active part in neighbourhood revitalisations” (Lees, 2008, p. 2455).
Unsurprisingly, the true reasons and outcomes of social mixing policies have been the subject
of criticism and controversy. The Rotterdam Law is a great example of this.

3.2 Rotterdam Law
The most well-known and at the same time controversial social mixing policy in Rotterdam is
the ‘Wet Bijzondere Maatregelen Grootstedelijke Problematiek’, which translates to ‘Law
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Special Measures Metropolitan Issues’. However, since this law was first applied in Rotterdam,
most people know it by its shorter name ‘Rotterdamwet’, which translates to ‘Rotterdam Law’.
The idea behind the Law is to improve the liveability of a neighbourhood. This liveability is
approached with three factors; social, physical and safety (Leidelmeijer et al., 2014).
Rotterdam displays a ‘pacman’ model (see Figure 1) on one of the municipality’s official
websites (www.wijkprofiel.rotterdam.nl), showing how the indexes for each indicator create a
way to understand a neighbourhood’s profile relating to liveability (Gemeente Rotterdam, n.d.).
These indexes are based on the Leefbarometer, which is a lengthy document with many
liveability indicators and detailed descriptions
(Leidelmeijer, 2014). Each index can be clicked on,
showing the indicators that make up each index.
These indicators are:
> Physical Index: Living experience, living, public
space, facilities, environment
> Safety Index: Safety experience, theft, violence,
burglary, vandalism, nuisance
> Social Index: experience quality of life, selfreliance, cooperation, participation, social bonding

Figure 1. Indexes making up a neighbourhood profile (Gemeente Rotterdam, 2020)

The overall goal of the Rotterdam Law is to improve these indexes that determine the
liveability. A key part of this improvement lies in the reduction of certain concentrated problems
in neighbourhoods. These problems are seen as the consequences of low income or
unemployment and can entail for example low education levels, perceived unsafety, theft,
drugs and more. When 25% of a neighbourhood population is unemployed and 45% of its
households have a low income, the Rotterdam Law is applied (Overheid.nl, n.d.). City councils
can ask for application of the Law in certain neighbourhoods and the minister of Wonen en
Rijksdienst (“Living and Civil Service”) will designate certain complexes, streets or areas as
being covered by the application of the Rotterdam Law.
Currently, the Law is being applied to five neighbourhoods in Rotterdam, namely Bloemhof,
Hillesluis, Tarwewijk, Oud-Charlois and Carnisse, followed by almost 100 specific streets. A
part of these streets are in Delfshaven, a neighbourhood in Rotterdam North. Besides these,
every other chosen area or street is to be found in Rotterdam South. In the rest of The
Netherlands, the law gets applied to eight other cities, namely “Capelle aan den IJssel,
Dordrecht, ’s-Hertogenbosch, Nijmegen, Schiedam, Tilburg, Vlaardingen en Zaanstad”
(Rijksoverheid, 2018). Most of these cities have not been researched much due to the recency
of the Law’s application. Besides Nijmegen in 2015, the cities only started from 2017 on.
Differently, the Law was accepted in Rotterdam in December 2005 (Overheid.nl, 2018) and
applied since July 2006 (attended workshop, 2020). Thus, there has been much more time to
see the Rotterdam Law develop in Rotterdam and to research its results. A comparison
between Rotterdam and the other cities is therefore harder to make, as the Law has been put
into practice in Rotterdam for about three to five times longer.
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The Rotterdam Law exists of nineteen articles with detailed information, of which three Articles
(8, 9 and 10) specify the different criteria that decide who qualifies for possible housing. First,
Article 8 is about income requirements. Those with an income from work are qualified for
getting a dwelling assigned in neighbourhoods where article 8 is applied, which is in each of
the five Rotterdam neighbourhoods including Bloemhof. People living on benefits are thus not
qualified. An exception is made for those who have lived in the Rotterdam region for at least
six years (Woonnet Rijnmond, n.d.).
Second, Article 9 is about giving priority to those with specific socioeconomic characteristics.
They receive a priority status to receive a dwelling. Examples of these can be a societal job
(teacher, medical staff, police, sports teacher, cultural job), volunteering, a minimum
educational level (like a Dutch mbo-diploma, which is practical education after high school), a
certain age (younger than 30) and whether you have children (one or two up to the age of 12).
If you do not have any of the required socioeconomic characteristics, the chances you will get
the house you apply for are very small (Woonnet Rijnmond, n.d.). Two neighbourhoods and
specific streets in one neighbourhood are subject to this article, including Bloemhof (attended
workshop, 2020).
Third and final, Article 10 is about the denial of housing to those who are suspected of possibly
make the liveability worse by nuisance and criminality. The minister of Living and Civil Service
can again point out certain complexes, streets or areas that have a higher risk for these
problems. In these chosen locations, possible new inhabitants can be asked for their
“Verklaring Omtrent Gedrag” (“Statement Of Conduct”). If they cannot share this and it is
believed they could cause nuisance, they will get invited by the mayor for a conversation with
him or someone of the city’s government. The content of this conversation is about the nature
of the behaviour, its gravity, its consequential nuisance, its frequency, how long ago it
happened and to what extent it could affect the location’s environment (Overheid.nl, n.d.). This
is decisive for whether they will be allowed to get a home in the determined locations (Woonnet
Rijnmond, n.d.).
In Bloemhof, Article 8 and 10 have been applied since 2010 and Article 9 since 2016. Most
dwellings that fall under the Law’s application belong to Woonstad (attended workshop, 2020).

3.3 Reception of Rotterdam Law
The reception of the Rotterdam Law has been varied. Even Mr. Drs. Muttalip Metin, policy
advisor on Living in Rotterdam, shared with me that he probably would have been against the
Law if he had been asked when he was younger. However, after his years of following relevant
education and gaining experience and knowledge of the Law’s application and necessity, he
is in favour of it.
The Law is met with varying critical perceptions and responses. For example, Adri Duivesteijn
of the Partij Van De Arbeid (Labour Party), sees it as a way to define people and their socioeconomic characteristics as the problem, instead of addressing the real problem: inequality.
This is in line with how Bolt, Van Kempen & Van Ham (2008) describe the treatment of
symptoms of inequality, instead of inequality itself.
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Some perceive the Rotterdam Law as not actually working. For example, advisory
organisation Twynstra Gudde – that researches and advises the government and businesses
on varying societal topics and problems - states that the Law does not properly improve
anything. While indeed there are less people on benefits and the average income has risen,
the overall statistics of poverty and income are still way below the Rotterdam average (Julen,
2018). They add that some statistics even worsen, such as the frequency of crime and
violence. Van Gent, Hochstenbach and Uitermark (2018) researched the effects of the
Rotterdam Law from 2004-2013 (so including a year before the Law was applied), to see how
the safety index score, socio-economic population composition, exclusion and liveability had
changed. They concluded that exclusion was a relatively easy approach - instead of physically
attempting to create change in neighbourhoods - that did not change the safety or liveability.
Instead, the Law excludes mainly “residents who [are] younger, and are more often male and
living in single-person households. They are also more likely to be first or second generation
immigrants” (p. 2343). Additionally, Hedy Van Den Berk, manager of the Rotterdam housing
corporation Havensteder, states that the waterbed effect is a consequence. This is a
development in which the rejected people move to surrounding neighbourhoods and start
concentrating there. Van Den Berk argues that consequently over time, these neighbourhoods
will then also be chosen for application of the Rotterdam Law (Julen, 2018).
However, there are also positive views. Robert Simons, ex-councillor on Urban Development
and of Rotterdam, described the Rotterdam law as a law that simply does what it has to do
(Julen, 2018). For example, this is applicable to Tilburg. The city describes itself as satisfied
with the application of the Rotterdam Law, as it handles nuisance and criminality well
(Woonbond, 2020). Furthermore, during his presentation at the workshop I attended in
February 2020, Mr. Drs. Metin Muttalip, policy advisor on Living in Rotterdam, confirmed that
the percentage of people living on benefits in the neighbourhoods had gone down and the
self-reliance of people had thus improved. However, he added that other socioeconomic
characteristics had yet to see improvement and therefore “city acupuncture” should be applied.
This idea is based on the research of Twynstra Gudde and includes analyses on which
locations need specific elements of the Rotterdam Law on a smaller scale. Thus, the focus on
a smaller scale is important, such as the street level. As Bram Van Deelen of Woonstad once
told me, applying the Rotterdam Law on street level would be “the dream”. Also, housing
associations like Woonstad, who practically apply the Law, are positive about its results. They
emphasize that it is “een aanpak van de lange adem”, which translates to “a long-term
approach”. While it may not offer direct improvements on the short-term, the long-term should
offer the desired outcomes.
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Chapter 4: Bloemhof
I spent one month doing research in Bloemhof physically. Unfortunately due to COVID-19, the
month after was mostly spent with phone calls. Still, I got quite familiar with the workings of
the neighbourhood. I will describe some background information of Bloemhof, to give a
broader context of the area before going into how its inhabitants experience social mixing. I
do this by giving a description of its appearance, followed by a characterization of its
inhabitants and finally an outline of its problems.
4.1 Physical Characteristics
Bloemhof is one of the nine neighbourhoods that belong to the southern district Feijenoord in
Rotterdam.

Figure 2a. The Feijenoord District (taken from Google Maps on 14-10-2020)

Bloemhof lies in Feijenoord’s centre, exactly under the name “Feijenoord” as can be seen in
Figures 2a and 2b.
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Figure 2b. Bloemhof (taken from Google Maps on 14-10-2020)

Figure 2b shows the diamond shape of the neighbourhood with its canal lying in the middle.
In the exact middle, under “Bloemhof” on the map, is a small shopping centre. It is one of the
most densely populated neighbourhoods in The Netherlands, with over 14.000 inhabitants on
a surface area of not even 1km2. Bloemhof started being built early 20th century
(Schuilenburg, Besseling & Uitendaal, 2017) and over 75% of its houses stem from before
1945 (AlleCijfers,, n.d.). Almost the whole surface is used for housing and there is barely any
space for a small square, a little park or some green. The most natural area is the canal in the
middle, as shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Bloemhof’s canal (own picture)

The canal in the middle splits the neighbourhood into a North and South part, which is visible
in varying ways. Figure 2b shows that the South looks more structured and the North appears
to have more differing and chaotic-looking architecture and planning. This satellite view does
to an extent give the correct impression. During a tour I got from Bram Van Deelen of
Woonstad and during the times I walked through Bloemhof myself, I noticed clear physical
differences between the North and the South. I observed three different states the houses
were in. First, some looked very well taken care of and homely, with attention to detail. These
seemed to mainly be in the South. Second, there were houses that look alright in the sense
that they do not look great, but also not bad. The state is fine, but there does not seem to be
any extra attention to make it a personal or nice-looking home. I would argue that a big part of
the houses, specifically in the North, have this appearance. Third, a part of the houses look
outdated, messy or in clearly in decline. Walls with cracks and tears, flaking paint, broken
windows and more. These houses I have mainly observed in the North, too. Gardens can also
look messy with lots of weeds or trash in them.
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Picture 4. “Walls with cracks and tears, flaking paint, broken windows” (own picture)

Trash can be found in more than just the gardens. When walking through Bloemhof you quickly
notice (differing per street) the messiness. There is trash in both North and South on the roads,
paths and also in the central canal. Most interviewees confirmed that they experienced litter
as a substantial problem in the neighbourhood.
Another difference between the North and South is their architecture. Perhaps surprising for
such a densely populated area is that there are barely any flats and most dwellings are at
most three levels high. The South contains mostly two-level terraced houses that are white or
a mix of bricks and wood, while the North contains more three-level buildings. These buildings
appear more flat-like and less house-like than in the South. Both the houses in the North and
the way inhabitants live in them appear more functional in the North.
Moreover, there are clear contrasts between North and South inhabitants. These will be
discussed in the following section, after first giving more background information on who lives
in the neighbourhood.

4.2 Bloemhof’s Inhabitants
Since its creation in the early 20th century, Bloemhof attracted workers from surrounding
provinces for about half a century. The neighbourhood was predominantly inhabited by native
Dutch people. From the 1960s on, immigrant workers arrived from mainly Turkey, Morocco
and Cape Verde. These immigrant workers started coming to Bloemhof and Rotterdam in
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general, and the immigrant population grew when their families moved to the Netherlands for
family reunification (Engbersen, 2014). Besides workers and workers’ families, Engbersen
(2014) describes three more immigrant types. First, there’s the postcolonial migrants from
Suriname, Indonesia and the Dutch Antilles who arrived mainly in the 1950s and 1970s.
Second, there’s asylum seekers from former “Yugoslavia, the former Soviet Union, Turkey,
Afghanistan, Iraq, Iran and Somalia” (p. 6). Finally, in more recent decades, labour migrants
arrive from varying European countries and also from America and Asian countries. Since
Poland, Bulgaria, Romania and Hungary became part of the European Union in the period
2004-2007, their share in labour migration to Rotterdam grew significantly as well.
All these nationalities can be found in the immensely diverse neighbourhood Bloemhof. 77,1%
of its inhabitants has a migration background. In total, there are more than 150 different
nationalities (Gemeente Rotterdam, n.d.). However, during my interview with the police officer
who has been the Bloemhof community officer for 20 years, he estimated that the North has
an immigration background of about 90%, while this number in the South may lie around 30%.
Of those with an immigration background, 81,7% is non-western and of them 29,9% is Turkish,
14,4% is Moroccan, 12,3% is Surinamese and 8,1% is from the Dutch Antilles.
Again, the difference between North and South becomes visible. According to both inhabitants
and the police, the North is mainly Turkish and partly Moroccan, while the South has a much
more mixed population with among them also more native Dutch people. The North is also
more Muslim, while the South has a higher variance of religions. Anton Van Ewijk, the
neighbourhood police officer I interviewed, told me that the share of people in the South with
an immigration background is slowly growing. Moreover, he shared an interesting political
consequence of these different social mixes, namely that the North tends to strongly vote for
leftist parties with a focus on immigration like DENK, while the South tends to vote more for
parties as the PVV, known for their critical stance on immigration and integration. Interestingly,
however, Van Ewijk told me that there are no tensions between the North and South. They
vote for strongly opposing parties, but usually are still respectful towards one another, making
it still function as one whole neighbourhood where most people gladly share the same
facilities.

4.3 Bloemhof’s Problems and Substandard Scores
Bloemhof - and Rotterdam South in general - scores relatively low on subjects such as
education, employment, income, crime and more. Rotterdam South has earned national
attention and budget with the previously mentioned National Programme Rotterdam South
and Bloemhof itself scores low enough to qualify for the Rotterdam Law demands (25% with
no income, 45% with low income).
Currently, the neighbourhood is relatively poor with €16.100 average yearly earnings, while
the average of The Netherlands is over double the amount. A fifth of the population earns
(close to) minimum wage (AlleCijfers, n.d.). Overall employment in the neighbourhood is also
not scoring well. This is one of the key reasons for the Rotterdam Law being applied here: the
city wishes to reduce the number of people living on benefits and improve the proportion of
those with employment.
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Education levels are also relatively low in Bloemhof, as can be seen in Figure 5. Lower
education entails having a diploma of at least the Dutch havo, vwo or mbo level 2 (which can
loosely be understood as having followed education at least until the age of 18, or as having
graduated from at least high school). Higher education entails the graduation of WO or HBO
(which is a university or a university of applied sciences) (De Graaf, 2016). Middle education
would then likely entail mbo levels 3 and 4, but this is not defined by De Graaf and there
appears to be no further data on this.
Area Bloemhof
Rotterdam
The
Education
Netherlands
Level
% Lower
54
36
31
% Middle
37
38
42
% Higher
9
26
27
Figure 5a. Education level comparison 2008 (data taken from De Graaf, 2016).
Area Bloemhof
Rotterdam
The
Education
Netherlands
Level
% Lower
49
33
29
% Middle
39
39
42
% Higher
13
28
29
Figure 5b. Education level comparison 2018 (data taken from De Graaf, 2019).

Figure 5a shows how, in 2008, Rotterdam scores below the Dutch average and moreover how
Bloemhof scores much lower than Rotterdam. The share in lower education is relatively large,
while the share in higher education is relatively low. It is visible in Figure 5b that in 10 years
time, the education levels have risen for each area. Bloemhof has improved its average with
just a few more points than Rotterdam and the whole country, but the exact reasons for this
have not been specified. One reason could be the extra attention and budget made available
for the southern neighbourhoods through National Programme Rotterdam South. Overall,
Bloemhof is at least part of the education level rise that happens in both the rest of the city
and the rest of the country.
While per 1000 inhabitants on average in Rotterdam 4 people have committed theft, 6
vandalized through destruction and 8 committed violent or sex crimes, these numbers for
Bloemhof respectively are 7, 8 and 12 (AlleCijfers, n.d.). During my interviews, some of the
mainly mentioned problems were indeed burglary and theft, but also drugs, hanging youth and
waste. Van Ewijk, the neighbourhood police officer who has worked in Bloemhof for twenty
years, further described the state of these crimes to me. Indeed, there is a lot of hanging youth,
specifically on the few squares that exist in the neighbourhood. Public space is scarce and
most houses do not have a garden. Consequently, inhabitants, including youth that can create
nuisance, gather in these spots. This is one of the reasons parents do not feel comfortable
with letting their children play outside after dark: there are all kinds of people outside, including
those with criminal intentions. Van Ewijk clarifies that theft, burglary and drug use or deals are
some of the main underlying issues here. He adds that some people in Bloemhof try out
varying ways to make fast and easy money and that he can understand that it is easy for them
to get dragged into the drug world. Besides theft and drugs, there can be physical fights
between neighbours. According to him, sometimes these are hard to solve, due to their lower
level of education and their little understanding of the Dutch language. Finally, he shares,
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waste is indeed a big issue in Bloemhof. Like a few other interviewees who shared this with
me, he stated that although the neighbourhood gets cleaned often (swept five times a week),
it still always is a “teringzooi”. Rotterdammers are known for their comfort with swearing and
directness and this word can loosely (and more politely) be translated to “bloody mess”.
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Chapter 5: Interpretative Analysis
Politicians, researchers, housing organisations and city governments have clear opinions on
the Rotterdam Law and its consequences, but the opinions of actual subjects of the Law –
meaning the inhabitants of the Rotterdam Law neighbourhoods - remain unexplored. Hence,
in this chapter I analyse the interviews I conducted with inhabitants of Bloemhof. What short
term consequences of this long-term social mixing policy do they experience? Specifically, this
chapter discusses the way in which inhabitants of the neighbourhood think about the goals
the Law wishes to achieve, how these goals have actually been achieved so far and other
resulting changes. Afterwards, in chapter 6: “Technicalities of the Rotterdam Law”, I discuss
what Bloemhoffers think of the ‘hows’ behind these goals and achievements. This will give an
insight into how my interviewees relate the (un)desired changes to the technicalities of the
Law that were necessary to achieve these changes, and whether they find the workings of the
Articles worth the consequences.
For this chapter, I use the data I gathered through my semi-structured in depth interviews.
Some interviewees had clear and occasionally short answers ready while others found the
content I discussed quite complex or multifaceted and offered me the opportunity of hearing
their thoughts and struggles related to the Rotterdam Law out loud. The interviews, both faceto-face and on the phone, were enjoyable and very informative to me and resulted in some
unexpected outcomes that I had not yet learned about from literature. I will discuss these in
both this and the next chapter.
First, in section 5.1 of this chapter, I delve deeper into how Bloemhoffers experience changes
that can be caused by social mixing policies in general, as discussed in Chapter 2. I take into
account both consequences argued by proponents and opponents of the Law, mainly focusing
on themes and changes that were predominantly discussed by my interviewees since not
every consequence of Chapter 2 is applicable in the case of Bloemhof. Concretely, this means
I will analyse whether new neighbours play a positive exemplary role, possible ‘whitening’ of
the neighbourhood, the effects of and on multiculturalism, dissatisfaction of native inhabitants
and the quality of schools in the neighbourhood.
Second, in section 5.2, I explore the changes caused by the Rotterdam Law. Specifically, I
look at the goals the Law has set and people’s experiences on whether these goals are already
being met or what other short-term consequences are experienced. Noteworthy, the
Rotterdam Law is a long-term approach. While certain objectives might not yet have been met,
they should be met in the future. Still, it is informative to see how inhabitants of a
neighbourhood subjected to the Law experience the short term consequences. This can inform
us about what people at the receiving end think is already improving, what is not working and
where there might be room for change. Also, it can show us possible short term consequences
of a long term social mixing policy.

5.1 Experienced Changes of a Social Mixing Policy
Before diving into the changes that the Rotterdam Law specifically wishes to create, I will first
show other outcomes that became apparent during my interviews and, moreover, outcomes
of social mixing policies in general that were discussed in Chapter 2. More specifically, based
on my interviews, these social mixing policy outcomes for my interviewees that I will discuss
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in this section, entail the arrival of new neighbours, the role these neighbours play, the way in
which the ethnic composition changes and possibly ‘whitens’, the way in which some native
Dutch people miss typical Dutch facilities and social norms and finally how the ethnic
composition affects school quality in Bloemhof.

“There are two to three Moroccan families who picnic together, but they never say
‘hello’ to other people” - Maryam
Most Bloemhoffers, as the people in the neighbourhood are called, notice many new
neighbours since the application of Article 9 (July 2016). Cordula has a clear experience with
this. She is a 43-year old native Dutch inhabitant who has lived in Bloemhof South since 2011.
Even though she does not have an income from work and lives on benefits, she still spends
her time happily volunteering at the neighbourhood’s community centre Irene. While I arrived
to interview her, she was sympathetically talking with some elderly Bloemhoffers in a way that
made it appear they had been good friends for a long time. After making sure she could leave
them with a colleague, we went to another room where she answered all my questions openly
and concisely. About her experience with new neighbours, she shares:
“Yes, it’s a deflation here in recent years. In my street there are three empty houses. There’s
also a lot of older people living there so they also die sometimes. People with children also
leave because the neighbourhood is going a bit backwards.”
Sabine has a comparable experience. She is a woman with a different background than
Cordula, being 32 years old with a half Cape Verdean and half French background. Besides
a part time job in day care, she is also a student who is busy with graduating. For over four
years she has lived in Bloemhof and while she does not share Cordula’s view of the
neighbourhood going backwards, she similarly experiences many new neighbours and adds
a notice of rejuvenation:
“Yes, many [new neighbours]. In my street it’s less, but in the whole neighbourhood you can
see it changing. Bloemhof is a neighbourhood where many older people lived until their death
and if these houses become available, I see many youth or young families move in. It’s
rejuvenating a little. Also, you see that if people get a better job and they start making more
money, they leave the neighbourhood.”
Overall, most interviewees agree that there is quite some movement and some mention
rejuvenation in recent years. Based on this and on my theoretical framework, I decided to ask
Bloemhoffers more about if these newcomers have any positive effect. In the Theoretical
Framework, I showed how social mixing policies are perceived in a quite oppositional ways.
Proponents state that, since usually the new neighbours are middle class coming into a lower
class area, a certain exemplary role is expected. Additionally, with the Rotterdam Law, this
might even be more significant as the requirements are strong (income, socioeconomic
background and/or criminal background). Opponents of these policies find this a paternalistic
and degrading process that can be ineffective. Thus, I chose to ask the Bloemhoffers what
they, as subjects of a social mixing policy, experienced regarding the supposedly exemplary
role of newcomers. The results were varied. First, I will share a critical view of Maryam, who
is a 33 year old Muslim woman who has lived in Bloemhof North since her arrival in 2009 from
Pakistan. She raises three children in the area with her partner. During our interview, it became
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clear she cares about her neighbourhood and has some specific points she wishes would
improve. The role that newcomers play is one of them:
“They are looking for less contact. They’re more on their own. They never want to participate
with activities in summer. There are two to three Moroccan families who picnic together, but
they never say ‘hello’ to other people.”
Her view that new neighbours do not contribute positively is shared by Ouarda. She was born
in The Netherlands to Moroccan immigrant parents and has lived her whole life in Rotterdam
South. The last twelve of those years she has spent in Bloemhof North, of which half in her
current street. She moved from the Oleander square – an area I got to know as the most
problematic part of Bloemhof during my interviews and when reading news articles – to a
street in which she is much happier. There, she raises her children and is active with her job
where she takes care of elderly people. Noteworthy, she got her home in the neighbourhood
through a priority status of the Rotterdam Law. Twelve years ago, its rules were still different
and she qualified for a home by signing a contract that in return for a house she would perform
voluntary work in Bloemhof for a while. She happily did, as she already had a caring job
anyway. While she clearly has contributed to the neighbourhood, she does not find that other
new neighbours do so and firmly states:
“They don’t play a positive role at all. They don’t take others into account.”
Maryam specifically experiences new Antilleans moving in and Cordula has the same
experience, adding those of Surinamese descent. She states:
“There are many young people coming, Surinamese or Antillean. They are a bit different. They
will sit all together in front of your door. Even when they have a big garden, they will sit in your
garden path anyway. And then sometimes you have to teach them things like ‘hello, you are
in this neighbourhood now and we don’t appreciate this very much. Why does it all have to be
so loud and exaggerated? Why do you always have to be so present?’ And then you do notice
some change.”
Thus, some experience new neighbours negatively without any preferred characteristics for
an exemplary role. Also, specific population groups are perceived more negatively than others,
both in behavioural norms in the streets and in schools. This I will delve into deeper in section
5.2.
Not everyone is negative. Others are positive about their new neighbours, like Jan, a lifelong
Rotterdammer who calls himself a “Zuideling” (translates to “Southerner”, referring to
Rotterdam South). Although he told me he has lived in luxury in the northern half of Rotterdam,
he explains how he is much happier living in a cheaper place in the South. He prefers the
neighbourhood Bloemhof and its liveliness. At the age of 70, he is retired but still very active
as a caretaker of a building three mornings per week and being actively involved in the
neighbourhood. For example, he is part of De Korzel, a neighbourhood administration of
Bloemhof. They actively think of ways to improve the neighbourhood and monitor these
processes. Having lived in Bloemhof since 2003 and having been very involved, he is able to
share many stories with me. About the new neighbours and rejuvenation he shares:
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“There is quite an outflow. Because they usually speak a different language (he uses the term
“anderstaligen”), they usually go more quietly. […] I believe that [new neighbours are positive],
yes. It’s many young people who do find connections with us. They have different opinions
and that is refreshing.”
Sabine agrees with the comment on refreshment and adds about rejuvenation:
“I do indeed think they have a certain effect. The elderly here are of course used to elderly
and if they are replaced by younger families or couples, then it definitely has an effect on the
neighbourhood. You get into contact more easily with others in the neighbourhood. Especially
when they have children, that has a positive effect. Especially when they have the same age
as me it is easier to make contact. Then you exchange information and contact information
more easily.”
Dina furthermore confirms the positivity young families and children bring. She has lived in
Bloemhof since 1993, is a 64-year old native Dutch woman and shared with me that she does
“nothing in daily life” as she has been disapproved for work and lives on sickness benefits.
About the role of new neighbours, she tells:
“I think it is positive and also that there are a lot of children.”
Overall, the experienced changes regarding new neighbours are quite diverse. Some
predominantly experience that new neighbours are withdrawn or plainly rude, sometimes
directing at specific population groups. Others, in reply to my same interview questions (“Have
you experienced a change in the inflow or outflow of neighbours in the last three and a half
years?” and “What kind of role do new neighbours play in the neighbourhood?”), put more
emphasis on the positive aspects, mainly mentioning that the rejuvenation of Bloemhof is
positive due to the easier connections they can make with younger households. However,
regarding new Bloemhoffers fulfilling an exemplary role, no specific comments were made.
Still, one case exists that shows how a new neighbour can have an exemplary or influential
role. I am referring to Eveline, an outstanding inhabitant that is highly involved in Bloemhof.
Due to her unique story, I will discuss her in more detail in section 5.2.

“For example, they have plants, they appear like squatters but they’re not. They’re
often young, white Dutch people” - Sarah
Not only a possible exemplary role of the middle class has been criticised. Another criticism
of social mixing policies is the creation of exclusion and neighbourhoods becoming
increasingly middle class or white and losing their multiculturality. Bloemhof is perceived by
every inhabitant as highly multicultural, which coincides with the area’s statistics, namely the
77,1% with an immigration background and more than 150 nationalities (Gemeente
Rotterdam, n.d.). Interviewees also agree on the North being more Turkish and Moroccan and
the South being more mixed and having a higher percentage of native Dutch inhabitants.
Some people notice differences in the mixing and lifestyles between the two halves. Chris is
one of them. I interviewed him together with his partner Sarah, who moved to Bloemhof less
than three years ago. During my interview with them, they were very thoughtful about all my
questions, taking the time to think deeply and discuss their thoughts with me and each other.
Their interest in the neighbourhood’s developments was clear. In fact, I only had an
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appointment with Sarah, but Chris was so interested that he joined the interview. Noteworthy,
they got assigned a house through the Rotterdam Law, by meeting the requirements of Article
8 and 10 and having a demanded socioeconomical characteristic of Article 9, in their case
raising two children. They raise them in Bloemhof North, while also taking care of their (lovely)
dog and both having jobs. Chris is a 32-year old native Dutch dancer, fitness instructor and
owner of a foundation that wishes to enlarge the hip hop culture in society. About the
differences in social mix, Chris describes:
“What I notice when I walk through the neighbourhood with the dog is that this part of the
neighbourhood [North] does mix. There are younger and older families, older children… But if
you cross the bridge [to South] it is more a “volksbuurtje” (can be understood as a “typical
Dutch working class neighbourhood”). There live people that just whine all day. It is a pretty
big difference. There really is a Bloemhof North and a Bloemhof South.”
Sarah, 32 years of age with an Indonesian mother and Eritrean father, is an advisor on suitable
education at an mbo-school (a school-level after high school that focuses on more practical
education) in Rotterdam. She adds to Chris’s comment with a development that is indeed often
feared, namely the proportional increase of mainly white Dutch people:
“Our street definitely is [ethnically diverse] and it changes. There are also some more of African
descent, Surinamese descent and also some Dutch families here in the street. And across our
street are some refurbishment houses of Vestia (another public housing corporation) and they
have renovated them all and there are many young artists living there. For example, they have
plants, they appear like squatters but they’re not. They’re often young, white Dutch people.”
Other interviewees did not directly mention a change in the share of native Dutch people, but
Thea (a different Thea than the one in De Zakkenvullers) adds an additional insight. She is a
55-years old native Dutch woman who is a mother, works for a public transport operator and
who has lived in Bloemhof since she was 3. Her experience is the following:
“The ethnic diversity is very large. I think that there are even less Dutch people on the other
side (North) of Bloemhof than on this side (South). On the other hand, there is also a lot of
new construction there and a lot of private property housing. But there always used to live
many foreigners. But I never really come there.”
Here it is clear that, even though she does not get to the other side often, there is still the
assumption that the social mix will change to having more native Dutch people due to the
availability of another form of housing. There is thus an assumed relationship between a type
of housing - in this case a form (private property) that is not common in the working class, but
more in the middle class and up - and the ethnicity of those that will move there.

“Honestly, if I had to live in a Dutch neighbourhood with only Dutch people, I would
be bored to death” - Meg
Thus, a feeling exists among a few interviewees that the neighbourhood might become more
native Dutch or white. Still, Bloemhof is experienced as highly multicultural and this is
appreciated by most. Besides previously mentioned criticism on specific population groups
(Surinamese and Antilleans can be rude and loud, Moroccans being more reserved) and
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criticism that will be discussed later (Turkish, Polish and Bosnian children being rude and
lagging behind in schools), most inhabitants are appreciative of the multiculturality of the
neighbourhood. Meg is the most outstandingly enthusiastic example. She is 31 years old and
was born in the United States of America, but grew up mostly in The Netherlands. She is
currently doing a masters degree, works as a singing teacher and is also a mother. The
multiculturality is highly enjoyed by her:
“It is amazing. I am American myself and I completely feel at home here. I have lived in The
Netherlands long enough but I still feel at home among the foreigners. I sing Turkish music,
but also Arabic, Macedonian, whatever. That completely fits in here. [...] Honestly, if I had to
live in a Dutch neighbourhood with only Dutch people, I would be bored to death. Here you
have Turkish weddings that happen on the streets. I have a Dominican neighbour that goes
crazy in summer with the music and I love it.”
Mirjam, a 43-years old Rotterdam-born and native Dutch woman who has lived in Bloemhof
for two years, shares how she thinks that mixing and positive coexisting of cultures can not
only be enjoyable, but also inevitable:
“I think it (Bloemhof) is just multicultural. Cultures get together anyway, that is also what we
Dutch people do. […] It’s just how you position yourself towards culture.”
In fact, some wish the neighbourhood would mix more. For example, Maryam describes:
“There are a lot [of nationalities]. In my street there are many Somalians, Turks, Moroccans,
Pakistani and Polish, but I wish they reached out more for contact.”
Chris shares this desire for more mixing:
“A while back there was a sort of Turkish fair with all kinds of dishes. I thought: I am going to
have a look. And I really like it when something like that gets organised. It is just that I don’t
get annoyed because they are only Turkish people, but because we are being observed
because we are the only whites.”
This small remark on standing out due to whiteness is something that a few other interviewees
shared stronger concerns about.

“I actually feel excluded. We are the minority and it does feel like that” - Dina
Most interviewees do not notice much of a change in ethnic composition since the application
of the Rotterdam Law. Still, it is noteworthy to mention that some native Dutch interviewees
mention dissatisfaction with the lack of or continuing disappearance of more typical Dutch
facilities. Thea, the inhabitant who lived in Bloemhof South for over 50 years, says:
“There are about 20 Turkish bakeries and 8 hair salons. We don’t have a Dutch butcher or
greengrocer anymore. That would actually be nice.”
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Dina, who has lived in Bloemhof North since 1993, agrees with this. She is a native Dutch
woman who has been disapproved for work and who lives on sickness benefits. When I asked
her what she found most important in a neighbourhood, she answered:
“You don’t get that back here anymore. We don’t even have a Dutch butcher.”
Besides missing facilities like a butcher, Dina shares more worries she has:
“I don’t want to say it is the fault of specific population groups, but when I came living here it
was just Dutch people and a lovely Turkish man. Now, as a Dutch person among them, you
are nothing. It feels like you don’t belong in your neighbourhood. Back in the days there used
to be a few Turkish people but they would just have contact with the people that lived there.
Now they all return to their own culture. I think that’s a pity. And it’s increasing. I might be too
old fashioned, but I feel like ‘hello, we are also still here’. I actually feel excluded. We are the
minority and it does feel like that. […] I have a Moroccan neighbour with whom I always had
good contact, but at one moment it was only balls, always balls (being kicked by neighbour
children into her garden) and then my plants also die. There are very few Dutch neighbours
here. One side is completely Moroccan and the other side is completely Turkish.”
Noteworthy, the two interviewees that experienced this were both native Dutch women
between the ages of 52 and 64, who have lived in Bloemhof for the long-term (respectively 52
and 27 years).

“If you want something different, you are forced to travel further yourself” - Sabine
Related to the experience of multiculturality and the loss of native Dutch characteristics, is the
experience two parents shared about the schools in Bloemhof. Ouarda, one of the mothers I
spoke to, shared the following about education for her children:
“I had a lot of trouble with finding a good school for my children. I wanted a mixed school. I put
them on the Pnielschool, which is mixed. They were first on two other schools and these
were… I actually don’t want to say it because I don’t want to discriminate, but there were a lot
of Polish and Bulgarian children that didn’t speak a word of Dutch. My son went backwards
because of that.” [...] “I also tried the Bloemhofschool in the Oleander neighbourhood and my
daughter told me ‘mum, I want to leave here now because these children are very rude and
very loud’. With street language and with no good upbringing, totally no norms or values or
respect or whatever. And I don’t want my children to pick that up. So at one point I really
started searching and I found the Pnielschool (a school just over the border of Bloemhof). I
am content with the atmosphere there. I am forced to travel a little bit unfortunately, but
sometimes you just have to. You cannot change that because that is the composition of the
neighbourhood. If you want something different, you are forced to travel further yourself.”
Ouarda’s experience is a clear illustration of what Pinkster (2009) wrote. One of the key causes
of a lower quality education is the fact that many children that are first-generation or secondgeneration immigrants have a more limited understanding of the Dutch language. Also,
Karsten et al. (2003) showed that white Dutch people on average travel further to find better
education for their children. In this case, it is a second-generation immigrant woman of
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Moroccan descent. She is not the only non-native Dutch Bloemhoffer who struggled with
finding a good school. Sabine shares:
“I like living in this neighbourhood a lot, but the schools here I don’t like at all. I consciously
put my son in a school outside the neighbourhood. I myself am not purely Dutch, I am an
allochtone, like many here. But I notice that if you for example have a neighbourhood with
many Turkish people and there are also many Turkish children in that school, then you can
expect that your child will copy their behaviour and habits. And also regarding language you
can wonder: is this the right choice? So I put my son in a school outside of the neighbourhood.
I was afraid of the lower level of a purely Turkish school, for example.”
Sabine was born in France to a French mother and Cape Verdean father. It is noteworthy that
of the parents I spoke to (which were 10 interviewees), only the non-native Dutch mothers
shared concerns about the neighbourhood’s schools. This is not in line with Karsten et al.’s
(2003) theory of predominantly white parents traveling further, which I will discuss in Chapter
7: Discussion.

5.2 How Bloemhoffers Experience Rotterdam Law Changes
Besides these outcomes, I would like to show the Bloemhoffers’ experience with indicators
that the Rotterdam Law is meant to improve. These include the examples mentioned in their
pacman model and the broader indicators that the government follows coming from the
Leefbarometer (Leidelmeijer, 2014). The pacman model is the previously mentioned model on
the official website of Rotterdam that shows the three indices (physical, safety, social) with
some key examples of their indicators. The Leefbarometer is the measurement tool that allows
governments to analyse liveability based on varying factors, including those mentioned in the
pacman model. Since the Leefbarometer includes a broad variety of indicators of which some
are not relevant in the case of Bloemhof (e.g. frequency of trains passing through
neighbourhood, proximity of closest ‘larger body of water’, presence of facilities like an ice
rink), I will only discuss the indicators that were applicable and that my interviewees shared
their thoughts on. Therefore, this section will discuss varying forms of nuisance (hanging
youth, drug use, waste) as an indicator of safety, social bonding and self-reliance.

“They don’t clean up. There’s a lot of broken glass. I cannot say to my children: go,
take a bike ride outside” - Maryam
Rotterdam South is known as one of the most criminal and unsafe areas of The Netherlands
and when I heard stories of Bloemhoffers, I received an insight into why. Nuisance and
registered crimes are the ways in which safety is measured (Leidelmeijer, 2014) and the
Rotterdam Law has a focus on increasing the safety index. One of the factors affecting this
index is nuisance from youth. In Bloemhof, youth tends to group together, specifically in the
few squares and playgrounds that exist because, like police officer Van Ewijk said, there are
not many public or private places for them to hang out. Thus, they group together and create
different forms of nuisance like noise, waste or drug use. For example, Maryam describes:
“There are hanging people in every corner, with drugs. They don’t clean up. There’s a lot of
broken glass. I cannot say to my children: go, take a bike ride outside.”
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Others share her concern, like Meg:
“There is a lot of grouping together. I noticed at one point that a shop next to me let a lot of
youth hang there. Annoying youth. And also causing these many nitrous oxide (lachgas)
capsules in the street.”
Some different interviewees notice it but do not experience it like a problem, like Jan:
“I look at it from my window and I talk with them. Thanks to the Korzel (a neighbourhood
administration) and the police there is good monitoring. We used to do it, too, the alcohol.
Look, they should not become big drinking parties. Nowadays, it is drinking and drugs, but I
do not find it that bad.”
A few others do not even notice hanging youth at all. Ouarda describes:
“In the Narcissenstraat (in Bloemhof North) there is no hanging youth at all. Here there really
are more families and we have good personal connections with each other.“
Overall, while experiences vary, only Thea perceives a difference since the application of the
Rotterdam Law:
“It (nuisance from hanging youth) has become less. But well, I did that too back in the days. It
doesn’t bother me.”
Thea thus refers to it as something that can belong to youth culture and since she used to do
this herself, it does not annoy her when new youth generations do it. Others’ main annoyances
of hanging youth, however, are the waste they create and their drug use. Except for Thea, all
interviewees agree that there has been no change in the nuisance of hanging youth. They find
that it has neither become less or more.

“On the streets, in the playgrounds. I don’t dare to let my children go to the
community centre” - Ouarda
This unchanged experience is similar for another measure of nuisance: drug use. This is one
of the more common complaints of my interviewees, although the experiences vary.
Inhabitants either experience nuisance from it or not, but noteworthy again is that no one
notices changes in the amount of drugs. As a sidenote, I want to share that drug dealing
specifically is not part of the Leefbarometer and was only mentioned by one of my interviewees
once as a problem that the police recently had already been dealing with. My questions about
drug use, however, were met with many stories and experiences. About one half of my
interviewees said that drug use was a problem. When a specific type of drug was mentioned
– instead of the general terms ‘drugs’ or ‘soft drugs’ – it was always ‘lachgas’, or nitrous oxide.
An interesting experience is of Ouarda, who lived in Bloemhof for 12 years and moved within
the neighbourhood after 6 of these years:
“That (drug use) was where I lived before. That was really horrible. On the streets, in the
playgrounds. I don’t dare to let my children go to the community centre (buurthuis) alone. I just
find that scary.”
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Thus, even though she does not notice drug use in her new street, she still does not feel safe
enough to let her children go through the area on their own due to her knowledge of drug use
in other parts of Bloemhof. Noteworthy, the place where she used to live was near the
Oleanderplein (Oleander Square), which is the area I depicted before as the most problematic
part of the neighbourhood.
The other half of my interviewees did not really experience drug use or drug waste as a
problem, like Meg said straightforwardly:
“I don’t really see drug use.“
Cordula adds that even though she sees drug use, she also sees how it is being dealt with
and thus does not experience it negatively:
“No, drug use does not bother me. Here in front of the building there is a lot of hanging youth
that use it, but they are also being watched. The police come and there is a sign that says it
is prohibited.”
Overall, most Bloemhoffers know there is drug use in their neighbourhood and about half of
them do not care. Noteworthy, hard drugs were never mentioned as an experienced issue. Of
the people who do experience nuisance from drug use, a part only gets annoyed by the waste
it delivers, like the capsules of nitrous oxide (lachgas). Waste in the streets is one of the other
measures that indicate the nuisance level and during my interviews this indicator came up
frequently.

“I calculated that if everyone that complained to me about Bloemhof’s trash would
just pick up three pieces of it, half of the canal would already be clean” - Eveline
Bloemhoffers’ have oppositional experiences of waste in their environment. Although waste
reduction might not seem like the most obvious consequence of a social mixing policy, I
learned that for my interviewee Eveline it was absolutely related to the Rotterdam Law. Eveline
is an outstanding person in both Bloemhof and in Rotterdam. She is a 44-year old native Dutch
mother who happily raises her son together with her ex-husband of Moroccan descent, with
whom she still has good contact. She grew up in a more well-off neighbourhood in another
town, in which she felt she never belonged due to the smug attitudes of other children in for
example her class. There she was unhappy, but in Bloemhof, a relatively poor and problematic
neighbourhood, she feels much more at home and happy. She is very passionate about what
she does and is not only involved in Rotterdam as a city guide (winning “The Most Hospitable
Rotterdammer” prize in 2017), but also in her neighbourhood in multiple ways. She is the one
that started De Zakkenvullers, the group of inhabitants that cleans up the neighbourhood. It is
clear that the second meaning of Zakkenvuller (someone who profits of others in indecent
ways) is far from applicable to Eveline and her colleagues:
“I heard people talk about the trash in the canal. I spammed the municipality with emails.
Everyone was complaining ‘it’s the fault of the foreigners or the municipality!’, but these
complaining people could have spent their time more effectively. I don’t like complaining
people. One time, after a hangover, I went out in the rain with a stick and a trash bag and
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started filling it. I did this too in Thailand and Haiti and I really enjoyed it. (In 2018, Eveline
featured in a show called ‘Memories’, in which she went back to Thailand with presenter Katja
Schuurman to tell her stories and look for and old love she had there. She also wrote her own
book in 2005 about her time in Thailand, called ‘Taai’.) So I thought: I am just going to help
my own neighbourhood. Thea [another Zakkenvuller present at the time of this interview]
joined me, even though we didn’t know each other then. Now we have been friends for two
years. Then Marco joined [present Zakkenvuller and member of the neighbourhood council]
and then Theo and René [present Zakkenvullers]. We organise ourselves through a Whatsapp
group. In two years, we have filled a total of 151 bags.”
Interestingly, she connects her work for De Zakkenvullers directly to the Rotterdam Law. After
a hard period in her life and a poor living experience with a slumlord, she got assigned a house
by Bram Van Deelen of Woonstad. Her great happiness with this possibility was still clear
during my interview with her. She describes that after getting out of her previous awful home,
she finally had a wonderful place to live and had more space in her mind to think about other
things. That is when she noticed the “teringzooi” (“bloody mess”) and took action. She wanted
to demonstrate her gratitude for getting the priority status by doing something back for the
neighbourhood. Thus, due to the combination of getting a calmer state of mind and feeling
gratitude – both caused by the priority status of Article 9 (socioeconomic characteristics) and
the fact that she got a house that she loves and feels relaxed in – she started getting involved
with improving the Bloemhof. She could be a perfect example of what proponents of social
mixing policies would call new role models.
The consequences of Eveline’s actions have been positive for Bloemhof. Multiple people
joined De Zakkenvullers and among them some also created other projects besides cleaning.
For example, Eveline thought of educational signs about the nature in the canal, which have
since my interview with her indeed been realised. A few others (among them Thea and
Eveline) have been involved in perking up the little central square by decorating an old
decaying wall with mosaic art.
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Figure 6. The mosaic art wall, with Eveline on the left (taken from the public Facebook page “De
Zakkenvullers Van Bloemhof” on December 30, 2020. It was posted on August 29, 2020.)

Of course, Eveline is an active person that has told me about more projects she has
passionately been involved with. Her positive response to getting a house through Article 9 is
not the average response and it is therefore hard to conclude that the Rotterdam Law causes
people to be more involved with a neighbourhood or more passionate about keeping it clean.
Moreover, as stated before, change in neighbourhood involvement was not mentioned by my
other interviewees. Still, it is interesting to see how many neighbours joined her project(s).
Two of De Zakkenvullers already lived in Bloemhof for 23 and 30 years, but this one person,
Eveline, got them and others together to be more involved in the neighbourhood. Thus, the
will and interest might already have been there, but a direct reason to get involved was
missing. In this case the reason was Eveline’s passion due to her gratitude for Article 9, but I
did not hear of other similar Rotterdam Law-related cases. Nevertheless, it is clear that
inhabitants are willing to get involved when the right motivation appears.
To get back to the specific issue of waste, the experience is either that it has increased or
decreased since the application of the Rotterdam Law. Ouarda says that waste is still a big
problem:
“Trash is literally in front of my door, or they just throw it on a bench or something. This has
definitely not decreased, it is still a disaster.”
Meg, the mother, student and singing teacher of American descent, adds:
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“This has increased. There is more coarse dirt ending up on the streets. I also feel like the
municipality doesn’t clean as much anymore as they used to do.”
Anton Van Ewijk, Bloemhof’s neighbourhood officer, says cleaning happens, but
unfortunately:
“Bloemhof is always a bloody mess (“teringzooi”). They sweep there five times a week, but it’s
always a mess.”
Differently, others see a decrease. Jan, the retired but still active inhabitant, describes:
“There is a decrease, because of us. Last years I can say that I’ve not been easy for the
municipality. I told them ‘and now it’s time this stops’. Now it’s better. There are also frequent
container checks. This also has to do with people who speak other languages and who don’t
understand the instructions. We are now busy creating a plan for that. Now it’s quite clean.”
Furthermore, Sarah shares a more hopeful sound for the future:
“It is getting less. There’s this app, Beter Buiten (“Better Outside”), with which you can take a
photo if there’s trash on the streets and you can report it. And that goes better, step by step.
If everyone shows a good example, we will get there.”
The decrease in waste seems to be experienced more by those who are more actively involved
in trying to lessen the problem, like Jan, Eveline and Sarah. In my mind, Sarah’s last comment
made me think of De Zakkenvullers. Indeed, one person, Eveline, showed an example and
others happily joined.

The row of neighbours that we have there, that feels like a little village” - Cordula
Even though Eveline started a group that is participative in the neighbourhood - of which a
core group is highly invested – there appear to be no other new initiatives since the application
of the Rotterdam Law in Bloemhof. However, this does not mean that Bloemhof is not a
sociable area. Instead, most interviewees were very positive about their connections with their
neighbours. Wendy (for privacy reasons, her name has been changed), a mother and nurse
of Surinamese descent, with whom I held a shorter interview, describes this well.
“I can go knock on anyone’s door here. We don’t really organise anything with the street, but
we do invite each other for birthdays or holidays.”
Sabine is also very positive:
“[My contact is] very good, which I am really happy with. I basically know almost all the people
in my street. With some I really have personal contact and I make more small conversations
with them. With others it’s more just greeting. But generally speaking, the contact is very good.
They know me and they regularly see me with my son. And I know my neighbours, too. That
gives a very good feeling. It has been like that from the beginning. I met them in a nice way
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and they nicely welcomed me. Not only with younger neighbours but also with the older ones
I have good contact.”
Olga, a mother who works full time, follows an education and who is now and again active for
GroenLinks, a Dutch left-wing political party focused on inclusivity and the environment, has
lived in Bloemhof for 2 years and already feels very positive. She moved into a new block of
houses and moved in with her new neighbours at the same time:
“With people from my own block, the contact is very good. It is all new buildings so we put
fences (between the gardens) together. With the neighbours on one side we had a fence and
thought: that should be low, otherwise we cannot chat anymore. Also, I get to know people
from the other street more. And while walking my dog, you automatically end up in
conversations.”
Ouarda adds that she likes how her neighbours are more active and how they can work
together:
“I finally have neighbours that are active. One neighbour joins neighbourhood gatherings, and
so on. They all contribute. We all had problems with parking, so as a neighbourhood we got
together and tackled this because we wanted to be able to park our cars.”
Most interviewees are content, even though levels of desired contact differ. For example,
Mirjam shares:
“I have good contact with them. With everyone [of my neighbours], really. You should not run
down each other's doors, but just some chatting (“ouwehoeren”).”
Cordula describes how she feels it has improved, partly because she chose to act as an
example:
“Amazing (contact with neighbours). Yes, I am a caregiver for my neighbour. And on the other
side, the row of neighbours that we have there, that feels like a little village. We watch out for
each other. Sometimes also with people on the other street. Everyone is like “hey neighbour!”
and I love that here. It has become more, that real sense of togetherness. Years ago, when
people came to live here, they would be more reserved. That could take some years. When
people move here now, I say “hey, I am this and that person and I live there”, so they feel
welcome, too. Because I remember when I came to live here (in 2011), everyone was looking
at me weirdly. So now I do it differently. I warmly welcome them. And you notice that other
people join me in that. That really has become more in recent years. An example was needed
to show like “hey, we can also do it like that!””
Still, two of my interviewees were more negative about their relationship with their neighbours.
Thea shares:
“Not really good. I have my sister a few doors down. I do talk with the neighbours, but it’s not…
I talk with my neighbour across the street, but besides that it’s not much. There are a few who
greet. And a lot of foreigners have moved here. There are some who greet, but many don’t.
That’s also because I’m a single woman. And actually almost all Dutch families have left,
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because the neighbourhood was and is going backwards. But the neighbours that bother me
most are those across the street and they are Dutch. But I feel like: give and take, live and let
live.”
Maryam shares this experience of feeling welcomed more partly by native Dutch people, even
though she is a first-generation immigrant from Pakistan that moved here in 2009:
“I don’t have contact with them (neighbours). They are just busy with their own lives. If I say
‘hello’ on the streets, nothing happens. If I try to contact them they seem scared, or something?
I don’t know. In the Kamperfoeliestraat lives my grandmother and there live more old people,
older Dutch women and they always greet me. But the new people in Asserstraat don’t really
want to have contact. That is a shame. Sometimes I would need someone to watch my
children, but it’s not possible.”
It seems that the social bonding - as mentioned in the pacman model - of neighbours that the
Rotterdam Law desired to improve, is not conclusively bettering or worsening. Rather, most
neighbours experienced it as good or great from the start with no change since the application
of the Law. Some neighbours have a harder time finding connection and they partly blame this
on cultural differences. Maryam tries to connect, but gets very different reactions depending
on location and socio-ethnic characteristics. Thea shares that her neighbourhood relationships
are not good, but she is accepting of it. Cordula decided to take a more exemplary role and
describes having managed to open up other Bloemhoffers, too.
Overall, most interviewees are highly positive about social bonding between neighbours. They
see them as great connections who they can share nice times with and who can also watch
out for each other. For those who have a harder time connecting with their neighbours, it
seems to depend on a specific location, cultural differences or possibly the individual. The Law
does not seem to have had clear effects on social bonding so far.

“I do know that many mothers at my daughter’s school are not working” - Meg
Finally, the key goal the Rotterdam Law seems to be known for is the enlargement of the
neighbourhood population share with an income from work. Thus, the goal is to improve
people’s self-reliance in neighbourhoods like Bloemhof. Since its application, the Law has
indeed been able to raise the percentage of the working population (Mr. Drs. Muttalip, personal
communication, February 2020). Still, Bloemhof’s population doesn’t yet experience much of
a difference. For instance, Meg described:
“I don’t really notice more or less unemployment. Not around me, in any case. I do know that
many mothers at my daughter’s school are not working.”
Sabine shares:
“No, I think that there are a few people who live on benefits, but I think that enough people
work in this neighbourhood. I haven’t noticed any change.”
Most interviewees did not mention anything positive or negative about the state of
(un)employment in Bloemhof, or were uncertain about the state. Four interviewees had a
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distinguishing view. On the one hand, Jan had a clearer optimistic view on those who belong
to the area’s working population:
“I have to say, when I leave early in the morning as I bring my wife to her job, then I look at
my neighbours and see that this neighbourhood is pretty active. I see a lot of people leave for
work. A Polish person does not come here to live on benefits - or actually maybe they do - but
they come here to work and then they get paid well.”
Eveline was also highly positive:
“Article 9 (socioeconomic characteristics) works well. People have a job, participate more
actively and spend more.”
On the other hand, Sarah and Chris, who got a new house two years ago that was subject to
the Rotterdam Law, share a more pessimistic view:
Sarah: “I don’t see it in this street (unemployment), but that is also because of the demands
(Article 8, income demand) that made you qualify for these houses.”
Chris: “You don’t see it, but if you know the statistics...”
Even though they do not experience unemployment in their direct surroundings - partly due to
the income demand of the Rotterdam Law - the expectation is that it must be elsewhere in
Bloemhof. This expectation exists because of their awareness of the Law, of Bloemhof’s
statistics and their general interest in and knowledge of the neighbourhood. Unfortunately,
they have lived there too short (over two years during our interview) to see whether their
insightful experiences line up with the official improved statistics of the share of Bloemhoffers
with a job.

5.3 Conclusion
Statistically speaking, the Rotterdam Law so far has only increased Bloemhof’s proportion of
those with an income from work. When looking at my interviews, this development was not
apparent to most of its inhabitants. Only Eveline had a more optimistic view on how specifically
Article 9 has already created more employment. The clearest changes in the eyes of my
interviewees were the inflow of new neighbours, the enjoyment of socio-ethnic mixing and the
desire for more, the dissatisfaction of parents with segregated school quality, the waste
problems in the street, the problems of hanging youth and drug problems. The latter two were
perceived by half of my interviewees as not bothersome and by the other half mainly
bothersome due to the consequential waste.
Other remarks and noteworthy points were shared by less people, including that new
neighbours play – except for the outstanding Eveline – no exemplary role, that rejuvenation
causes more easy connections, that the neighbourhood might become more white, that most
inhabitants enjoy multiculturality, that a few Dutch people miss typical Dutch facilities and
social norms, the good but unchanged social bonding and the perceived unchanged selfreliance.
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I sum these up to show how people experience changes and how they experience the reasons
and goals the Rotterdam Law indicates to realise these changes. But, how did these changes
get established and at what cost? Do inhabitants see these changes as a positive outcome of
a necessary social mixing policy, or do they find that the Articles of the Law are not worth the
consequences? The Rotterdam Law is controversial for a reason, but what do Bloemhoffers
as subjects of the Law think of its workings? This chapter has discussed how they experience
the short term consequences and the following chapter will discuss how they experience the
‘hows’ behind these consequences. The way people think about the technicalities of the Law
will be shown, including the income demand, socioeconomic characteristics and finally
expected nuisance or criminality. This gives an insight in how subjects of this Law believe
these technicalities would work or not in the context of their neighbourhood and how possibly,
in the eyes of interviewees, these Articles can be changed or added to.
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Chapter 6: The Technicalities of the Rotterdam Law
During my interviews it stood out to me that, unless interviewees got assigned a home through
the Rotterdam Law, most Bloemhoffers were unaware of the Law or just knew a little bit about
some of its core ideas. In most cases, I clarified the reasoning behind the Law and the changes
it wished to achieve. The reactions of those who had no prior knowledge of the Law to my
explanations could be described as an indifferent acceptance. After explaining its existence
and general idea, there were no strong reactions like surprise, agreement or disapproval. They
almost seemed used to this kind of attention to their neighbourhood. The calm nodding or
“okay”s I usually received after my descriptions made me feel like I was explaining just one of
the many other projects that were being applied in Bloemhof or Rotterdam.
After explaining the Law’s general purpose, I put more focus on the specific Articles. In order
to gain an understanding of what my interviewees thought about them and if they deem them
worthy or justifiable of the outcomes, I discussed each Article separately with every
interviewee. I explained how each of the three Articles is supposed to make these
improvements happen. For example, I told them how Article 8 does not accept people who
volunteer, how Article 9 gives priority to police or doctors and how Article 10 allows checks of
criminal records of those who are suspected to cause nuisance or criminal activity. This will
give an insight in how actual subjects of a neighbourhood assigned to the Rotterdam Law think
about the technicalities behind the desired improvements of their own living environment.
In this chapter, I will follow a likewise approach by discussing each Article and the opinions on
them one by one. First, I will analyse people’s response to Article 8, the Income Demand.
Second, I discuss Article 9, that gives priority to certain a Socioeconomic Status. Third and
final, I show how Article 10, Perceived Possible Nuisance or Criminality, is seen. Opinions on
each article are quite varied, which I will now show.

6.1. Article 8: The Income Demand
This article, that demands an income from work, was the most negatively received Article of
the three. Also, inhabitants of Bloemhof had the most varying opinions about it. They wonder
about individuals’ specific situation, about people’s other positive daytime activities and where
those who are rejected end up. Furthermore, there were interviewees who saw the complexity
of the Article and acknowledged that both sides had fair points. Finally, a few interviewees put
more emphasis on possible benefits.
“Are they unemployed or are they too lazy to work?” - Jan
Most frequently, Bloemhoffers described to me how they believe Article 8 is not fair as it should
depend on each individual’s situation. What are the reasons they are on benefits? Jan
describes directly:
“I find that you have to look at the background of these people. Are they unemployed or are
they too lazy to work?”
Dina adds a personal note:
“I am also such a person [on benefits] and we used to work here, too. There is a difference.
Sometimes you end up without work and you cannot do anything about it.”
Like Dina, Cordula lives on benefits, too. With already an additional insight in her view on
Article 10, she shares her opinion:

46

“Well, I would say that you should not select people on that (income). I live on benefits and I
volunteer here. I have a criminal past, I have been in jail, so those would be two things already.
I am really not a bad person, so if you would judge someone based on that... I would get
rejected on those points while I really am not a bad person. I do think indeed [you can reject]
those with rent debts. Someone who has never paid, you should not have in the
neighbourhood. But people can always change. You have to keep wanting to give people
another chance.”
According to most interviewees, the individual situation of the unemployed should be taken
into account. If they are without blame and try well, they should be able to get a home in a
neighbourhood like Bloemhof. An additional note that some interviewees made is that it
depends on how the unemployed spend their daytime differently. If inhabitants do not have a
job but still were to spend their time positively, some interviewees stated that they would also
welcome them. Cordula is an example of someone who does not have an income, but does
still contribute by volunteering. Sabine, like Jan and Cordula, thinks similarly and adds:
“If they live on benefits but still do volunteering then they are still busy and still add something
to the neighbourhood. If they don’t, it becomes a bit complicated. But you don’t know the
situation of these people and why they live on benefits.”
“... you get that those people get together in another specific neighbourhood and then
you get criminality there.” - Cordula
Bloemhoffers are not only interested in how the unemployed would spend their daytime
differently, but also in where they would go if they get rejected for housing. Meg is not sure
where the rejected people would have the possibility to go to elsewhere:
“Look, here there are cheap houses. And only people without benefits can afford these
houses. And I don’t know where you would leave them (on benefits). I think that’s a bit stupid.”
Specifically, some worry that it is just a way of moving the problem to another neighbourhood.
Sarah states:
You don’t want to just move the problem.”
Maryam adds to this a worry about discrimination and isolation:
“No, that is discrimination, I don’t want that. Then they end up in one place where all live on
benefits and then they start to feel a bit bad. Then people will look at it, too, with ‘that is that
neighbourhood with the benefits!’”
Instead of just moving the problem, Cordula is thinking about how else the problem could be
dealt with:
“If you don’t accept these people, then you get that those people get together in another
specific neighbourhood and then you get criminality there. It is better to put those people in
our neighbourhood and then maybe sort of guide them. You join the people that live in the
neighbourhood.”
There are worries about where the rejected people who live on benefits can go and in what
way it could fix problems for Bloemhof, worsen problems elsewhere and how it affects those
who are not accepted. Indeed, the situation is complex and there were interviewees who felt
unable to agree with one side, but instead could understand both those in favour or those
against this article.
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“I do get the purpose, but I find it a very difficult one” - Olga
Sabine shares how she understands the complications on both sides, partly repeating what
she shared earlier:
“I do understand it, on the one hand. You know what it is, if you are on benefits and you do,
for example, volunteering, then you are still busy. But if you don’t it gets a bit complicated. You
don’t know the situation of these people and why they are on benefits. I understand it from
both sides.”
Olga adds that she knows it is a way to improve the state of a neighbourhood, but still has
difficulty with the rejection of people:
“I do get the purpose, but I find it a very difficult one. I find it a difficult idea to not assign people
a home. But, where I live now, there were also many rules attached. But that is a way to lift up
a neighbourhood. I think that everyone has to have a place where they feel at home and if you
have lived your whole life with your parents in a neighbourhood, I would find it quite intense if
you cannot get a home in that neighbourhood yourself. I am not exactly sure what I think of it,
but I do understand it.”
Olga emphasizes how Article 8 results in a mix of positive and negative consequences. On
the one hand, it can exclude people and put more physical distance between them and their
family, while on the other hand, it is a way to improve a neighbourhood. Even though many
Bloemhoffers are critical or find it a complex issue that does not call for easy side-picking,
there are still some positive sounds about Article 8.
“People living on benefits just sit at home all day and they automatically cause
problems at one point” - Mirjam
Olga further explains her uncertainty by describing an example of when a radical change in a
neighbourhood seemed heavy at first, but worked out well. Her example includes the
Tweebosbuurt, a neighbourhood where big changes were realised by demolishing, renewing
and building houses. Citizens were unhappy, especially those who lived there for very long,
and a court case was the consequence. They won, but changes are still happening within the
legal framework that the living corporations follow. Olga’s story from this event is the following:
“Do you know the Tweebosbuurt? A friend of mine who lived there was very emotional when
she had to leave that neighbourhood. But now, she lives somewhere else and she is so
incredibly happy. So I also think: yes, maybe it will turn out well.”
Mirjam takes a stronger critical stance on those who live on benefits and believes Article 8 is
a good strategy to solve some issues:
“I agree. People living on benefits just sit at home all day and they automatically cause
problems at one point. I smoke myself, but they will also take a joint and will start doing very
weird things. I also think that people get benefits too easily. I can tell you about three people
in this neighbourhood that have never worked before and they just pretend they’re crazy.”

6.2. Article 9: Priority for a Socioeconomic Status
While Article 8 is met with varying opinions, Article 9 is met with more opposing views. On the
one hand, Bloemhoffers experience it as a good way to improve the neighbourhood. On the
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other hand, others find it unfair to those who do not fit the required socioeconomic
characteristics.
“Someone can be a police officer, but maybe that man is not very social” - Sabine
Some of my interviewees found Article 9 an unfair discriminatory treatment. While those
without a job get negatively discriminated, those with a job get positively discriminated, like
Jan experiences:
“I heard about it, but I’m not overly excited. It’s simply positive discrimination.”
Sabine contributes to this that one profession does not automatically add more to a
neighbourhood than another profession:
“I don’t agree with that, because I find that everyone has the right for equal opportunities. And
I find that if you compare a person that works in a school or a police officer with a person that
is graduating, they can both add something to the neighbourhood. So that is not completely
fair, I think. Someone can be a police officer, but maybe that man is not very social. So they
don’t have to directly add something because of their profession.”
Not only the lack of guarantee whether certain socioeconomic characteristics improve a
neighbourhood more than others were mentioned, but also the consequential lack of mixing.
Chris describes:
“Then you do shut out a certain target group. Then you don’t mix. When people don’t have an
education (and therefore a certain job), that can be for varying reasons. That is not because
of a lack of intelligence. By shutting people out you will limit them again to live where they want
to live.”
So, these Bloemhoffers perceive Article 9 as mainly discriminatory, as limiting mixing and
limiting freedom of individual decision-making on where to live. Still, other interviewees had
positive views.
“I hope that the people who make these decisions keep the whole population into
account” - Sarah
Replying to her partner Chris, Sarah describes that under certain circumstances it could work:
“You don’t have to shut people out. I think that something like this can actually work, as long
as the ones who are decisive in the process, are diverse as well. That the composition of those
who make the choices is such that they also have the realisation that they are also just people
with integrity. That don’t look from a distance and decide certain things from a policy level
(referring to policy makers and advisors). Because we, too, got to live in the Pretorialaan in
that way so I cannot say that I don’t agree with it. Then I would never have been able to live
in Rotterdam. Just, I hope that the people who make these decisions keep the whole
population into account. Because it is complicated to say: you cannot do this. Then we could
never have lived here. So, mixed feelings. ”
Sarah openly shares her criticism, while at the same time appearing to feel a bit consciencestricken due to the fact that Article 9 got her a home. At the same time, she hopes that the
people with decision-making power are diverse and take the population seriously, because in
that way this Article should be able to work well. She is not the only one who is both a bit
hesitant and positive at the same time. Olga, her neighbour, takes a similar position:
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“I can imagine that, because they (medics, police, teachers, etc.) are the people that you need
in a city, of course. It does sound very harsh to me if you have been looking for a home and
you just cannot succeed… but still, I understand this one very well. Because they are the
people that you need together as a society in a city.”
Thea has a complementary point of view:
“I think that’s a good thing. That might be able to lift up the neighbourhood. It does stay difficult.
Is it discrimination? I am not sure. Now it is positive discrimination. I have the idea that the
composition of a neighbourhood should be looked at and in my experience, this
neighbourhood could use a boost with some higher educated people. Then you start - I think
- stimulating each other more.”
These interviewees clearly see the potential benefits, but also struggle with the fact that
exclusion or discrimination might be involved. Besides those who see both the advantages
and disadvantages, there are also a few who are solely supportive. They have a more clear
cut idea about the possible consequential benefits, like Maryam:
“It sounds like a good idea to me. If they get priority to buy a house here, there will be more
educated people and it will be better for the neighbourhood.”
Besides a higher education level, another mentioned advantage is the close proximity of a
doctor or policeman. Meg shares her considerations that are more about practicality and
nuisance:
“I think that’s good. If a doctor is close, I would like it if they can be with me quickly. And I think
that if those boys knew there was a police officer in my house, for example, they would not go
standing in front of the door.”
Speaking of police, the neighbourhood officer I spoke to shared with me his experience with
Article 9:
“There are not that many [that live here because they got a house through Articel 9]. In the
past I would see them, but they would be gone again after a few years. Vestia stopped
[applying Article 9]. They could actually not find anyone that wanted to move in.”
So, even though the interviewees either agreed, disagreed or saw reason in both sides of the
argument, the actual application of it apparently is not very successful. Those who meet the
socioeconomic standards seem to leave Bloemhof again quickly or do not even consider
moving there. Maryam has an example of this outcome, with people who met Article 9
requirements because of being a teacher:
“They are very rude, those children. They bully children and good teachers don’t want to work
here. Good teachers don’t want to live in this neighbourhood. Every teacher comes to work
here for a year and then thinks: I don’t want to teach at this school.”
Maryam’s example clarifies the observation of the police, namely the increasing dislike of the
neighbourhood by those who come to live in it because of fitting the set socioeconomic
standards.
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6.3. Article 10: Denial of Those Who Might Increase Nuisance or Criminality
Finally, Article 10 was met with diverse responses as well. Many perceive it positively,
although most of them emphasize the need of looking at the specifics of each individual’s
criminal past. There are also a few Bloemhoffers who stated not to see the need for this Article.

“There was more togetherness. And now it just is more drugs and so on” - Dina
A few interviewees only emphasized the benefits that could follow when people who are
suspected of causing nuisance or criminality are denied housing in Bloemhof, like Dina:
“I would only cheer that on. I once started here and they were all normal people and back then
the neighbourhood was much more sociable (“gezellig”) and there was more togetherness.
And now it just is more drugs and so on.”
She misses the sociability and normality that she used to know and believes criminality is a
reason this has transformed or disappeared. Not only a longing for old “gezelligheid”, but also
the experience of criminality is mentioned as a reason to reject those who might create
nuisance or criminality. For example, Maryam shares:
“I think that is really good. A lady came to my son’s school and she said that this
neighbourhood is filled with criminal people. I didn’t notice it myself, except for drugs and so
on.”
Even though she has not had direct experiences with criminality herself, she wants to lessen
criminality anyway due to having become aware of it. Others also believe diminishing this
problem is important, but stress the importance of looking at the details of each individual’s
situation.
Imagine if someone had to steal food to support their family, I would get that” - Meg
According to some interviewees, if someone has already known legal consequences for their
actions, they should be given a second chance. Sabine states:
“It also depends on the kind of criminal activities. I have been in touch with the police back in
the days and I would not like it if, just based on that, I could not get a dwelling anymore.
Because I finished my community service (“taakstraf”) and all files have been closed. So I
would find that very unfortunate. It also depends on how long ago, I believe.”
Jan agrees with the fact that after someone has already been punished for a crime, they
deserve a clean slate:
“I believe that everyone deserves a second chance. I am not very excited [about this Article].
Look, there are also organisations that keep monitoring it, like a paedophile.”
As long as you have already had to deal with legal consequences for your committed crime
and possibly, in Jan’s point of view, get monitored when you have committed a more serious
offense, you deserve a second chance. Besides the injustice of having to pay for your crimes
twice, others also mention that the motivations or causes behind the crimes matter, like Meg:
“You have to look at each individual. I would not just reject someone because you never know
what the story is. I find that very hard to tell. A look must be taken at what crime has been
committed, how long ago and what the circumstances were. Imagine if someone had to steal
food to support their family, I would get that.”
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Sarah makes a similar point:
“At my work, I see a lot of youth that have made wrong choices and those temptations in
neighbourhoods like Bloemhof are on the lurk. But, at the moment that you get caught with a
weed plantation I find that different than when you get caught because you keep ending up in
fights. And imagine if you have always seen your parents struggle - and I don’t condone it but those are other motivations. And if you say: you are not allowed to live in that
neighbourhood anymore where your whole family lives… I find that complicated. [...] Yes,
indeed you treat the symptoms and not the cause for making these choices in criminality.”
According to the interviewees, when looking at someone’s individual criminal past, it is
important to look at the details of the crime, if they have already known legal consequences,
if those who committed heavy crimes get monitored and finally what the causes or motivations
behind the crime were. So, they would only agree with Article 10 if there are specific rules for
its application where the individual is taken into account. In addition to these points of view,
there were also two interviewees who were more direct about the fact that they disagree with
Article 10.

“I disagree with this one, because I believe that people with a criminal past have been
punished as well” - Olga
A similar opinion to what has already been discussed, but with less doubt and with more
conviction of the unfairness of the Article, is the one of Olga:
“I disagree with this one, because I believe that people with a criminal past have been
punished as well. And if everything went well, they received a punishment that was thought
about. And afterwards, they just deserve their chance again.”
Besides this clear disagreement with the unfairness of Article 10 due to a double punishment,
another and final reason for disagreement is the unnecessity. This is mentioned by Thea:
“That (criminality) I don’t really find that much of a point. I think it’s not that bad here. There
are often shooting or stabbing incidents, but they don’t bother me. It usually happens around
the shops (referring to regular shops, not coffee shops).”
The Article is not perceived as necessary by her, due to the fact that criminality does not
happen in her direct surroundings. Additionally, I want to share how police officer Anton Van
Ewijk thinks about the necessity of this Article:
“It gets a little better, but we just follow the national statistics. I don’t believe you can assign
that to the Rotterdam Law.”

6.4. Other Improvement Options
Since Bloemhoffers have mixed perceptions of every Article and do not seem to conclusively
find that one or more of them are optimal ways of improving the neighbourhood’s problems, I
want to share some other possible options. One is ‘reflective quota, which I took from Chapter
2 and discussed it with my interviewees. Others came up during my fieldwork, including
community centres, more public space, more green and positive news coverage. I share these
without judgment on whether they are suitable solutions or whether they could compare to the
scale in which the Rotterdam Law wishes to address neighbourhood issues. These are the
points of improvement my interviewees shared and saw as possible alternatives to improve
the liveability – although usually just one or a few indicators that determine liveability.
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“There is always much talking about integration as if people with a different cultural
background should integrate, but I think that Dutch people should integrate” - Olga
Some interviewees were very positive about the idea of reflective quota and its possible
benefits. In chapter 2, I mentioned how Bovens & Trappenburg (2004) saw reflective quota as
a way to improve equality through positive discrimination, by making the ethnic composition
of a neighbourhood reflect the national one. The main comments about this show that people
would welcome it due to the fact that they are tired of specific ethnicities grouping together
and excluding others. Cordula is one of them and she explains her excitement about reflective
quota:
“Well, I think that is very good. Because, I notice that near us there are many Antillean people
who form groups and that should not happen. And like the Afrikaanderwijk (a bordering
neighbourhood), that is completely Turkish. You should spread them. Those people have to
integrate, too. You are in The Netherlands now and you must know how it works in The
Netherlands. Those people in Afrikaanderwijk also don’t talk Dutch at all. You have to spread
them. Just like with us: just Moroccans, Turks… Then they have to become Dutch, because if
you don’t, they will not become Dutch. So, especially to make sure they integrate more, such
a spreading idea would be good.”
Cordula emphasizes how such a spreading, based on reflective quota, could help with certain
population groups becoming more ‘Dutch’. There is thus a focus on integration. Directly
opposing this idea, Olga shares how she thinks about integration and being ‘Dutch’:
“I think that (reflective quota) is very difficult, if it gets imposed too much. Everyone has their
own preference of where they want to live, but it would still be nice if it goes towards that
direction. There is always much talking about integration as if people with a different descent
should integrate, but I think that Dutch people should integrate. There are many people that
hold on to an image that never existed. My father was Dutch and my mother was Indonesian,
and I am increasingly discovering that Dutch-Indians at the time put in a lot of effort to fit in
and that they had to give up a big part of their identity for that. That is such a shame.”
Even though these two opinions are oppositional, there is a clear desire for more mixing. Just
the method is controversial. Olga explains how she finds the idea of being or becoming Dutch
and mixing nationalities a complex issue, with which Jan agrees:
“I think if you do it the other way around (less mixing, allowing populations to group more), that
the Dutch people would leave. Perhaps they should put more Dutch people or students here.
But well, what even is a Dutch person? A third generation Turk or Moroccan is also Dutch. My
wife has a “kleurtje” (non-white skin colour) and to others she is simply a foreigner, but she is
just Dutch.”
Most interviewees mention their dissatisfaction with a lack of mixing as it causes certain
population groups to become more distant. They are more focused on ‘their own people’ and
some feel annoyed or excluded by this. Maryam is an example of this perception:
“I just find that (reflective quota) normal, when they are caused to spread over the country. In
one place there are many of the same background and then it becomes a closed place. Like,
‘this is our place’. So, this would be nice if we all will spread. Otherwise you will never be able
to get in.”
The idea that spreading leads to less exclusion and distancing is shared by Dina:
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“That’s (reflective quota) what I mean. Then we would get back that society that used to be
here. That got massively out of hand. Dutch people don’t often visit them (those with an
immigration background) and neither the other way around, while that used to be the case.
Because, we had neighbourhood parties here and then it was always nice and fun. Now it’s
more ‘own own’ (referring to a focus on one’s own population group).”
Ouarda adds her worries that a lack of mixing creates a worse school quality:
“I think it is good if it is mixed. I enjoy living in this neighbourhood a lot, but the schools here I
find really bad. [As quoted earlier, she describes how Polish and Bulgarian children are part
of the reasons of the lower education quality]. So I consciously put my son outside of the
neighbourhood. So, I understand this one (reflective quota), it is very understandable.”
Finally, Thea contributes that she believes the population of Bloemhof is quite reflective of the
population of Rotterdam:
“I think that here it (population composition) is quite similar to the one of Rotterdam. There live
a lot of foreign people in Rotterdam, of course. I do have to say: it should not become more
[foreign]. Because, you could notice that before all the Dutch families left, there were more
activities here in summer. I do not blame my [new foreign] neighbours for that because they
might not be aware of those sorts of things. I feel like, if you can get the right people to live
there (she refers to reflective quota)… But I don’t think the housing corporations would
cooperate with that.”
Altogether, it seems that everyone is in favour of the idea of social mixing, but reflective quota
is only seen by some as an appropriate method to achieve this end. They believe it could
improve integration, diminish exclusion, improve school quality, enhance the “gezellige”
neighbourhood atmosphere and increase neighbourhood activities. Others, however, struggle
with the reduction of freedom of choice on where to live when only certain populations get
accepted for certain areas to meet reflective requirements. Also, the concepts of being ‘Dutch’,
integration and the existence of different generations of immigrants were found complicated.
When is someone Dutch? Does someone with an immigration background become more
Dutch after multiple generations? Also, Thea added in her experience that the neighbourhood
mix is reflective of the whole city, but that it is still not an ‘optimal’ mix as she preferred the
time when the neighbourhood contained more native Dutch people.
“So, public space is limited. Those squares are therefore always busy”
– Anton van Ewijk
Another mentioned improvement possibility was the increase of public spaces for children and
teenagers. This could help diminish problems caused by hanging youth. Anton Van Ewijk, the
Bloemhof police officer, told me:
“Yes, there is a lot of hanging youth, always. Especially around Oleanderplein. Bloemhof is
one of the most densely populated neighbourhoods in The Netherlands. There live almost
14.000 people and it’s just about one square kilometre. So, public space is limited. Those
squares are therefore always busy. And also the houses… they are city houses, so then you
also don’t have a garden. Then you are forced to go outside.”
Some Bloemhoffers indeed shared with me the issues they experienced due to a lack of public
place, specifically for younger people, like Olga and I discussed:
Olga: “What I would like is just safe, clear places where children can play. There are some
places, but they are not really attractive. Those have more become hanging spots for
teenagers.”
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Me: “Should there be more places for older teenagers, or youth, too?”
Olga: “Yes, I think that, too. They should actually receive their own hanging spot.”
Maryam shares the frustration that her children cannot easily play in a playground:
“The adults, often Antillean people, always want to sit on the swings. They have music boxes
and they are dancing, and so on. They create their own kingdom, like ‘this is our place’. […]
Earlier, my children could play there. But now, it is their place and the children have to find
another place.”
Thus, since public places are limited and the neighbourhood is densely populated, youth
hangs in public places including those purely meant for children. Consequently, some
Bloemhoffers mentioned a desire for more public space, including specifically for children and
youth.
“I would like it if there was a place where all the inhabitants could walk in and feel
welcome and at home” – Olga
A third item I noticed my interviewees were mentioning is how they miss “buurthuizen”, which
translates to community centres. When I asked Thea what she perceived as the most negative
in Bloemhof, she immediately replied:
“The closing of those community centres. That really is a loss for the neighbourhood. Not even
because I used to do volunteering there. My children don’t miss it because they have never
really known it.”
She perceives the lack of community centres as a big loss, of which younger generations do
not even realise what a positive addition it can be. Olga similarly misses this:
“I would like it if there was another proper community centre. There were two in Bloemhof and
there is still one open and it is located on the completely opposite side of Bloemhof (in the
South). Here, you do have some Christian thing, but I would like it if there was a place where
all inhabitants of the neighbourhood could walk in and feel welcome and at home. I do miss
that.”
Besides a welcoming place, a community centre is also seen as a location where
neighbourhood initiatives can be planned, as Meg describes:
“Unfortunately, I don’t have time for it (initiatives). And unfortunately the community centres
are closing, that is sad. I think that people want to organize more initiatives, but there is no
place. And one of the community centres where many initiatives belonged to suddenly
stopped.”
Community centres is experienced as something that could add to the neighbourhood in the
sense that they are a place where everyone could feel welcome anytime and because they
are a place where more citizen initiatives can be organized.
“It’s not called Bloemhof for no reason” – Chris
Fourth, Bloemhoffers talk about how they miss green spaces. This is partly related to the lack
of public space, but with a stronger emphasis on the desire for more natural spots and the
appreciation of them.
For example, Chris and Sarah, the couple, discussed what they would like to see differently
in Bloemhof:
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Chris: “A bit more green. A bit more space for the dog to play”.
Sarah: “The neighbourhood would also appear very different then.”
Chris: “Indeed. It’s not called Bloemhof (translates to ‘Flower Courtyard’) for no reason.”
Later, when I asked them what they would find most important if they were currently looking
for a neighbourhood to live in, they again clearly replied:
Chris: “I would say the green.”
Sarah: “Green and accessibility.”
Olga, their neighbour, agrees with this completely:
“[I would like] more space for dogs. There is no field for dogs or something. I am really in
favour of more green and more spaces where dogs can move. […] We recently starting coming
together once a month, like a sort of neighbourhood administration. And with two neighbours,
we’re going to look if I can make it a bit greener in the neighbourhood.”
While Olga takes action to enhance the presence of green spaces, Eveline focuses more on
enhancing people’s knowledge and appreciation of the green that is already there (besides
also actively cleaning this green frequently). A part of my conversations with Eveline also took
place outside of our interviews (one with De Zakkenvullers, one with her personally), as she
has a genuine interest of sharing her ideas and thoughts even as my interview – I thought at
the time – had already ended. For example, after our personal interview we walked to a Turkish
baker and she treated me to some really tasty baclava, while trying out some simple Turkish
with the bakery salesman. During our walk to the baker, she told me about her idea of creating
educational signs about the canal and its life. She surprised me by describing how many
species live in the water, including fishes, turtles and lobsters. Enthusiastically she told me
about her plans to create the signs, including the text writing, and the willingness of the
municipality to cooperate and realise this. In the mean time, indeed, the signs can be seen in
Bloemhof, as visible in Figure 7.
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Figure 7. One of the nature education signs next to the canal (taken from the public Facebook page
“De Zakkenvullers Van Bloemhof” on December 30, 2020. It was posted on December 1, 2020.)

Besides this, she told me about her plan to organize “slootjesles”, which would translate to
“canal lessons”, during which children in school learn about the life that can be found in the
canal of their neighbourhood. With all her investments in the canal, she hopes that both the
signs and lessons would help inhabitants understand the worth of Bloemhof’s nature and
possibly, this could reduce the waste disposal.
Overall, Bloemhoffers find that there is not much green and a few of them actively try to create
more, improve what is already there, or enhance the knowledge and appreciation of it.
Creating more green would be a way to create more public space and allow more spreading
instead of the dense congregation in the few existing squares and playgrounds. Moreover,
improving people’s awareness and valuing of the existing nature might reduce the waste
problem.
“If you only see the negative, you get brainwashed with that” – Sarah
The fifth and final point came up in one of my latest interviews, which I therefore only asked
one interviewee about afterwards. Sarah and Chris were the first ones to describe how they
wish that Rotterdam South as a whole, in which Bloemhof lies, had more positive coverage in
the news. Everyone has an image of the South that is not a complete picture and therefore
some population groups are not attracted to move to this area that they solely see as
problematic. The topic came up as the following:
Me: “Is there anything else you wish to share, that I have not yet asked you or that we have
not yet talked about?”
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Chris: “Yes, that it’s fine in South (Rotterdam). What you read especially in news papers and
see in the news is always negative. But, there are many positive things happening here.
Especially in South.”
Sarah: “The social cohesion here is fantastic, absolutely.”
Chris: “If that would be emphasized more, then I think people would be more positive about
South.”
Sarah: “I agree with that. I really has its charms.”
Chris: “My mother, for example, is from Utrecht, but she calls this neighbourhood Gotham City.
Everything she reads is ‘stabbing this, stabbing that’.”
Sarah: “I also see that when she is here, she likes the house. But also outside, like a day on
the market… if she gets exposed to that, she automatically grows more love for South. If you
only see the negative, you also get brainwashed with that. And I find that the media can really
do something about that. There are many good and beautiful initiatives to stimulate youth to
go outside and to move and to finish school. There are really many initiatives and the creativity
of caregivers and youth workers that people in South have and foundations… you hear way
too little about that.”
After this conversation, I decided to ask my next interviewee, Olga, about her thoughts on this.
She was clear about it, too:
Me: “Would you say that news about South is often negative?”
Olga: “Yes. I hear it from colleagues, who would not let their child live in South.”
Me: “Would you like to see more positive news?”
Olga: “Yes, but I do see that sometimes. It might depend on what you read. But, the emphasis
should absolutely more often be put more on the positive.”
So, these last three interviewees agree that there is positivity in the South that deserves more
news coverage, instead of the main emphasis on criminality and unsafety. Chris’s mother, for
example, would not consider Bloemhof a good neighbourhood due to the image she receives
from the news. But, this could change if she knew more than just this, like seeing positive
news or experiencing the actual positivity that is there. She is an example of how many people
think about Rotterdam South and how more exposure to its positive characteristics could
change their opinion and change the attraction of the area. Consequently, Bloemhof and
Rotterdam South might start attracting the people that the Rotterdam Law desires to attract,
namely with different socioeconomic backgrounds who are expected to lift the
neighbourhood(s).

6.5 Conclusion
Every Article gets met with a variety of responses, of which Article 8 meets the most variety,
Article 9 the most opposing views and Article 10 appears to receive the most agreement. Still,
for every article, one of the main critiques is a desire of Bloemhoffers to look at the
circumstances and characteristics of each individual, as they might have good or
understandable reasons for not having an income, for having a criminal past or they might
help the neighbourhood in other ways than the demanded socioeconomic characteristics.
While there is no strong agreement among Bloemhoffers on whether each Article is a good
solution or not, some offered other ways in which the neighbourhood and specific factors of
its liveability can get improved. Reflective quota were found by some as a good way of social
mixing that would limit exclusion and enhance integration, school quality, a “gezellige” (cosy)
atmosphere and neighbourhood activities. Others were more hesitant of what it means to mix
based on socio-ethnic characteristics and where the line between being ‘Dutch’ and having a
certain immigration background lies. Then, creating more public space was mentioned by
some as a key way to limit hanging youth and the problems they create. Creating more green
space would also satisfy dog owners and make the neighbourhood look better. Moreover, with
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more education concerning the existing nature, the knowledge and appreciation of it could
grow and might diminish the waste problem. Furthermore, community centres were named as
a place where social mixing can take place due to everyone feeling welcome and as a spot
where citizen initiatives can be organised. Finally, a more positive news coverage could be a
pathway to take to the image of South and attracting the population that the Rotterdam Law
wishes to attract.
In these last two chapters, I have shown all my results related to the created changes of the
Rotterdam Law and whether people find the technicalities behind them good or justifiable. In
the following chapter, I will discuss these findings by relating them to the literature of Chapter
2: Theoretical Framework.
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Chapter 7: Discussion
In the previous two chapters I have presented the data I gathered by performing semistructured in-depth interviews with 17 Bloemhoffers and one neighbourhood police officer. I
will now discuss these results.
The discussion of these data will show how actual subjects of a social mixing policy experience
the real-life consequences of such a policy, instead of just taking for granted what stakeholders
‘higher up’ believe to be best. Instead of just knowing what politicians, researchers, housing
corporations and city governments state, we will now gain an understanding of those who
actually experience the outcomes of the applied social mixing. Moreover, since the Rotterdam
Law is a unique law – in the sense that it has unique Articles that are therefore controversial
– a discussion of Bloemhoffers’ thoughts on it will give an insight in the experience of the
Rotterdam Law specifically, from the level of its subjects. They are the ones who got assigned
a home through the Law or the ones who see or do not see changes. Short-term
consequences of each Article for Bloemhoffers will be clarified and this could give bottom-up
ideas on possible changes, improvements and also gives an insight on the extent to which
they are already content and therefore might not desire change. These insights are important,
since in many social mixing policies only the top-down perspective is taken into account
without considering whether the subjected population would appreciate this or cooperate in
this. As Goodchild and Cole (2001) stated, the way in which changing social mixes work are
completely context-dependent. Bloemhof has a highly diverse context. There are long-term
and short-term inhabitants, native Dutch and non-native Dutch, first-, second- or thirdgeneration immigrants, people with work or those who are unemployed, inhabitants of varying
religions and more. Therefore, the interviews give an idea of Bloemhof’s specific multifaceted
context and how the Rotterdam Law develops here.
In addition, a main fear that critics have surrounding the Rotterdam Law is that ethnic or
sociocultural minorities, overrepresented in the lower class, are being driven out of the city
due to the difficult demands of the Articles and the growing high prices that even middle
classes find increasingly hard to afford. A critique therefore is the possible ‘whitening’ of
Rotterdam as lower class minorities are forced to leave, while the city tries to establish its
brand around internationality, multiculturality and being cosmopolitan. The interviews I had
with Bloemhoffers showed only a little justification for this fear, although most still mainly
experience an extremely multicultural neighbourhood.
This chapter is divided in three sections that give an overview on what these results mean and
how they relate to the theoretical framework of Chapter 2. First, I discuss what inhabitants of
Bloemhof experience as changed since the application of the Rotterdam Law. Second, I look
at what they experience as unchanged and discuss how this connects to the existing literature.
Third, I discuss other outcomes that are relevant for this thesis.

7.1 Experienced Changes of Bloemhoffers
The Rotterdam Law attempts to improve the liveability of neighbourhoods like Bloemhof and
since it has been applied, Bloemhoffers have experienced changes. These include the influx
of new neighbours, rejuvenation, new middle class white native Dutch inhabitants while at the
same time experiencing older Dutch inhabitants leaving, the loss of Dutch norms and values,
the experience of multiculturality, school quality, waste disposal and the effects of Article 9.

7.1.1 New Neighbours
Since the application of the Rotterdam Law, Bloemhoffers indicate that they have experienced
certain changes. The first clear change they see is the influx of new neighbours, with varying
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consequences. This influx is in line with recent developments of the city. Figure 8 shows the
rise in popularity and also the rise of people moving out.
Migration

2000

2010

2019

Inflow
Outflow

20.757 22.502 26.699
24.013 22.394 29.146

Figure 8. Migration to/from Rotterdam (data from CBS, n.d.)

Bloemhof specifically grew from 13.660 inhabitants in 2015 to 14.250 in 2020, as measured
in January of each year (AlleCijfers, n.d.). Hence, the experiences of Bloemhoffers fit with the
population growth in reality. The rise of people moving into the city might be explained by how
Rotterdam changed its image successfully in the last 20 years from a poorer, problematic
immigrant city to the image of a multicultural, modern and cosmopolitan city (Belabas &
Eshuis, 2019). Besides the rising interest for dwellings in the city, there are physical changes
in the housing offer. In 2016, Rotterdam added the 15-year plan until 2030 to build 36.000
homes for middle class and high class households, and demolished 20.000 cheaper houses
(Woonvisie Rotterdam, 2030). Still, we can see that the number of those moving out of the city
has also risen. While it dropped between 2000 to 2010, it grew again in the nine years after.
This might be caused by the fact that house prices have been rising in the major cities in The
Netherlands, including Rotterdam, consequently making it harder for lower and even middle
class inhabitants to afford their home (Nijskens & Lohuis, 2019).
A perceived consequence of new neighbours is the rejuvenation of the neighbourhood. For
some, this means easier contact with neighbours. In Chapter 2, I described how social mixing
can improve informal contacts (Social Exclusion Unit, 1998). Sabine and Jan told me how for
them the rejuvenation indeed caused them to have more and easier connections, although
this is solely based on the new social characteristic of age. Other factors that could contribute
to social mixing, like ethnicity or class, were not mentioned as influencing the establishment
of informal contacts.

7.1.2 Multicultural Changes and Experiences
The increase of new neighbours leads us to one of the more controversial questions
surrounding the Rotterdam Law: what is the effect on multicultural relations? First of all,
multiculturality is enjoyed by some and specifically Meg had a clear appreciation for this.
Although she has lived in The Netherlands for most of her life and her Dutch sounds perfect,
she still prefers living in a multicultural neighbourhood as, which is exactly in line with the
argumentation of Allen (1984) since it prevents her from boredom and allows her to learn
about the many realities that exist in life. Eveline similarly enjoys living in a varied environment,
referring to both income levels and cultures. She did not like her richer native Dutch
environment during her youth and feels happier, less bored and more motivated when being
in an environment as socially, economically and culturally varied as Bloemhof.
Some interviewees specifically state that they enjoy multiculturality. However, we will now
discuss the related controversy of possibly losing this multiculturality and the possible growth
of the share of native white middle class people. Sarah described how she felt that a certain
street mainly had young white Dutch people moving in and Thea suspected that the new
building of private properties was mostly attracting white native Dutch. They were both
referring to new or renovated places that are likely to be relatively more expensive within
Bloemhof. The idea that the (white) middle class takes over the neighbourhood by occupying
the better houses is in line with the arguments made by both Smith (1996) and Lees (2008).
Their argument is that middle class people move to a lower class neighbourhood, take the
better homes and slowly make the neighbourhood more suitable for the middle class,
consequently driving out the lower class. Whether this is the case for Bloemhof cannot yet be
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said since the Articles have only been applied shortly (Article 8 and 10 since 2010, Article 9
since 2016). But, it is noteworthy that the experience or perception? of two Bloemhoffers is
that new or renovated homes become occupied by white and more well-off inhabitants.
While on the one hand the perception exists that white Dutch people move into the better
homes of Bloemhof, there is, on the other hand, the experience that many native Dutch people
have left and with them Dutch norms and values, a certain familiarity or “gezelligheid”
(“sociability” or “conviviality”) and typical Dutch facilities. For example, two long-term native
inhabitants miss their old facilities like a Dutch butcher. They feel like they are one of the few
native Dutch people left in Bloemhof and express how they are surrounded by inhabitants with
a migration background about whom they articulate dissatisfaction. This could be the reason
why their previous Dutch neighbours left. Bovens & Trappenburg (2004) explained that when
the amount of non-native people in a neighbourhood grows, it becomes more likely that native
(in this case Dutch) people leave. This relates to ethnicity, too, as white natives leave and
more non-white people stay or move in. ‘White flight’ occurs when ‘white’ people are scared
of situations occurring like the previously mentioned “Little Morocco or Little Istanbul” (p. 2).
Dina indeed specifically states her discontent with the purely Moroccan and Turkish streets
around her. The discomfort with these communities not only causes native Dutch inhabitants
to leave, but also causes them to not move to Bloemhof from elsewhere in the first place
(Bovens & Trappenburg, 2004). In Bloemhof, there is a variety in experiences regarding the
influx and outflux of native Dutch people. On the one hand, some indeed experience their
surroundings becoming ‘less Dutch’ and ‘more foreign’. On the other hand, as stated
previously, a few experience or expect new native Dutch people coming in, mainly in the newer
or renovated homes. Thus, the theory that social mixing policies can cause the middle class
to gradually take over a lower class neighbourhood, might be applicable to Bloemhof. These
new inhabitants in the better homes are indeed perceived as predominantly white native
Dutch, who are more likely to belong to the middle class as minorities tend to be
overrepresented in the lower class (Bolt, Van Kempen & Weesep, 2009). Overall, these new
middle class inhabitants take the better homes, while older native Dutch inhabitants might
have left Bloemhof due to a dissatisfaction with the growth of immigrants and non-native Dutch
Bloemhoffers.
A few Bloemhoffers mainly experience the loss of native Dutch characteristics, others enjoy
the multiculturality and, noteworthy, some criticise specific population groups. One interviewee
describes how Moroccans can be reserved and only establish contact with other Moroccans.
Two interviewees experience Turkish people as focused more on their ‘own people’, especially
since, according to Dina, native Dutch families have left and the amount of Turkish people in
the area has grown. Two Bloemhoffers describe many new Antilleans moving in and are
critical of their behaviour. Cordula, who shared similar criticism on Antilleans and Surinamese,
depicted them as rude and as not attempting to learn the norms and values of their new
neighbourhood until they are told directly how their behaviour is not appropriate. For these
Bloemhoffers and the population groups they refer to, the theory of Goldthorpe (1969) would
be correct, namely that for successful social mixing to occur, inhabitants have to live in likewise
cultural and social manners. The criticized population groups seem focused on their own
cultures and both the native inhabitants and the new inhabitants with an immigration
background do not appear to find or establish common ground culturally or socially.
Interestingly, each of my interviewees, native Dutch or not, state that they want contact with
their neighbours. Native Dutch were never mentioned as rude or reserved. Instead, both native
Dutch and a few interviewees with an immigration background specifically state that the native
Dutch inhabitants greet more or can be friendlier than non-natives.
Still, many interviewees are also positive about their multicultural and multi-ethnic neighbours.
In the case of Bloemhof, the argument that contact is “superficial at best and downright hostile
at worst” (p. 2456, Lees, 2008; Uitermark et al., 2007) does not apply. Besides criticism,
disagreements and annoyance, no interviewee shared stories with me about hostility. Indeed,
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superficiality is present, specifically between different ethnicities. For example, Moroccans
have been said to picnic together while not greeting others and Turks create a food fair but
are not expecting non-Turkish people to join. There is no hostility, but just superficial living
together. This coincides with the argument that people from different socioethnic backgrounds
groups “live alongside each other, not together” (Beckhoven & Van Kempen, 2003, p. 871).
Annoyances exist, too, like the Moroccan neighbour of Dina who does not correct her children
when they keep throwing balls over the fence, destroying Dina’s plants. Rose (2004) wrote
that tensions and retraction are likelier to occur than mixing and this does frequently seem
applicable. Tensions happen less frequently in Bloemhof, but there were cases mentioned in
my interviews. For example, Cordula feels tension between her norms and values and those
of the Surinamese and Antilleans hanging in front of her house. Retraction is more obvious in
Bloemhof, since it is indeed the case that certain population groups are experienced as being
reserved and as only maintaining contact with those who belong to the same culture or
migration background. As described previously, the mainly mentioned groups who can be
more reserved are Moroccans and Turks.
Retraction and negative experiences due to different norms and values are not the only
criticisms Bloemhoffers have of those with a migration background. The quality of schools is
experienced as being low due to varying consequences of segregation. Three mothers
expressed their worries about the level of education as a result of specific groups of children.
Polish, Bulgarian and Turkish pupils are perceived as very loud, rude, having inappropriate
norms and values and also as lagging behind in the Dutch language. Instead, they use street
language or offensive language. The mothers are afraid that the low level of their Dutch also
causes their children to develop the language more slowly. Furthermore, the children dislike
the rude behaviour, their parents are scared they might copy the bad language and good
teachers leave quickly due to their bad experiences with these rude students. Thus, the
mothers worry that their children will receive worse education because of the relatively large
share of students with a migrant background who behave badly, lack behind in Dutch and who
scare off good teachers. Consequently, two of the mothers actively sought for more ethnically
mixed schools. One found one further away in Bloemhof and the other found a school just
outside of Bloemhof. All these experiences and actions relate strongly to academic research
on segregation and social mixing in schools. First, the perception of these parents
confirm/support the theory that minority students on predominantly non-white schools perform
worse than their native white peers (Uitermark, 2003; Bovens & Trappenburg, 2004). A key
reason for this mentioned in literature is how mainly first-generation and second-generation
immigrants have a worse familiarity with the Dutch language (Pinkster, 2009). This is in
accordance with the perceptions of the mothers I spoke to. An addition these mothers made
is the inappropriate attitudes of these non-native Dutch students. Noteworthy, one outcome
that does not fit the literature is how native white parents and parents with an immigration
background approach this education quality differently. According to Karsten et. al (2003),
white native parents on average are willing to travel further to find their preferred education for
their children. In Bloemhof, of the twelve parents I spoke to, six were native Dutch and the
other six had an immigration background. Of the latter, half were critical of the school quality
and two of them actively decided to travel further for their preferred education. Of the Dutch
native parents, no one mentioned any criticism about schools or the choices they made related
to this or ethnic mixes in schools. One explanation might be that these parents indeed are less
worried, but this would be surprising since it is the opposite outcome of Karsten et al.’s (2013)
research. Still, it is possible. Another possibility is that they did not mention their dissatisfaction
with Bloemhof’s schools out of a potential fear of appearing discriminatory to me. The research
of Karsten et al. (2003) shows how, even though white Dutch parents claim to not have any
preferred ethnic composition in schools, they still statistically travel further distances to schools
that are predominantly white. These mainly white schools perform better (Uitermark, 2003;
Bovens & Trappenburg, 2004), so it is hard to conclude that parents purely look at education
level or base their perceived education level on ethnic composition. Still, it is a fact that these
native Dutch parents make more effort to put their children on predominantly white schools.
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Possibly, the same is applicable to the native Dutch parents of Bloemhof. They might indeed
be traveling further, but do not feel comfortable with sharing this due to potentially appearing
discriminatory. Of the non-native mothers who shared their criticism, one also repeated a few
times that she hoped not to sound racist or discriminatory. Thus, this research might be
showing a similar outcome to the research of Karsten et. al (2003), namely that Dutch native
parents state not to care about ethnicity, while in reality actively putting in more effort to put
their children in whiter – and therefore usually better-performing – schools. Of course, this is
also a logical decision, as parents wish to choose the best education for their children. Still,
the consequence is that predominantly white schools are the preferred option.

7.1.3 The Effects of Article 9
Finally, I want to discuss the changed experiences of waste in public spaces, which is an issue
that Bloemhoffers have opposite experiences with. Some experience this issue as getting
worse, while a few others experience the opposite. Waste disposal in a living environment is
a part of the ‘neighbourhood effects’, as discussed in the Theoretical Framework. Specifically,
it can be seen as a part of an “…unattractive local environments with high levels of anti-social
behaviour and lawlessness…” (Unit, 2005, p.6). These neighbourhood effects cause
inhabitants to be stuck in a parallel society and making it hard for them to ‘go forward’ by for
example getting better education with consequentially a skilled job. An unattractive
environment in which people anti-socially and lawlessly dump their waste is thus another factor
that could cause Bloemhoffers to be ‘stuck’ in a disadvantaged neighbourhood. Three
interviewees, Jan, Sarah and Eveline, experienced a lessening of waste in public.
Remarkably, each of these three are clearly interested or actively involved in the
neighbourhood. Two of them, Sarah and Eveline, only relatively recently moved to Bloemhof
and received a house through meeting Article 9 (priority for socioeconomic characteristics)
requirements. Therefore, it seems notable that those who experience an improvement of the
waste issue are also three of the most actively involved or interested Bloemhoffers. Moreover,
two of them got their home through the new version Article 9. Most other interviewees got their
home when the Rotterdam Law was still different and for example volunteering also made you
eligible for a home in Bloemhof. Others have lived there even before Article 8 and 10 were
applied in 2010. Thus, it is striking that three of the inhabitants that are most concerned, see
the most waste diminishment. Moreover, two of them recently moved in through Article 9.
Eveline even specifically stated that her neighbourhood contributions were due to her
happiness with the fact that Article 9 caused her to be eligible for a house and in the end also
indeed caused her to receive a house.
Although only four of my interviewees got assigned a home through Article 9, it is outstanding
that all four of them are either actively interested or actively involved in Bloemhof. Olga
recently, with two others, became part of a small neighbourhood administration in which she
tries to improve the neighbourhood by for example thinking about how more green space can
be created or by creating more social cohesion through planning a barbecue. Sarah is clearly
knowledgeable on varying developments in Rotterdam and Bloemhof and for example uses
the “Beter Buiten” app to make the municipality aware of where waste can be found. Chris is
similarly interested and I saw recently, for example, on a Facebook page about Bloemhof
called “Like je Wijk – Bloemhof” (that I have happily been following since I started my fieldwork)
that Chris had given another interview about his happiness in his current home in Bloemhof.
Finally, Eveline is clearly active in the neighbourhood (often together with her friends of De
Zakkenvullers) by for example cleaning up, creating the informative signs on nature in the
canal, thinking of “slootjesles” (canal lessons), creating a mosaic wall in the central square
and other creative ideas she still wants to apply.
Although Article 9 is a controversial Article, it is clear that everyone I talked with that received
a home through this Article, seems very involved in the neighbourhood’s developments. This
regards waste, public space, information sharing, social cohesion and more. Thus, this Article
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seems to attract people that diminish specific neighbourhood effects as formulated by Unit
(2005, p. 6) as “…more likely to live in poorer housing in unattractive local environments with
high levels of anti-social behaviour and lawlessness…” (Unit, 2005, p. 6), in which case the
waste issue can be categorized under anti-social or lawlessness behaviour. Possibly, by
attracting more people like this, the neighbourhood effects can be further improved and the
chances of Bloemhoffers to improve themselves on other neighbourhood effect characteristics
– like education level, lawful behaviour, share of working population – might strengthen.

7.2 Unchanged Experiences of Bloemhoffers
Other factors that social mixing policies can improve and factors the Rotterdam Law
specifically intends to improve are not experienced as indeed having improved. The rise or
improvement of exemplary roles, lessening of hanging youth, diminishment of drug use and
social bonding of Bloemhoffers are not experienced as having changed. An indicator of
liveability that did statistically improve is self-reliance, but this is still not experienced as such
by the inhabitants I interviewed. I will go over each one of these and discuss how it relates to
existing research and what new insights my research adds.

7.2.1 The Effects of New Neighbours and the Neighbourhood
First, academic theory discussed whether social mixing policies can cause new inhabitants to
act as role models. For example, Uitermark (2003), Kleinhans (2004) and Joseph et al. (2007)
argue that new affluent households could be seen as desirable examples by the poorer
households who then strive to live more like them. However, opponents argue that there is no
evidence for the claim that new neighbours with a higher economic or social status are seen
as an example to older inhabitants (Bolt, Van Kempen & Van Ham, 2008). The idea that new
middle class inhabitants should show lower class inhabitants how to live has also been argued
to be paternalistic and degrading (Rosenbaum, Stroh & Flynn, 1998) and entails the idea that
the working middle class is the ‘ideal citizen’, which knows no proper argumentation or ethic
justifiability (Lees, 2008). In fact, Eveline grew up in a more affluent neighbourhood and states
to prefer living in a relatively poor neighbourhood as she feels happier amidst their mentalities.
She clearly shows that not everyone idealizes the middle class and the idea of an ‘ideal citizen’
that one aspires to be like or live among is subjective. In Bloemhof, new neighbours are not
seen by any of my interviewees as role models. This could be because they do not recognise
new neighbours as having a higher economic or social status. Others are even critical, disliking
the reservedness and rudeness of new inhabitants. A few direct their criticism to specific
population groups, namely Moroccans, Turks, Surinamese and Antilleans. Others are positive
about the rejuvenation, which, as previously discussed, allows those with the same social
characteristic of age to more easily establish contact. None of my interviewees state that they
look up to the new inhabitants in any way, even when I specifically asked them what role new
neighbours play and if they positively influence them or the neighbourhood. In the case of
Bloemhof, the argument of Bolt, Van Kempen & Van Ham (2008) would be upheld, namely
the fact that there is no evidence that any of the lower class or older inhabitants see new
neighbours or middle class neighbours as examples.
Second, hanging youth and their consequential problems are something the Rotterdam Law
wishes to lessen, but Bloemhoffers do not yet experience any change in this. One of the
reasons youth gathers so densely and creates so much nuisance in a few specific spaces is
the lack of public space. A few playgrounds and squares are all the youth have to get together.
This is especially difficult in one of the most densely populated neighbourhoods of the country.
One half of my interviewees were not bothered by the youth, while the other half were mainly
annoyed with how they take up all public space, mainly of the children, and the waste they
leave behind. This waste is mostly drug waste.
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Three neighbourhood effects seem to be at play that might cause the youth to be stuck in their
illegal or anti-social behaviour. Neighbourhood effects are the effects that keep minorities in
their disadvantaged status and make it harder for them to climb up the ladder or leave the
neighbourhood (Unit, 2005). First, the neighbourhood effect is present that there is almost no
attractive environment for them. Most problems are overrepresented at the Oleander Square
in the North, which is surrounded by houses, gardens and streets that look more messy, worn
and impersonal. There are barely any additional attractive spaces in Bloemhof where young
people can gather. Second, the effect that they live in poorer housing. Bloemhof is simply
relatively poor and varying interviewees complained about the state of their houses. For
example, thin walls were mentioned, creaky floors or cracks between doors that let the houses’
heat escape. Third, they often do not have (side-)jobs. According to Olga, there is almost no
offer of jobs for youth, like in a supermarket or in shops. The unavailability of work for this
group causes them to have another neighbourhood effect, namely less employment (Unit,
2005, p. 21). These three neighbourhood effects (unattractive environment, poor housing, less
employment) could cause these youth to be more susceptible to other neighbourhood effects
including their anti-social behaviour and lawlessness regarding drug use, drug waste, loud
music and ‘taking over’ public spaces. Specifically the drug use is something Bloemhoffers
experience as unchanged.
Noteworthy, these neighbourhood effects are not only applicable to Bloemhof’s youth. The
whole of Bloemhof is relatively deprived. Life expectancy, another neighbourhood effect, is
relatively low in Rotterdam, specifically in Bloemhof (Schouten, 2019). In 2019, the average
life expectancy of The Netherlands was 82,1 (CBS, 2020), while in Feijenoord – the district in
which Bloemhof lies – this expectancy was only 78,8 (Schouten, 2019). This was never
brought up by interviewees as a problem they experienced or were aware of.
Another neighbourhood effect is poorer health services, but there are no quantitative data on
this for Bloemhof and my interviews did not add any qualitative insights. However, the
municipality itself acknowledges that Bloemhof is one of its neighbourhoods with bigger health
problems and has been applying a programme called “Eating Healthy and Moving Together”
(“Samen Gezond Eten en Bewegen”) from 2016 to 2020 (Gemeente Rotterdam, 2016). A
focus thus exists on programmes to improve the health of Bloemhof, however no data on the
state of the regular health services has been published.
Likelihood to work and poverty are the two final neighbourhood effects, that are directly
addressed by the Rotterdam Law by applying Article 8 (required income from work).
Interestingly, these two neighbourhood effects are also not experienced as having changed,
since neither the application of Article 8 and 10, nor with the addition of Article 9. While
statistics show that the self-reliance of Bloemhoffers has increased, this is not (yet) being
experienced as such. Besides new inhabitants only being able to enter a Woonstad home in
Bloemhof by having an income from work and consequently the share of people with work
rises, there is also the expectation that they can help those without work. Not only do some
expect new inhabitants to act as an example (which, as discussed, is not how Bloemhoffers
experience it), but also expect an improvement in the social mobility of the unemployed.
According to proponents of social mixing policies, the mixing will create better informal
contacts which could give older inhabitants more entrances to a bigger and possibly better job
market (Social Exclusion Unit, 1998). There is no evidence that this is the case in Bloemhof.
New Bloemhoffers did not share many stories of creating new informal contacts, let alone
guiding them towards job possibilities. Unemployed Bloemhoffers told me that they were
unemployed for a reason, like having an illness. New contacts would not stimulate them to find
work, since they are simply not capable to work. Thus, the rise in employment share of
Bloemhof seems to only be attributable to what Article 8 directly applies: the rejection of new
possible inhabitants with no income from work.
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7.2.2 Bloemhof’s Social Bonding
Finally, I want to discuss processes of social bonding in Bloemhof. Not much change was
experienced in this, but that is not because an improvement was necessary. Instead, I admired
how positively some Bloemhoffers spoke of their connections with neighbours. Positive
aspects that were mentioned include gezelligheid (“sociability”, in this case referring to being
able to nicely chat or meet with neighbours), being able to count on each other, celebrating
holidays together and watching out for each other when someone is sick or has not been seen
around for a while. Specifically in The Netherlands, one of the most individualistic countries in
the world (Beller & Wagner, 2020), this collective way of living and the positive remarks shared
about this are noteworthy. Only two long-term inhabitants argue that Bloemhof used to be
more “gezellig” when it contained more Dutch people and one inhabitant who moved to the
neighbourhood more recently, Maryam, states that native Dutch people can come across as
more friendly. This relates more to how Bloemhoffers experience specific population groups
differently, as has been discussed earlier. Overall, however, it is striking how Bloemhoffers
talk about the social cohesion in their neighbourhood and their appreciation for this. While
social bonding, as an indicator of the social index that Rotterdam wishes to strengthen, has
not been perceived as changed, it appears to have been relatively strong and positive from
the start.

7.3 Other Outcomes
So far, I have discussed what Bloemhoffers express as having perceived as changed or
unchanged. But, proponents and opponents of social mixing policies mentioned more possible
consequences that do not directly relate to the experience of change. Some of these I can
connect to my interviews and observations. Therefore, in this section, I will discuss other data
that relate to the Theoretical Framework and more outcomes that are noteworthy.

7.3.1 Diversity of Viewpoints
First of all, my results show a similar outcome as the research of Doucet & Koenders (2018),
who researched Bloemhof’s bordering neighbourhood Afrikaanderwijk. This similarity is that,
even though researchers and politicians tend to have strongly opposing and binary stances,
the actual inhabitants have much more diverse views. For example, the idea of multiculturality
is perceived highly differently. Some see it as enjoyable and interesting, others are critical of
certain cultures and again others miss old cultural characteristics that have been replaced by
new ones. There is much more going on than simple appreciation or criticism. Another
example is the perception of Article 8. A few wonder if people on benefits are actually lazy,
another few emphasize that people on benefits did not choose to be, others worry about where
rejected unemployed people end up, a few others understand both the benefits and
disadvantages of this Article, and a final few focus on the fact that rejecting those without an
income from work is a key way to improve a neighbourhood. Overall, there is much variation
in the experiences and opinions of Bloemhoffers as subjects of a social mixing policy.
Reflective quota, the concept where a neighbourhood composition would be subjected to
ethnic criteria that reflect the Dutch society to give equal opportunities to ethnic minorities
(Bovens & Trappenburg, 2004), was another clearly varyingly perceived idea. Although it is
argued to give disadvantaged minorities an equal chance, this was interestingly not mentioned
as a possible consequence by my interviewees. The positive outcomes they mentioned were
that it might help integration, could lessen exclusionary behaviour of specific population
groups, improve education quality, enhance the “gezellige” (cosy) neighbourhood atmosphere
and increase neighbourhood activities. Others struggled with what this means for the freedom
of choice of where to live, and how ethnicity, Dutchness and someone’s societal status relate.
Remarkably, even among these highly diverse views, no interviewee mentioned the key
reason that Bovens & Trappenburg (2004) argue this positive discrimination is necessary: to
create more equality for ethnic minorities. Possibly, the absence of this view is caused by the
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high ethnic variety in Bloemhof and by a different perception of Bloemhoffers of what it means
to be an ethnic minority. They are surrounded by white native Dutch and many ethnic
minorities, who predominantly live in similar financial circumstances. This could relate to the
phenomenon that people self-segregate in neighbourhoods that match their income (Luttmer,
2005), as they perceive their own prosperity relatively by comparing it to the people in their
neighbourhood (Cheshire, 2008). Overall, Bloemhoffers do not appear to make a connection
between ethnicity and the need for positive discrimination for equal opportunities.
Besides reflective quota, which I asked my interviewees about myself, they also came up with
their own possible solutions to specific problems. These were creating more public space,
creating more green space, bringing back community centres and positive news coverage.
Again, much variation is visible in these suggestions of Bloemhoffers.

7.3.2 What Might not be Working?
Another point I wish to discuss is how Article 10 (expected nuisance or criminality) is only
applicable to those of 16 years or older. Many complain about the nuisance that youth create.
Youth is an ambiguous term. Possibly, some of my interviewees included teenagers under the
age of 16 in their understanding of youth and if that is the case, the Rotterdam Law would not
be applicable to them. Therefore, Article 10 might not make a too significant difference on the
long-term regarding nuisance or criminality. This is indeed the current conclusion about the
influences of this Article so far (personal communication from the workshop I attended in
February, 2020). Nuisance and criminality have not diminished as a clear consequence of
Article 10, which has been applied in four neighbourhoods since 2006 (Tarwewijk, Carnisse,
Oud-Charlois and Hillesluis) and since 2010 in Bloemhof. I am not concluding that the
exception of youth under 16 is the reason for Article 10’s ineffectiveness, but it might be one
of the reasons for the continuation of nuisance or criminality. Fortunately, the municipality does
put a separate focus on youth that display problematic behaviour. For example, a recent way
in which the city attempts to diminish this issue and help youth is by assigning them youth
workers. A current case in which this is done is with youth who practice violent behaviour with
knives (Frankenhuis, 2020).
Then, there is the argument of the waterbed effect. If people are not allowed to move to a
neighbourhood like Bloemhof, there is a fear they will spread to surrounding neighbourhoods
and consequentially over time will cause the same concentrated problems there (Bolt, Van
Kempen & Van Ham, 2008). As previously mentioned, Havensteder, another housing
corporation than Woonstad that is active in the Rotterdam region, fears this development.
Moreover, four of my interviewees specifically state to indeed worry about the actual effects
of the Rotterdam Law. They find that it is something that might be good for Bloemhof, but in
the end just moves the problem to another neighbourhood and thus causing the waterbed
effect. Besides thinking the Law just moves the problem, some also think it is not the
appropriate way to address what is going on at all. The criticisms of each Article have already
been discussed, but some indirectly showed agreement with the argument of Cheshire (2008)
that it is a way of “treating the symptoms of inequality, not the cause” (p. 1241). For instance,
interviewees showed sympathy for the background of individuals with a criminal past. Why did
they commit this crime? Was it out of poverty? Was it out of inequality? This shows how some
interviewees were interested in the why behind the actions, in the cause. Sarah even directly
agreed that rejecting those with a criminal past means that you are treating the symptoms, but
you do not address the circumstances that might have lead someone to a certain decision.
She emphasizes that she is not justifying criminal actions, but that it is good to get an
understanding of their causes and address those.
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7.3.3 Multiculturality and Mixing
I would also like to dive deeper into how Bloemhoffers experience multiculturality. We have
discussed how some enjoy it and some do not. A specific reason why some can enjoy a
segregated area with more people of their own culture is that it can make them feel like they
belong to a safe herd where they receive understanding, protection and a relief of power
relations experienced outside the neighbourhood (Peach, 1996). Maryam, for example,
expressed to experience this. When I asked her what she liked most about Bloemhof, she
replied:
“That there are many Muslims. When I wear a headscarf, they don’t notice that. If there are
many other (non-Muslim) people living there then they will look at what kind of clothes I wear.
And the Mosque. We basically only live here for the Mosque. It is near and if someone died
then I can immediately go to the Mosque or do other nice things. I just live in Bloemhof because
of that. If the Mosque was in another neighbourhood then I would go and live there.”
Since many Muslims (specifically Turkish and Moroccan) live together in the North, this could
be considered a more segregated area regarding religion. Clearly, Maryam derives a sense
of belonging from this, like Peach (1996) argued. She appreciates that she does not stand out
due to how she dresses and she enjoys how she can get together or go to the Mosque with
likeminded people. She feels more understood and not judged in the way that she would be
outside of Bloemhof or specifically her Islamic area. Besides Maryam, other interviewees did
not mention anything that related to this feeling of safety or understanding that belongs to
feeling like part of a herd. But, all my other interviewees were not visibly part of a certain
religion and might therefore attach less importance or need for this herd-feeling. There were
differences in the ethnicities of my interviewees, but Bloemhof is very mixed regarding
ethnicity. Possibly, this makes inhabitants feel like they are not standing out and thus they
might not feel this need for segregating with people of a similar skin-colour to feel more like
they belong to a herd.
Integration is a concept my interviewees mentioned with different perspectives. A few
emphasize the need for social mixing to improve immigrants’ Dutch, as a key characteristic of
integration. Others struggle with the idea of what it means to be Dutch. Is it a specific form of
socializing, being “gezellig”? Is it speaking Dutch, appreciating Dutch facilities and Dutch
norms and values? Is it looking Dutch? A few seemed to assume a homogeneous idea of a
true Dutch society, while others questioned this assumption by describing how heterogeneous
the Dutch society is, has become and always has been. Jan mentioned his non-white wife,
who grew up in The Netherlands but is often assumed not to be Dutch. Olga even states that
native Dutch people should learn to integrate, as they believe in an idea of a uniform
‘Dutchness’ that never existed. The idea that some lost their cultural uniqueness due to
attempting to be more ‘Dutch’ saddens her, especially since being ‘Dutch’ can be way more
varied and multifaceted than this homogeneous idea that exists. Thus, Dutch people should
‘integrate’ into the idea that being Dutch is a heterogeneous concept with much space for
different ethnic, social or cultural characteristics. These perspectives add to the research of
Bolt, Van Kempen & Van Ham (2008), who state that there is no proof for the assumption that
“The residential concentration of minority ethnic groups hampers their integration into Dutch
society” (p. 17). Maryam, Cordula and Dina are indeed scared that a lack of social mixing will
lead to specific population groups excluding themselves from the rest of society, about which
Cordula specifically states that this would lead to a lack of integration. But, there are also those
like Jan and Olga who challenge the idea of what it means to be Dutch or to integrate. Thus,
on the one hand, Maryam, Cordula and Dina would disagree with the criticism of Bolt, Van
Kempen & Van Ham (2008) that social mixing does not lead to more integration. On the other
hand, there is no direct agreement from my interviewees with this criticism. Instead, as Jan
and Olga showed, there seems to be a more philosophical approach to what it even means to
integrate and to be Dutch. Finally, one part of integration that more interviewees agreed upon
is the lack of knowledge of the Dutch language. Cordula mentioned this as a part of integration
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and other interviewees shared how they are indeed dissatisfied with the lack of Dutch
knowledge of certain immigrants (of varying generations), specifically when they talk about
the classmates of their children. According to Pinkster (2009), first-generation and secondgeneration immigrants indeed frequently enter schools with less familiarity of the Dutch
language. This results in a lower performance of minority students, specifically on
predominantly immigrant schools, while schools that are more white perform better (Bovens
& Trappenburg, 2004; Uitermark, 2003). This is indeed in line with the experiences of the
mothers Ouarda and Sabine, who experienced the lack of Dutch as more present in strongly
segregated minority schools. Still, Cordula is the only one who directly used the word
‘integration’ as a suitable consequence of social mixing that can solve issues like a deficit of
the national language.
Experiences of Bloemhoffers that combine interestingly are the shutting down of community
centres and the lack of mixing or integration. Olga, Thea and Meg miss community centres.
Gatherings of people do happen, but mainly based on common religious beliefs. Olga
mentioned knowing about a Christian “thing” and Maryam shared being part of a Muslim
community that meet frequently in the mosque. There are thus religious groups that get
together, but no real place anymore where, in Olga’s words, “all inhabitants of the
neighbourhood could walk in and feel welcome and at home”. Since the 1990s, the political
state of the Netherlands has neoliberalised, including leftist parties that had supported
community work and associations after World War II. Subsidies and support for varying forms
of associational life, including community centres, dropped or disappeared (Andere Tijden,
2014). It therefore makes sense that inhabitants of older generations, who consciously
experienced community centres and other associations, miss them. Thea even specifically
mentioned that while she believes it is a shame, her daughter does not know what she is
missing as she was never was able to get involved with activities in a community centre.
Another problem which mainly interviewees of that generation (aged 43 - 64) mentioned is a
lack of mixing and a lack of integration. Dina specifically stated that in the past there seemed
to be more social cohesion, also among those with a different immigration background. One
of the reasons for this experienced diminishing integration or intercultural contact could be
because of the decreased subsidies for the associations in the political climate of the last two
decades. Associations can be a good way for inhabitants to meet each other, resulting in
stronger social cohesion (Heuser, 2005). Additionally, being part of an association can cause
a sense of belonging (Dallimore, Davis, Eichsteller & Mann., 2018). If these have disappeared
to a great extent, it is understandable that social connections and mixing have lessened.
Moreover, since the only mainly mentioned active associations that do still exist are religionbased, this delivers an additional problem regarding mixing. According to Putnam (2000),
people belonging to associations of faith are likely to be active there, but at the same time less
likely to active in other associations in their surroundings. This causes less involvement with
their neighbourhood or neighbours and thus less social or cultural integration. Thus, the
combination of associational life getting lost in the recent neoliberal political climate and mainly
religious associations surviving, could be the cause of less social mixing and integration.
I have discussed varying topics related to immigration including inequality, crime, integration,
what it means to be Dutch, lack of Dutch language skills, different norms and values and the
consequences of a changing associational context. One topic I still want to add is stereotyping.
Having grown up in The Netherlands, I know that certain ethnic backgrounds have different or
worse images or stereotypes than others. Kuipers & Van Der Ent (2016) analysed that
Moroccans are currently being seen as having the lowest social status. They write:
“Moroccans nowadays are mostly associated with high (street)criminality numbers, Islam (and
therefore Islamic fundamentalism) and a lagging ‘integration’ in the Dutch society” (translated
from Dutch to English, p. 184). Maryam is Pakistani and not Moroccan, but she is Muslim. She
does indeed describe feeling judged when she is not in a neighbourhood with a certain share
of Muslims. She did not state whether this is because she physically stands out, or because
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she feels judged for being visibly Muslim. Furthermore, both her and Dina describe how their
Moroccan neighbours tend to be more reserved and mainly look for contact with other
Moroccans. This does fit the stereotype of lagging integration in Dutch society. At the same
time, 14,4% has a Moroccan background in Bloemhof and of my 17 interviewees, only two
expressed this opinion. Also, Ouarda, a Dutch woman I spoke to with a Moroccan background,
seemed very unreserved towards me, a non-Moroccan. Instead, she was even one of the
people who reached out to me on Facebook, willing to take part in my research. She openly
and happily talked with me. Moreover, she was one of the mothers worried about her children
lagging behind in school because of other non-native children. So, according to what she told
me, she does not fit any of the Moroccan stereotypes (besides possibly being Muslim). Then,
I want to look at Bloemhof’s biggest share of those with an immigrant background: Turks make
up 29,9%. In the 1990s and 2000s, they were stereotyped as mainly being Muslim, immigrant
and lower class. According to Kuipers & Van Der Ent (2016), this position was taken over in
the early 2010s by Moroccans, but the Turks still know some of this stereotyping. Overall,
Turks know similar stereotyping as Moroccans, but less strongly since almost ten years.
During my research, I specifically attempted to contact people with Turkish names on the
Bloemhof Facebook page since I wanted to hear their voices as being part of almost a third of
Bloemhof with a Turkish background. Unfortunately, none of them replied and none of them
showed interest in my research. This does make them seem more reserved and appear less
interested or involved in the Dutch society as a heterogeneous whole. Regarding the other
stereotypes I do not have information from Turkish inhabitants, but non-Turkish inhabitants
did share experiences. Chris, Dina and Maryam found Turkish people more focused on people
of their own population group and wish they mixed more with others, including them.
Additionally, Sabine shares her worries as a mother regarding the behaviour of Turkish
students in the classes of her children. She finds their behaviour very rude and is worried
about their lack of knowledge of the Dutch language. Thus, the experiences non-Turkish
inhabitants shared with me about Turkish inhabitants is that they are reserved, exclusionary
and their children have worse behaviour and lag behind in school. These problems do coincide
with the problematic stereotype of Turkish Dutch that still exists. Perhaps in future research,
the experiences and opinions of those with a Turkish background in Bloemhof can be
explored. Finally, I want to discuss Antillean and Surinamese stereotypes. The Surinamese
were mainly perceived as problematic, poorer, more criminal and lower class in the 1970s and
1980s, after which the Antilleans seemed to take over their image (Kuipers & Van Der Ent,
2016). 12,3% of Bloemhoffers have a Surinamese background, but only Cordula had a
complaint about the rude and loud behaviour of new Surinamese neighbours. Others did not
mention the Surinamese critically. Wendy, the working mother of Surinamese descent,
seemed to also not fit the older stereotypes. She is happy with her job as a nurse and her
house seemed to contain some more expensive items, including a large flatscreen TV.
Although I cannot conclude anything about her from her possessions – since perhaps she just
got them gifted – she did not seem to match the old poor, lower class or problematic
stereotype. Antilleans, 8,1% of Bloemhof, knew the same criticism of Cordula, with the
additional comment that they often seem to group together. Maryam adds that they take over
the children’s playgrounds, playing their music, sitting on the swings and dancing like it is their
own kingdom. Thus, my interviewees find Antilleans more problematic than Surinamese,
which would be in line with the change of stereotyping (Kuipers & Van Der Ent, 2016).
How people agree or disagree with all these stereotypes is just one clear way to show how
inhabitants perceive specific population groups differently. In combination with my other data,
it seems that the ideal social mix is subjective and there is no proof for a neighbourhood
composition that is optimal for its inhabitants and the way they live and contribute to society.
This is exactly the argument of Lees (2003), namely that the assumption of an ideal social mix
is wrong and based on nothing. Some long-term Bloemhoffers stated to feel excluded between
new non-native Dutch neighbours, others find specific groups annoying and rude, others live
there to have a safe herd-feeling and again others highly enjoy all the variety that every culture
brings. The opinions and experiences are very mixed. The ideal social mix is subjective and
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depends on so many factors (like scale or which minorities are mixed) that it cannot be said
to exist (Lees, 2003). Even a completely heterogeneous or homogeneous neighbourhood
would be both liked and disliked at the same time.
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Chapter 8: Conclusions
In this chapter, I will summarize the previous chapters and with this information I attempt to
answer my main research question. I start by describing how Bloemhoffers experience the
existence and consequences of the Rotterdam Law, followed by their perceptions of its
technical workings. First, here, I will concisely describe how this thesis started.
There are two problems surrounding the Rotterdam Law. First, there is the lack of knowledge
on what subjects of social mixing policies in general think and experience. This applies also
to subjects of the Rotterdam Law. Second, a contradiction exists between the image of
Rotterdam as a multicultural city and therefore inclusive city, and the actual effects of the Law:
that it may contribute to an already existing development, the lower class – overrepresented
by ethnic minorities – being driven out of the city. With my in-depth interviews, I attempted to
gain an insight in these issues. Furthermore, my gathered data will allow me to formulate an
answer to my main research question:
“How do people of varying social backgrounds experience social mixing policies in
Rotterdam?”
I took an ethnographic approach, that consisted of multiple parts. The research started by
having conversations with policy advisor Mr. Drs. Muttalip Metin and Woonstad employee
Bram Van Deelen. Partly throughout the process, I collaborated with Matthijs Van Ghent who
worked for Rijksdienst Voor Ondernemend Nederland (“Government Service For Enterprising
Netherlands”). Then, I performed observations in Bloemhof, attended a Rotterdam Lawcentred workshop and performed 14 semi-structured in-depth interviews with 17 Bloemhoffers
and a neighbourhood police officer, Anton Van Ewijk.
8.1 Bloemhoffers’ Rotterdam Law Experiences
Academic literature showed how binary the views on social mixing policies are, with either
strongly proposing or opposing arguments. Bloemhof, its inhabitants and their views, on the
contrary, appeared highly diverse. The North has a relatively larger share of Turks and
Moroccans, while the South sees a relatively larger share of native Dutch. Still, both areas
show great diversity in ethnicities, immigration backgrounds and cultures. Moreover, I spoke
to people of both sides and their thoughts, opinions and experiences knew much diversity as
well.
Most of my interviewees were not aware of the Rotterdam Law. Some had a vague idea and
the few who were most knowledgeable, had this knowledge due to having received a home
through the Law.
I will now describe how Bloemhoffers have experienced change since the application of the
Rotterdam Law. Since this Law was applied in phases – Article 8 and 10 since 2010, Article 9
since 2016 – I will mention specific differences in this too when they appear. Bloemhoffers
mention experiencing many new neighbours in the recent past, over a period of around ten
years. They did not give me answers that could lead me to conclude that this arose due to the
Rotterdam Law. More likely, this can be a result of a larger development where lower classes
are forced to move out due to higher housing prices and middle and higher classes move into
the city due to its rising attraction. The mainly mentioned characteristic of new inhabitants is
their age. Young couples with children cause rejuvenation, which in turn some appreciate due
to more easily established informal contacts. This rejuvenation might be a result of Article 9,
which is the Article that sets certain socioeconomic characteristics as requirements for
eligibility for housing. Four Bloemhoffers got their home by meeting these requirements
through this Article. They are all parents and the two youngest among them, Chris and Sarah
with 32 years of age, share that they met one of the requirements of Article 9 because they
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were raising children. This is indeed one of the possible requirements of the Article (raising 1
or 2 children below the age of 12). Thus, Article 9 might cause rejuvenation by giving priority
to parents of young children.
Ethnicity came up only when talking about reflective quota, the influx or outflux of native Dutch
people and with criticism towards certain population groups. While in my Theoretical
Framework I discussed how ethnic minorities more often live in poverty, inequality and can
more easily end up in criminality, this only relates little to the experiences of Bloemhoffers.
Specific groups – mainly Turkish or Moroccan – were experienced as exclusionary or
reserved, but not the aforementioned negative characteristics. Mainly young children or youth
with migration backgrounds were experienced as rude or causing nuisance, but while talking
about more serious issues (drugs, theft, burglary, violence), interviewees never related them
to certain ethnicities or migration backgrounds. In fact, the high variety in ethnicities and
frequently their associated cultural characteristics (e.g. Turkish cooking, Turkish weddings,
Dominican music) were said by a few to be enjoyable and some specifically wish there was
more mixing. However, the first signs of a white Dutch middle class taking over might slowly
be showing.
On the one hand, the loss of native Dutch facilities, neighbours, norms and values were
experienced by two native Dutch women who belong to an older generation (aged 52 and 64).
They have seen these changes as long-term Bloemhoffers, but do not assign these losses
specifically to the last 10 or 4 years. On the other hand, something that could be attributed to
the Rotterdam Law, is a possible development of ‘whitening’. Two Bloemhoffers describe how
in the past few years, they have experienced or expected that white Dutch people move into
the improved or new homes of Bloemhof. It is hard to conclude this change occurred due to
Article 9, since the demography that meets the Article’s requirements is not clear (required
jobs have differing education levels, a maximum wage is allowed, required jobs belong to a
variety of fields, etc.). Possibly, this is an outcome of Article 8 (income requirement) or 10
(expected criminality or nuisance) that only slowly shows. In the Theoretical Framework I
discussed how ethnic minorities end up more easily as unemployed or involved in criminality
and thus the two Articles could be showing how white Dutch people have better chances of
receiving a home. However, it could also be a consequence of the previously mentioned lower
class (and thus more ethnic minorities) moving out, followed by the middle class moving in
(and thus white Dutch). This then happens as a consequence of rents going up, cheaper
houses being demolished and more middle class houses being built. Overall, the fear that
Rotterdam’s brand as a multicultural city is becoming increasingly less applicable, might be
justified. However, based on my interviewees’ answers, I cannot conclude whether the
Rotterdam Law contributes to this development.
The waste problem was predominantly perceived as either improving or worsening.
Interestingly, the improvement was mainly experienced by four inhabitants who are involved
or at least interested in Bloemhof’s developments. Moreover, four people recently got a house
through Article 9 (including one person who did not directly experience waste improvement)
and they are all actively involved in the neighbourhood. It is remarkable that of the five people
I consider most involved, four are recent Article 9 inhabitants (and one is a long-term
inhabitant). There seems to be a disconnection between how involved these people are and
how other Bloemhoffers experience the lack of involvement of new neighbours.
Possibly, this could be changed by applying one of the interviewees’ suggested improvements:
positive news coverage. Article 9 seems to bring in people who appear to be ideal new
neighbours, but other Bloemhoffers are unaware of this. When I brought up Eveline’s
remarkable work to some other interviewees, most had not heard of her projects. Other
suggestions that some Bloemhoffers found more suitable for fixing specific issues that the
Rotterdam Law wishes to change, included more public space, more green space, enhancing
knowledge and appreciation of the existing green and (re)opening community centres. These
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were suggestions my interviewees came up with themselves. Based on literature, I also asked
them about reflective quota as an alternative. While some argued that this would bring benefits
(limit exclusion, enhance integration, improve school quality, a more “gezellige” (cosy)
atmosphere and more neighbourhood activities), others struggled with the idea of basing a
social mix on immigration background and struggled with what it means to be Dutch, to
integrate and the idea of different immigration generations.

8.2 Perceptions of Each Article
Thus, interviewees experienced some changes and suggested some own ideas as possible
solutions. This does not mean they disagree with what the Rotterdam Law Articles apply.
Again, there is much variation in Bloemhoffers’ opinions on each Article and therefore I will
discuss them here one by one. Applicable to each Article is the desire of Bloemhoffers to look
at each individual’s specific situation. Simply judging someone based on their income, job type
or involvement in criminality is not sufficient to most. Contrary to the current ways in which
decisionmakers work, many desire for decisionmakers to understand the ‘why’ behind all these
characteristics and circumstances.
First, Article 8 is perceived in a very diverse way. As summarized in Chapter 7, some worry
about how justified it is that people live on benefits, others worry about the waterbed effect,
some understand both sides and others see it as an effective and necessary way to improve
the neighbourhood. The direct goal of this Article is to improve people’s self-reliance and while
this has statistically been achieved, Bloemhoffers do not experience this change (possibly,
positive news coverage could be useful here as well). One mother even perceives a lack of
employment opportunities for youth, which could be one of the reasons they cause nuisance.
Employment rate is a neighbourhood effect and since it statistically has improved, it should be
able to improve other neighbourhood effects. Perhaps then, on the long-term, the increase in
self-reliance and its positive consequences become more visible for Bloemhoffers. Currently,
however, Bloemhoffers feel mixed about the technicalities of Article 8 and do not experience
a direct effect of more or less employment.
Second, Article 9 also knew varying perceptions. Worries exist surrounding discrimination, a
limitation of mixing, a limitation of freedom of individual decision-making on where to live, why
one job is assumed to improve the neighbourhood more than another and the equality and
diversity of those in decision-making positions. Others consider more practical points,
including the practicality of having a doctor or police(wo)man nearby. A few mentioned that a
higher education level could lift the neighbourhood and the required jobs or educations could
motivate others to do better. Overall, some experienced changes seem to be attributable to
this Article. Rejuvenation seems to be one of them. Bloemhoffers mainly experience younger
couples or young families moving in, which can indeed be one of the requirements of Article
9 (priority for those between the ages of 23 and 30 and priority for parents with one or two
children younger than 12). As discussed earlier, even though Bloemhoffers do not experience
new neighbours as being more active and participative, the new Bloemhoffers I spoke to that
got a house through this Article definitely were. These four I am talking about belong to the
five interviewees I would consider most involved or interested in the neighbourhood. Although
the waste problem is perceived differently, mainly those who got their home through Article 9
felt more optimistic. There thus appears to be a relationship between Article 9, someone’s
involvement in a neighbourhood and their perceived positivity. Based on my data, this positivity
so far is only applicable to the perception of waste.
Third and final, Article 10 was met by Bloemhoffers either with the expectation that it would
indeed diminish criminality, with a call for looking at each individual’s background to gain an
understanding of why they commit certain actions, and with the statement that everyone
deserves a clean slate and that denying someone housing when they have already known
legal consequences for their actions is a wrongful double punishment. Moreover, Bloemhoffers
75

did not experience change in criminality, which is in line with outcomes that were discussed at
the Rotterdam Law workshop I attended. Article 10 does not appear to have an influence on
nuisance or criminality in a neighbourhood, at least not on the short-term. Drugs, nuisance,
theft, burglary, vandalism and violence are overall not experienced to have changed in
Bloemhof.

8.3 Research Question
I will now summarize my key conclusions that help me answer the main research question:
“How do people of varying social backgrounds experience social mixing policies in
Rotterdam?”
I am answering this question by looking at the specific case of the Rotterdam Law in the
neighbourhood Bloemhof. Article 8, applied since 2010, is the only Article that statistically
provable improved the liveability by increasing self-reliance. Unfortunately, Bloemhoffers do
not notice this change. Article 9 cannot undoubtedly be concluded to have an effect, but some
interesting changes were perceived since its application. It seems to cause rejuvenation and
involvement. Those who received a home through Article 9 are all comparatively more
involved and, moreover, seemed more optimistic and even perceived positive change
regarding the waste problem. Although Article 9’s technicalities are applauded by some and
disapproved of by others, it does seem to attract new neighbours that improve the
neighbourhood. For example, by actively trying to keep the environment clean, they improve
the neighbourhood effect of ‘environment’, which in turn can lead to other neighbourhood
effect improvements. Finally, Article 10 was concluded by every level – policy creation side,
application side and subject side – as not having created change in nuisance or criminality.
Although crime numbers have dropped, this seems to be in line with a national decrease.
Overall, the technicalities of the Rotterdam Law are perceived in a highly differentiated way
by the inhabitants of Bloemhof. A main observation for each Article is that most interviewees
desire an investigation and understanding of the background and circumstances of individuals.
Some agree that these Articles are good or necessary and they understand that, in order to
improve the neighbourhood, people have to be judged based on their income, socioeconomic
status or criminal background. Still, they desire for those who work in the policy-side or
application-side of the Rotterdam Law to take into account the why behind each aspect. The
fact that some people might have an unequal background of poverty or sickness should be
taken into account.
Ethnicity was never mentioned as a possible unequal background that could affect someone’s
choices. Besides drug use and rude behaviour, Bloemhoffers did not associate income,
socioeconomic status or criminality with specific ethnicities or cultures. Ethnicity and culture
were only mentioned as being enjoyable when discussing ethnic reflective quota, the influx
and outflux of native Dutch, or criticism on specific population groups. Long-term inhabitants
miss native Dutch characteristics, while a few others described experiences that could be
showing the start of a white Dutch middle class slowly taking over Bloemhof. Still, while some
groups are indeed being criticized more than others, and while the ways in which social mixing
is being applied are perceived differently, Bloemhoffers seem to agree on two things: the social
cohesion is outstandingly good and there is a desire for less exclusion and more mixing.
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Chapter 9: Reflections
In this final chapter, I will discuss the limitations of my research, personal reflections and
suggestions for future research.

9.1 Limitations and Reflections
I highly enjoyed my time of doing fieldwork, especially during my month of living in Rotterdam
and being able to do observations and face-to-face interviews. A benefit of my methods is that
I got an idea of the views of the city government, of the application side of the Law and of the
Law’s actual subjects. The start of my research was very interesting and enjoyable for me, as
I got to learn from people who have much relevant knowledge and experience in this field.
With the information and support of Mr. Drs. Muttalip Metin, Bram Van Deelen and Matthijs
Van Ghent, I felt increasingly confident in the importance of my topic. They seemed genuinely
interested in my research and I felt encouraged by them.
A benefit of my interviews is that I felt that I was able to create a certain bond with most
interviewees, that I believe made them feel safe enough to answer my questions honestly and
openly. Some topics I touched can be perceived as sensitive (ethnicity, discrimination,
inequality, crime, etc.) and I think holding a semi-structured in-depth interview is the most
efficient and comfortable way to gain the deepest and most detailed understanding of what
interviewees actually think and feel.
My research methods had certain limitations. The most outstanding one is that half of my
interviews had to be conducted by phone call as a consequence of COVID-19. Although I did
not notice that the content of these interviews was different, I can imagine that interviewees
feel different when answering questions on the phone compared to having a conversation
face-to-face. A feeling of safety that one might experience when being able to see the other
and the other’s expressions might have been lost. Still, when I look back at all my interviews,
there does not seem to be a difference in my gathered data by phone or face-to-face. In fact,
a few of my longest interviews were by phone and a few more remarks that can be perceived
as sensitive were made (for example, criticism on Turkish people, living on benefits because
of serious reasons or specifically stating to fear sounding discriminatory). On the other hand,
most of the interviewees that I spoke to on the phone, responded to a request of me on social
media. Thus, they might already have been more excited and open about sharing their
thoughts.
This relates to another limitation: my sample. Even before COVID-19 complicated my
research, I tried to get a varied sample but I have not succeeded in the way I hoped to. In the
streets, I tried to approach people who looked like they were from either a Turkish or Moroccan
background. Since these are the biggest groups with an immigration background in Bloemhof
and since these groups often get stereotyped or discriminated, I wanted to include their voice
in my research. I got met by disappointment after disappointment. One person asked for my
number in order to make an appointment. When I never heard from her again, I learned that I
should try to get the other person’s number. One interviewee gave me the number of a Turkish
lady, but she never replied either. I also attempted to contact youth in Bloemhof on social
media, since they were frequently criticized. One boy – who publicly uploaded a photo on
Instagram with the tagged location of Bloemhof – agreed to video call, but minutes before our
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planned call he completely blocked my account. I learned that it can be hard to actually
organize interviews due to distrust, discomfort or perhaps due to people not taking me
seriously (such as teenagers, possibly due to a rebellious puberty).
The general applicability of my outcomes is also worth a discussion. As discussed in previous
chapters, the workings and perceptions of a social mixing policy are argued to be completely
context-dependent. Bloemhof has a very unique context. It has people with a high variety in
many characteristics (ethnicity, immigration background, culture, religion, interests and much
more). Moreover, the Rotterdam Law is a unique social mixing policy, of which the outcomes
cannot just be compared to any other policy. The content of the Articles would have to be
similar, but this would be hard since the content is controversial due to its unique approach.
Furthermore, I want to include a small description about emotionality. In the beginning of my
research, I still felt a bit insecure. My very first interview was one that Matthijs Van Ghent and
Bram Van Deelen planned and that I was able to join. I asked my questions after their
questions, but felt a bit awkward about asking too many follow-up questions as I was afraid of
taking up too much of everyone’s time, including of the interviewee (while none of them put
pressure on me, at all). I quickly grew much more comfortable in the role of being an
interviewer, but, looking back, in my first few interviews I could have asked more ‘why’
questions. I too easily accepted some answers and possibly should have asked for more
description or reasoning behind people’s answers. I felt a bit uncomfortable at first when
asking interviewees why they thought what they thought, fearing that I might come across as
critical of their answers.
For me, this entire process was extremely enjoyable. The topic about which I was able to write
is something I have been interested in for a long time and the fact that I could apply my
research in a city that always fascinated me, Rotterdam, was a great bonus for me. I feel like
I have built a connection with Bloemhof. I probably crossed every street during my time there
and every single interview I had with a Bloemhoffer was fun and interesting. Whether I agreed
with my interviewees or not, every single one of them happily shared their thoughts and
experiences with me and I am very appreciative of that. The whole process energized me in
a way that makes me want to be active in the field of social mixing and social equality.

9.2 Future Research
For future research, I would like to share a couple of suggestions. First, it would be interesting
to apply similar research methods as I did, but focus on the voices that I was not able to
include. This includes mainly Turkish and Moroccan people, but also Antillean, Surinamese,
Polish and Bulgarian. These are bigger groups with a migration background in Bloemhof, but
of them I was only able to interview someone with a Surinamese background. An interesting
way in which to possibly better perform this research is by letting a student or researcher with
an immigration background apply these methods. Specifically, if they look non-native Dutch,
the previously mentioned groups might feel more comfortable with taking part in the research.
Like Maryam shared with me, one of the reasons she enjoyed Bloemhof is that she does not
stand out. People do not look at her because of her different skin-colour or her headscarf. She
seemed to feel comfortable with me, but I would understand if other Bloemhoffers that are not
native Dutch would feel uncomfortable or scared of being judged by me. Thus, letting a nonwhite person do this research could take away this fear, distrust or discomfort. The previously
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mentioned herd-feeling might even show up. I would understand that if both the interviewee
and the interviewer visibly have an immigration background, this can create a different starting
point. They both grew up in a country where debates around racism and discrimination still
happen (and seem to be rising) and where segregation visibly exists. Specifically since
immigration and segregation are topics that I touch in the interviews, immigrant interviewees
might feel safer when sharing their viewpoints with someone that has a similar non-Dutch
background. My main problem, attracting a diverse share of Bloemhoffers that to an extent
can represent the neighbourhood, might be avoided by this. Perhaps then inhabitants with a
Turkish, Moroccan, Antillean, Polish or Bulgarian background would become less hesitant to
join the research.
Furthermore, these population groups are also the ones that sometimes face the most criticism
from some of my interviewees. Reservedness, rudeness and lawlessness were mentioned. It
could therefore be interesting to ask them about how they experience these criticisms and
how they relate to them. As discussed, many stereotypes exist around specific groups and
some comments of my interviewees coincide with them, while others go against them. Asking
the groups how they experience the stereotypes and criticisms and how living in a strongly
socio-culturally mixed area affects this could teach us more about the benefits or
disadvantages of social mixing for minorities. Also, Bloemhoffers seem interested in the ‘why’
behind people’s circumstances. Researching if the specific population groups agree with
certain stereotypes or criticisms and then interviewing them about the why’s behind it could
provide useful insights. Thinking back of what Sarah told me, it would be a good way to look
at the cause of certain behaviours, instead of just treating the symptoms.
Youth, then, could also be included and asked about nuisance they are perceived to cause.
One possible reason was offered by Olga, namely the lack of side-jobs for youth. But, likely,
there are more reasons. I have known many classmates in high school or university without
side-jobs who do not cause these issues. Of course, I have a privileged education, having
been able to go to a high-level high school and then a university. It is therefore not surprising
that I have not known peers that show this behaviour, as my Theoretical Framework showed
that there are complex relationships between immigration, segregation, ethnicity and
education. Most of my friends have been white, native and Dutch, specifically in high school.
Bloemhof, however, is much more diverse regarding immigration, segregation and ethnicity,
which, as literature argues, could explain the lower education level with possible consequential
lawlessness behaviour. These are likely theories, but it would still be informative to ask the
actual youth what they think and experience. Do they agree with the criticisms? If so, why do
they make these choices? Since I tried to interview youth myself but failed, I would suggest
that for future research, an expert on youth should be consulted on how to best approach them
and interview them. To me, they seemed to enjoy being a bit rebellious or not taking me
seriously (like one boy blocking me a few minutes before our planned call and another just
replying “nope” to my friendly request for an interview). Likely, this is normal behaviour for
teenagers of whom most go through a more rebellious phase. Still, their insights could be
useful and therefore consulting someone who has knowledge on researching teenagers and
youth could be a good way to start this project.
Also, if the youth feel safe enough to talking about their drug use, would they be willing to
explain why they mainly seem to use nitrous oxide (lachgas) and not other soft drugs or
potential hard drugs? Different drugs have different effects and their predominant choice for
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nitrous oxide could tell something about the circumstances in which they live in Bloemhof and
their (un)happiness with those.
Putting this thesis in a wider context of the current neoliberal political economy could also be
interesting future research. Possibly, a process that is happening in Amsterdam might be
present in Rotterdam as well. This process entails that the discourse and branding of
multicultural inclusivity is used as an instrument of beautifying the city, in order to attract real
estate investments. Perhaps a brand analysis and discourse analysis can be performed to
learn more about how Rotterdam creates these, what their effects are and how these relate to
neoliberal practices.
Another topic that could be interesting to research is where those who are rejected by the
Rotterdam Law end up and to investigate how they experienced that process. This thesis
showed how Bloemhoffers think about those who are rejected (mainly considering the fairness
and the waterbed effect), but it can be useful to learn what those who actually are rejected
think and experience. Did they think the process was fair? Do they understand that this might
be a complex issue that requires the Law as a solution? Or do they have different insights and
ideas about how the neighbourhoods can be improved and how they – as unemployed, or as
seen as possible criminal or causer of nuisance – could or should be treated differently? Since
Bloemhoffers are clearly interested in the why behind specific behaviours, the rejected people
can also be interviewed about why they ended up with the characteristics that got them
rejected (no income or criminality). First, regarding no income, the why behind this might be
complicated to research. I spoke to a few Bloemhoffers on benefits who had lived in Bloemhof
for many years (and therefore could stay) who argued that they cannot help living on benefits
due to disease. Of course, it is unlikely that someone will reply: “I live on benefits because I
am lazy”. But, it might be interesting to enter a conversation with those on benefits and ask
them about the issues in Bloemhof (and other Rotterdam Law neighbourhoods) and the
argued necessity for the Law to improve these areas. To what extent would they be
disagreeing or understanding? Would they find it discriminatory or would they also see a logic
and need for it? Or, would they have other suggestions that do not target the unemployed for
improving Bloemhof’s circumstances? Instead of purely seeing them as either victims of the
Law or as non-contributory to Bloemhof’s development, asking them about their experiences
and ideas could be informative. Second, regarding possible nuisance or criminality, the why
behind this can be researched but can also be a sensitive topic. Questions to ask before
starting this research are: How do I get in touch with those rejected by Article 10? How do I
approach them and interview them in an ethically correct way and by preventing all possible
harm to them? To do this well, the researcher first needs to read about these topics to gain a
better understanding. Also, perhaps it is useful to consult an expert like a criminologist to learn
what the appropriate way to apply this research is and also to learn what a good way is to
interview these people that can help with learning about the why behind their choices.
Also, but perhaps this works better when the Rotterdam Law has been applied on the longterm, neighbourhoods where the rejected people end up can be researched to see if the
waterbed effect is indeed a reality. This is a fear of some researchers, politicians, housing
corporations and even some interviewees, but there is no evidence for this happening yet.
Possibly, in the future this might indeed start to show. It can be interesting to keep an eye on
the numbers of surrounding neighbourhoods. Do numbers of crime or unemployment start to
rise there in the coming years? And is this then because of the waterbed effect?
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Speaking of the long-term, the Rotterdam Law is a social mixing policy that focuses on longterm results. Those who work on the Law and its application do state that indeed currently,
the desired effects might not yet be there. In my thesis, I did indeed not find too many changes
since its application, or I was not able to conclude that certain changes happened because of
the Law. Perhaps in five or ten years, more effects will be visible and can give a better insight
in the long-term outcomes of this unique social mixing policy.
If I had the time and the tools to extend my research and investigate what I believe is important
now, I would have some ideas. I think it would be interesting to live in Bloemhof for a longer
period of time. Unfortunately, I was not able to find a room in the neighbourhood during my
fieldwork but I believe this could give a deeper insight in its workings. Specifically, I would think
it is interesting to live in Bloemhof for a year to truly learn about how Bloemhoffers live their
life and how their neighbourhood connections work. I would suggest six months in the North
and six months in the South, to learn how the differences between the two actually work and
affect people. How does social bonding work in both areas? How do people with different
migration backgrounds live together with others? Are the criticisms and stereotypes justified?
The length of a year could also allow me to build more trust and stronger connections, with
which I could hopefully interview more non-white people and touch more sensitive topics.
Likely, I could interview Bloemhoffers more about the why’s behind their choices due to a
stronger bond and trust.
Overall, I think Bloemhof scores low on many liveability factors and while Rotterdam applies
direct measures in an attempt to improve this liveability and improve the state and scores of
neighbourhoods like Bloemhof, I would agree with many of my interviewees that
understanding the cause of the issues is of great importance. In my point of view, there seems
to be a complicated balance between when to take action and what to research before taking
action. Research takes time. I believe it is good that the government is taking action to improve
the neighbourhood, which in turn can diminish neighbourhood effects, which can then improve
the liveability and opportunities of people. Still, I also understand why there is criticism on the
Law. Without arguing whether it is necessary for improvement of liveability or not, the Law
discriminates. The Law does this to diminish symptoms of problems like criminality or
unemployment. Decreasing these issues has turned out to be a complex discussion between
stakeholders arguing against or in favour of its effectiveness, discrimination, liveability
improvement and necessity. While these topics are being argued over, it is clear that the
government is attempting to treat the symptoms, which can indeed improve the liveability and
neighbourhood effects. Still, I personally agree with the fact that it is of great importance to
look at the cause. The causes for the problems, in this case, would highly likely be related to
topics including inequality, immigration, ethnicity, segregation and possibly gentrification.
Many academics have written about which issue can be the cause for which symptom, but
since neighbourhoods’ contexts differ and since it is insightful to learn from inhabitants
themselves what they see as the problems and causes, I would suggest my earlier research
plan could be informative: stay in Bloemhof for a year, learn about its social structures, create
strong and trusted bonds with inhabitants and interview a diverse group about sensitive topics
such as the why behind their choices and finally, observe and experience in the
neighbourhood how certain processes interconnect and affect people, including the previously
mentioned inequality, immigration, ethnicity, segregation, social mixing and gentrification.
Then, through research, an insight can be gained in the root causes of Bloemhof’s problems.
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Of course, this plan would be time-consuming and costly (depending on whether a student or
paid researcher does this project. Living in Bloemhof for a year would still cost money, no
matter who does the research). Importantly, however, with information received from this
research, certain neighbourhood problems could be prevented, which will in turn save money.
Also, it can be interesting to look at the relationship between policy and practice. My thesis
has clearly shown that there is a gap between policy and the experienced practices. Based on
his ten years experience with a development project, Mosse (2004) argues that these gaps
always exist and have to exist in order for policy to work. According to him, policies do not
create change, but create mobilisation for the interpretation of a policy’s goal of change. In the
field, people like project leaders or consultants are responsible for these interpretations.
Mosse describes: “…(policy) ideas do not have a life of their own apart from institutions,
persons and intentions, but can only be understood in terms of the institutions and social
relationships through which they are articulated” (p. 666). In the case of Bloemhof, those who
articulate the Rotterdam Law can for instance entail employees of Woonstad or even
Bloemhoffers, like those who received a house through the Law. How do they shape being
part of a policy? How do they handle being rejected or given priority and how does this possibly
affect the realization of the Law? How does Woonstad interpret the Law and how does possible
self-interest play a role? Of course, it is difficult to ask them about possible self-interest. This
would sound accusatory and likely would not give useful answers. But, perhaps a detailed
study of the Law (which - besides three detailed Articles about rejection and priority – exists
of 19 Articles in total) could provide ground for in-depth interviews with those who have to
interpret and articulate it in Bloemhof. For example, Woonstad could be asked, with regard to
Article 9, which socioeconomic characteristic get prioritisation sooner than others? What if two
applicants have the similar characteristics, but one is a doctor and the other is a teacher? Who
gets a home in which part of Bloemhof and why? How does the ambiguity of the Law leave
room for interpretation regarding questions like this and what are the consequences? This
could be future research for those who wish to explore how the gap between policy and
practice, that showed up in this thesis, works and affects the realisation of the Rotterdam Law.
Finally, the previously mentioned developments like inequality or segregation are already
argued by many to be the cause of the existing issues. In my experience of reading relevant
material and having kept up with the Dutch news in my life, discrimination, immigration and
racism in The Netherlands have always been polarised debates. Specifically, since the
refugee crisis in 2015, the debate around immigration seems to have become more heated.
Additionally, in the last few years, racism has become an increasingly present and polarised
discussion. The political arena is complex and the mainly heard political arguments seem to
be extremely oppositional. My point here is that the topics I discuss are also discussed in
political territory, but a real variety in voices and specifically the voices of ‘normal’ citizens
seem to go unheard. Not every black man sees all white people as racist and not every native
white Dutch person is against immigration. Like the research of Doucet & Koenders (2018)
and like the research of this thesis have shown, the actual experiences and thoughts of
inhabitants are much more diverse. This is what future research could attempt to show: a
(likely) varied view of a representative inhabitant sample of Bloemhof on the root causes of
the neighbourhood’s problems. Then, perhaps, the causes can be treated instead of solely
the symptoms. Likely, these causes are related to issues like inequality (e.g. between
ethnicities, migration backgrounds, cultural characteristics like religious expression) and would
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require much debate on how to approach them. These issues are complex and I do not wish
to suggest here that by knowing the root causes, all the problems can easily be tackled. But,
paying more attention to them could on the long-term be more effective than forever just
treating symptoms.
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