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Oz

Bu ¢alisma, ulusasir goglerle bircok tlkede gdzlenen sosyo-
mekansal kiimelenme ve buna bagl gelisen sosyo-mekansal
aynnismayr farklh  boyutlariyla teorik bir perspektiften
incelemektedir. Goc¢menler, vyeni geldikleri kentlerde
genellikle hemserilik, etnik kdéken veya inan¢ gibi ortak
Ozellikler araciligiyla belirli mekansal alanlarda bir araya
gelerek kimelenme egilimi gosterirler. Bu sosyo-mekansal
kiimelenme, gdé¢men gruplarin kentin diger sakinlerinden
mekansal olarak ayrismasina yol agmaktadir. Sonug olarak,
kentsel alanda farkhi toplumsal gruplarin yasadigi sosyo-
mekansal ayrisma desenleri ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.

Bu calismada, farkl etnik, inancsal veya kiiltiirel yapilara sahip
toplumsal gruplarin kentlerde olusturdugu sosyo-mekansal
kimelenme ve ayrisma olgusunun, literattirdeki tartismalar
uzerinden kapsamli bir degerlendirmesi sunulmustur. Sosyo-
mekansal ayrismanin olumlu ve olumsuz yénleri irdelenmis,
bu ayrismanin kent yasamina etkileri Gzerine tahliller
yapilmistir. Ayrica, kentte farkh toplumsal gruplarin bu tir
sosyo-mekansal tercihlerini etkileyen arka plan siirecleri analiz
edilerek, bu tercihlerin toplumsal dinamikler Uizerindeki
etkileri ele alinmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Sosyomekansal ayrisma, Kimelenme,
Kentsel mekan

Abstract

This study examines socio-spatial clustering and the ensuing
socio-spatial segregation, observed in many countries with
transnational migration, from a theoretical perspective
across different dimensions. In urban settings, immigrants
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often gather in specific spatial units based on shared
characteristics such as hometown ties, ethnicity, or religious
beliefs. This socio-spatial clustering results in the spatial
segregation of immigrant groups from other urban residents,
leading to distinct patterns of socio-spatial separation among
different social groups in urban areas.

This study provides a comprehensive evaluation of the
phenomenon of socio-spatial clustering and segregation
formed by social groups with various ethnic, religious, or
cultural backgrounds in cities, drawing from discussions in
the literature. Both the positive and negative aspects of
socio-spatial segregation are analyzed, with insights into its
impacts on urban life. Additionally, the study investigates the
background processes influencing these socio-spatial
preferences among different social groups in cities,
examining how these preferences affect social dynamics.

Keywords: Sociospatial segregation, Clustering, Urban area
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Introduction

Space is inherently a social construct that frames the way
ideas and meanings are conceptualized and experienced.
Definitions of space shape individuals' relationships and
interactions within it, while the construction of space is
deeply influenced by social power dynamics (Kaya, 2013).
Spatial concentration has long been a key topic in discussions
of space, as social groups tend to cluster in urban areas based
on factors such as income, social status, beliefs, or ethnicity
(Duncan and Duncan, 1955; Massey and Denton, 1988; Folch
and Rey, 2014). When a particular social group is densely
represented within a specific area, this spatial concentration
often leads to separation or segregation from other social
groups in the city, highlighting the concept of spatial
segregation. Bégus (2013) defines spatial segregation as the
physical separation of a migrant group that, while integrated
into urban life, remains concentrated in certain districts,
distinguishing them from other residents of the city. This
segregation is shaped not only by the internal dynamics of
the group but also by external pressures and societal factors

(Gregory et al., 2009).

Early discussions of spatial segregation and concentration

emerged within the urban sociology of the Chicago School, as
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scholars sought to explain settlement patterns in American
cities in the early 20th century (Gregory et al., 2009; Bdgus,
2013). Migrants typically foster intergroup interaction by
learning the language and adapting to the host society’s
norms, facilitating smoother integration and enabling
movement to neighborhoods where other ethnic groups
reside (Gregory et al.,, 2009). Park (1926), a key figure in
human ecology theory, described this process as a "cycle of
race relations," linking integration closely with migrant
groups’ involvement in economic, social, and political
processes. His theory outlines four stages of integration: (1)
initial contact and building relationships with other groups,
(2) competition with these groups for resources, (3) gradual
integration into the public sphere, and (4) assimilation or
adaptation, whether voluntary or enforced (Beshers, 1962;
Hamnett and Cross, 1998; Wessel, 2000; Grannis, 2002;
Fielding, 2004; Li and Wu, 2006; Firidin-Ozgiir, 2006; Castles
and Miller, 2008). Numerous studies have analyzed these
stages, focusing on factors such as income level, social and
occupational status, lifestyle, and educational background
(Ogden and Winchester, 1975; Morrill, 1991; Murdie and
Borgegard, 1998; Ellis et al., 2004; Li and Wu, 2006; Castles

and Miller, 2008; Musterd and Ostendorf, 2009; Knox and
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Pinch, 2010; Wong and Shaw, 2011; Wang et al., 2012; Lin and

Gaubatz, 2017).

The rapid urban transformations driven by transnational
migration often present integration challenges for
immigrants, stemming from socio-economic and cultural
differences. These challenges frequently result in the
clustering, differentiation, or polarization of less-integrated
populations within specific urban areas (Knox and Pinch,
2010). Such socio-spatial differentiation, encompassing
clustering, segregation, and polarization, has a significant
impact on urban issues, particularly in Western cities (Knox
and Pinch, 2010). There are various theoretical explanations
for spatial segregation and clustering, especially in cities with
high concentrations of transnational migrants or refugees. A
central aspect of group identity formation often involves
defining the “other” through discriminatory or stereotypical
judgments, constructing identity within a framework of “us”

versus “them” (Knox and Marston, 2014; Van Dijk et al., 2015).

Urban environments exert a significant influence on socio-
cultural groups within society, reshaping them within a
complex urban context. Consequently, cities frequently
foster clustering of social groups in specific areas, often

based on factors such as income, social status, lifestyle, and
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neighborhood affiliations (Beshers, 1962; Wirth, 2002; Li and
Wu, 2006). As socio-cultural and economic differences
intensify, urban segregation deepens, producing significant
socio-spatial differentiation (Y&rikan, 1968). Clustering often
emerges from a desire to protect group identity or lifestyle,
as perceived threats from other groups encourage “in-group
cohesion.” This process strengthens cultural and social bonds
within the group. Four primary motivations drive social
groups to cluster in urban spaces: defense, mutual support,
preservation of cultural heritage, and establishing an area of
resistance (Knox and Pinch, 2010). Historical examples, such
as the medieval Jewish ghettos in European cities,
demonstrate these clustering motivations. Likewise, minority
clusters offer networks for mutual support and cultural
preservation, exemplified by neighborhoods like Harlem in

New York, a prominent area for minority cultural expression.

Clustered spaces may also serve as centers for dissent,
providing physical locations for political expression and
group solidarity. For instance, ethnic clusters in cities often
attract political attention due to their concentrated voting
potential, as seen in African American neighborhoods in U.S.
cities or Kurdish communities in Turkish metropolises. These
areas represent spaces of influence, shaping local and

national elections and impacting urban policy considerations.
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Economic Class Dimension of Spatial Segregation

Spatial segregation encompasses multiple dimensions, with
economic class playing a significant role. Beyond income level
alone, Jurgen (1998) identifies systemic inequalities and
discrimination in education and income as key factors that
shape the extent of segregation. He argues that explaining
the processes that generate social segregation requires a
multi-layered approach, with both micro and macro-level
influences and an intermediary level linking them (Firidin-
Ozgiir, 2006). According to Jirgen (1998), while residential
segregation and its resulting spatial inequalities reflect
macro-level influences, factors such as lifestyle, income level,
and ethnic identity operate at the micro level. Within this
framework, social segregation can be divided into two
primary categories: one based on religious or ethnic identity
and the other on income level and social status. Segregation
rooted in religious or ethnic identity emerges from group-
based discrimination, while income- and status-based
segregation aligns closely with employment, educational
opportunities, and lifestyle patterns (Firidin-Ozgiir, 2006).
Such ethnic or religious segregation often stems from the
majority’s exclusion of minorities, either through overt or

covert processes of assimilation. Meanwhile, economic

115



segregation reflects personal choices as well as the influence

of local and national policies (Firidin-Ozgiir, 2006).

The dynamics that produce socio-spatial segregation in urban
environments are most frequently examined through the
lens of low-income communities and marginalized urban
populations, including immigrants and refugees (Musterd
and Ostendorf, 1998; Andersen, 2003). Key indicators of
urban socio-spatial differentiation include Ilabor market
participation, occupational clustering, and income levels
(Knox and Pinch, 2010). Andersen (2003) contends that
segregation is driven not only by social inequality but also by
spatial differentiation. Urban populations tend to self-
segregate by income, with high- and low-income groups
stratifying vertically within the urban space (Hancioglu, 2015).
This stratification is marked by the rise of gated communities
and fortified enclaves, where high-income and middle-class
residents live in spatial separation, enjoying privileged
lifestyles within elite environments (Caldeira, 1996; Bali, 1999;
Marcuse and Van Kempen, 2000; Enlil, 2003; Hancioglu, 2015).
By contrast, marginalized urban groups often include single-
parent households, the unemployed, the poor, individuals
with low educational attainment or illiteracy, and certain

ethnic groups facing exclusion. These groups reflect the
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defining characteristics of urban socio-spatial segregation

(Knox and Pinch, 2010).

With neoliberal restructuring and new social and economic
conditions in capitalist cities, social and cultural segregation
has intensified, widening the income gap in major urban
areas. This divide results in an urban landscape fragmented
into high- and low-quality “islands,” where quality of life is
strongly tied to factors such as ethnicity, citizenship,
immigration status, occupation, demographics, education,
and income level (Knox and Pinch, 2010). Consequently, as
the disparity between lower- and higher-income groups
widens in urban spaces, class polarization permeates the city,
and high-income groups increasingly gain privilege. Ethnic
diversity, the profile of incoming migrants, and family size
interact to shape the socio-spatial organization of urban
areas (Knox and Pinch, 2010). For migrant groups, individual
initiatives often contribute to the clustering process,
reinforcing solidarity and opening employment opportunities
within the ethnic community, thereby easing integration into

an economy otherwise controlled by the host society.

Ethnic businesses, especially those established by immigrants
in countries like England and Germany-such as restaurants,

bakeries, butcheries, markets, and clothing shops-serve as
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cultural and economic hubs that strengthen social solidarity.
These businesses help to preserve and showcase the culinary
and clothing traditions of communities like Asian immigrant
groups, offering services tailored to the community while
supporting its members economically and culturally (Knox
and Pinch, 2010). Thus, the spatial organization of these
businesses not only caters to the cultural needs of the group
but also bolsters group cohesion and provides a degree of
independence from the dominant society’s market
conditions, creating a resilient framework for community

identity and solidarity
The Role of Economic Class in Spatial Segregation

Spatial segregation manifests in multiple dimensions, with
economic class being one of the most prominent. Jirgen
(1998) identifies factors like income inequality and disparities
in education as primary drivers of segregation, arguing for a
layered analytical model to fully grasp the dynamics of social
segregation. This model involves both macro-level Forces-
such as systemic inequalities and social structures-and micro-
level factors, such as individual lifestyle choices, income
levels, and housing decisions, which together mold the
spatial configuration of urban segregation (Firidin-Ozgiir,

2006). Consequently, social segregation can be broadly
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categorized into two forms: segregation based on religious
or ethnic identity and segregation based on income level and

social status.

Economic segregation typically stems from income disparities
that influence access to «critical resources, including
education, employment, and housing. Jirgen (1998)
observes that while ethnic and religious segregation often
arises from discrimination and exclusion, economic
segregation is more intricately tied to lifestyle and
employment conditions, which directly shape residential
patterns and mobility. Additionally, social segregation is
often reinforced by governmental policies, both local and
national, that further deepen divisions within the urban space

(Firidin-Ozgir, 2006).

Urban areas populated by lower-income groups-such as
immigrants, refugees, or other disadvantaged populations—
frequently display distinct patterns of socio-spatial
segregation, creating visible social and spatial divides
(Musterd and Ostendorf, 1998; Andersen, 2003). Indicators of
this socio-spatial differentiation include Ilabor market
participation,  occupational clustering, and income
distribution (Knox and Pinch, 2010). Andersen (2003) argues

that segregation is driven not only by income differences but
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also by spatial distinctions. High-income groups and middle-
class residents often establish exclusive residential spaces,
such as gated communities or luxury enclaves, which serve as
physical representations of their elevated status and lifestyle
preferences (Caldeira, 1996; Bali, 1999; Marcuse and Van
Kempen, 2000; Enlil, 2003; Hancioglu, 2015). These spaces are
typically fortified with security measures and amenities that
create a sense of exclusivity, underscoring the spatial and

symbolic distance from lower-income neighborhoods.

As cities undergo neoliberal restructuring, economic and
social segregation intensifies, further widening the divide
between income groups. This transformation results in a
fragmented urban landscape composed of “islands” that
differ significantly in quality of life. These islands are often
defined by a range of factors-such as citizenship, immigration
status, occupation, and education-which become markers of
social and spatial exclusion (Knox and Pinch, 2010). As a
result, socio-spatial differentiation deepens, generating
urban environments that mirror the class-based stratification
within society. Wealthier groups enjoy enhanced privileges
and security within their exclusive neighborhoods, while
marginalized populations remain confined to lower-quality
housing, frequently lacking basic services and infrastructure.

Ethnic diversity, migration flows, and family structures
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further influence the spatial organization of cities, often

reinforcing these class-based divides (Knox and Pinch, 2010).

In response to these dynamics, many immigrant communities
develop ethnic businesses, including restaurants, bakeries,
and clothing stores, which not only provide economic
support but also function as hubs of cultural preservation.
These enterprises help sustain the community by offering
goods and services that reflect shared traditions and
heritage, contributing to a sense of belonging and cultural
continuity. Such businesses create self-sustaining ethnic
enclaves within urban settings, allowing community
members to circumvent some of the economic barriers posed
by the dominant society (Knox and Pinch, 2010). However,
these enclaves often remain spatially segregated from the
more affluent areas inhabited by higher-income groups,
highlighting the persistent socio-economic and cultural

divisions within urban spaces.

Ethnic enclaves often serve not only economic functions but
also social and cultural roles, promoting solidarity and mutual
support among group members. This clustering reinforces
social networks and allows immigrant groups to navigate an
urban environment that might otherwise be inhospitable. By

supporting each other through employment opportunities
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and shared resources, these communities resist full
assimilation into the broader socio-economic fabric, creating
resilient networks that thrive independently from the host
society’s economic and cultural structures. Despite the
limitations imposed by socio-spatial segregation, ethnic
businesses enable these communities to cultivate a sense of
place and identity within the city, fostering resilience and

cohesion amidst broader patterns of urban inequality.
Degree of Spatial Segregation and the Invasion Process

Spatial segregation refers to the uneven distribution of
minority groups across different areas within a city, often
leading to high concentrations of these groups in specific
neighborhoods or districts (Yiicesahin, 2017). One of the
primary metrics for assessing segregation levels is the
dissimilarity index, a measure comparable to the Gini index
used for income inequality. This index ranges from o, which
represents perfect integration, to 100, indicating complete
segregation (Knox and Pinch, 2010). In the United States, for
instance, census data reveal persistently high segregation
levels for African American communities, with dissimilarity
index values often surpassing 80 in many urban areas. Other
minority groups, such as Puerto Ricans, Asians, and Mexicans,

show somewhat lower levels of segregation, typically around
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60 on the index (Knox and Pinch, 2010). In European cities,
segregation levels are generally lower, though there are
notable exceptions; for example, in certain areas of the
United Kingdom, segregation values for the Bangladeshi
community can approach 8o. Particularly in smaller spatial
units-such as neighborhoods or even streets-extreme
segregation levels with index values nearing 90 have been

recorded (Knox and Pinch, 2010).

Segregation is not homogenous within  minority
communities, and internal variations can influence the degree
and nature of segregation across neighborhoods. For
instance, in British cities, subgroups within larger
communities-such as Muslims and Hindus, Gujarati speakers
and Punjabi speakers-often show distinct residential patterns,
sometimes even in public housing units (Knox and Pinch,
2010). This phenomenon, referred to as layered segregation,
introduces additional complexity into urban spaces, as
neighborhoods become internally differentiated along
religious, linguistic, or cultural lines, further intensifying the

intricacy of socio-spatial landscapes.

The concept of “invasion” often accompanies spatial
segregation and refers to the process by which a growing

concentration of a minority or ethnic group within a
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neighborhood triggers the departure of original residents.
This migration of previous residents, known as “succession,”
accelerates as the minority group reaches a certain threshold,
leading to a demographic shift in which the new group
becomes the predominant population in the area. This
"invasion-succession'" cycle has been extensively studied by
researchers in the Chicago School of urban sociology.
Scholars like Park (1925) used ecological metaphors to
describe these patterns, likening the influx of new groups in
urban neighborhoods to the introduction of a new species
into an ecosystem. As the incoming group establishes a
presence, longstanding residents may feel displaced and seek
housing elsewhere, leading to an intensification of spatial
segregation and a reshaping of community structures (Bolt et

al.,, 2008).

An important concept in this context is the “tipping point,” a
threshold at which the demographic balance in a
neighborhood prompts significant residential mobility.
Although the specific tipping point can vary, studies in the
U.S. have found that when a minority population reaches
around 30% within a neighborhood, many original residents
begin to leave en masse (Knox and Pinch, 2010). This tipping
point highlights the complex social and cultural dynamics

that influence migration patterns within cities, as
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communities continually reshape residential areas in
response to evolving demographics. Thus, understanding
spatial segregation, along with the processes of invasion and
succession, is essential for analyzing the transformative
effects of demographic diversity on urban landscapes. As
cities become more multicultural and diverse, these dynamics
play an increasingly central role in the spatial organization

and socio-cultural evolution of urban environments.
The Role of Urban-Rural Politics in Spatial Segregation

In urban contexts, the demographic concentration of specific
social groups often creates a formidable political force,
enabling these communities to secure formal representation
and wield substantial influence over urban policy decisions
(Knox and Pinch, 2010). Through this collective presence,
communities such as African Americans and Asian Americans
in the United States actively participate in municipal and state
politics, leveraging their numbers to advocate for policies
that address the unique needs of their neighborhoods. In
some cases, these ethnic and minority groups establish

|“

political “power spaces” by forming a strong, unified voting
identity within specific urban areas, further amplifying their
impact on political and social dynamics (Knox and Pinch,

2010).
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However, residential segregation is not merely an outcome
of demographic clustering but is also shaped by structural
inequalities in the housing market. These inequities often
restrict ethnic and minority groups to particular, limited
urban spaces, effectively narrowing their residential choices
and reinforcing patterns of spatial segregation. In the United
Kingdom, for example, minority groups face numerous
obstacles within the public housing sector. They are often
subject to restrictive policies and poor housing conditions,
pushing them into less desirable areas. This forced clustering
not only limits access to high-quality urban spaces but also
perpetuates socio-economic disparities between minority

communities and the broader society (Knox and Pinch, 2010).

In Europe, the spatial segregation of minority communities is
increasingly viewed as an obstacle to social integration and
national cohesion, even in countries known for their
commitment to multiculturalism, such as the United Kingdom
and the Netherlands. Policymakers express concern that the
physical separation of ethnic minorities restricts their full
participation in society, exacerbating social exclusion. In
some cases, neighborhoods with high concentrations of
marginalized groups become difficult to monitor or police
effectively, creating potential refuges for individuals engaged

in illicit activities. For example, during the 20th century, the
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concentration of Irish communities in British cities such as
Birmingham and London provided operational bases for the
Irish Republican Army (IRA) during periods of political unrest

(Knox and Pinch, 2010).

The political dynamics of urban and rural segregation reveal
underlying issues of inequality, class stratification, and
systemic exclusion that extend far beyond immediate
residential patterns. Spatial segregation is often reinforced
by a complex interplay of socio-economic, ethnic, ideological,
cultural, and religious factors, each contributing to the
distinct configurations of the urban landscape (Alver, 2010).
According to Marcuse (2001), a significant driver of spatial
segregation is the social exclusion of migrant communities by
established groups. This exclusion manifests physically as
different social groups, defined by distinct cultural,
economic, and socio-political characteristics, become
concentrated in specific urban zones. For members of
minority communities, this spatial exclusion can foster
feelings of alienation from the broader urban environment,
creating a reluctance to engage with the dominant culture
and deepening divides with other social groups. Such
isolation often leads to disconnection, potential conflict, or
forms of cultural resistance as these communities seek to

assert their identity in the face of exclusion (Parekh, 2002).
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Spatial segregation, therefore, is more than just a pattern of
settlement; it reflects the entrenched social and economic
divides that define urban societies. The concentration of
marginalized communities within designated areas not only
limits their opportunities for upward mobility but also
reinforces social hierarchies, impacting everything from local
governance to access to resources and public services. As
cities become increasingly diverse, addressing the challenges
posed by spatial segregation will be essential for fostering
inclusive, cohesive urban communities that embrace the full

participation of all residents.

Theoretical Discussions on Integration (Culturization-Social

Integration)

Berry (2006), who studies acculturation, has explored the
strategies that ethno-cultural communities adopt when they
come into contact with the host society (Berry, 1992; 1998;
2001). In this context, Berry (2001) argues that acculturation
can be experienced in different ways, both at the individual
and group levels. These strategies, which operate at the
socio-cultural level, consist of a combination of two basic
dimensions: the preference for maintaining one’s culture and

identity, and the preference for establishing relationships
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with the local society and other cultural groups (Goregenli &

Karakus, 2014).

In multicultural societies, ethnic cultural groups can be
observed living alongside others while maintaining the core
of their own culture, which constitutes their differences
(Seker, 2006). For instance, ethnic cultural groups such as the
Breton communities in France and the Basque communities
in Spain, or the French living in Canada, descendants of
ancient migration, have successfully preserved their cultural
structures (Berry & Sam, 1997). Refugees and newcomers,
however, often face more difficulties in the acculturation
process and encounter psychological risks (Berry, 1998). The
emergence and diversification of acculturation among
cultural groups in multicultural societies can be attributed to
three factors: displacement, readiness, and continuity (Berry

& Sam, 1997).

Immigrants or members of a minority group may adopt an
assimilation strategy when they prefer to interact with the
host community/culture instead of maintaining their own
cultural identity within the society in which they are
integrating (Goregenli & Karakus, 2014). Faist (2003)
considers assimilation as the final stage or one of the possible

outcomes of the integration process. In other words,
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individuals who adopt the assimilation strategy prefer to
merge their cultural identity in the dominant society’s
“melting pot.” Berry (2001) states that minority group
members may prefer the separation strategy when they
refrain from interacting with mainstream society and exhibit
behaviors aimed at maintaining and protecting their cultural
identity. If they continue in this manner, it indicates they have
adopted an integration strategy. During the integration
process, both the host society and the members of the
immigrant/ethnic group tend to accept or respect each
other's truths while preserving their differences (Turut &

Ozgiir, 2018).

An individual who opts for a separation strategy avoids
building relationships with the host cultural community,
draws cultural boundaries, and distances themselves from
other cultural communities. Consequently, they cluster with
other group members in a specific location, creating a living
space that is spatially separated from others. Conversely,
individuals who adopt an integration strategy strive to be
part of a broad social network within the host society while
also maintaining their cultural integrity and adapting it to the
host society (Seker, 2006). According to Berry (1992),
individuals acculturate according to the strategy they choose

based on their attitudes and behaviors within their cultural
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environment. He states that minority group members prefer
the strategy of marginalization when their interaction with
other cultures is limited and their desire to maintain their

cultural identity is minimal (Berry, 2001).

These strategies may vary depending on individual
preferences and the characteristics of the society, and can
differ from person to person, society to society, or through
the interaction of strategies between two societies (Berry,
2006). For example, Seker’s (2006) study titled
“Acculturation Processes in a Sample of Migrants to the City”
indicates that immigrants coming to Izmir from Southeast
and East Anatolia wish to protect and maintain their own
cultural identity while also interacting with new cultural
groups. It has also been observed that immigrants from

Bulgaria predominantly follow an assimilation strategy.

In  ethno-cultural communities, orientations toward
protecting cultural heritage and identity increase the
community’s resistance against assimilation, preventing their
cultural identity from being absorbed by the host society. At
the same time, these orientations reduce the degree of
marginalization among members of the ethno-cultural group
by allowing them to maintain their cultural identity.

Furthermore, these strategies enhance motivation for
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integration and reduce separation from the host society. In
large societies, while these tendencies toward preserving
cultural heritage and identity contribute to the construction
of a multicultural society in urban areas, they also decrease
the level of cultural loss within the melting pot. Conversely,
any approach involving exclusion fosters segregationist
behavior, while tendencies toward integration facilitate the

formation of a multicultural structure in urban environments.

An acculturation model is expected to come into play when
an ethnic or immigrant group interacts with other
communities. This acculturation process can lead to changes
within the communities involved, including a network of
psychological, biological, cultural, and physical changes as
well as new social relationships (Berry et al, 1987).
Psychological changes generally refer to alterations
experienced by group members in their behavior or mental
states. Biological changes occur when the host society
encounters new diseases or modifies its dietary habits.
Cultural changes involve transformations in beliefs, language,
ideological worldviews, and economic contexts. Physical
changes result from exposure to a new location, different
demographics, and unfamiliar environments. New social

relationships encompass the in-group and out-group
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interactions of the immigrant/ethnic group (Goregenli &

Karakus, 2014).

In general, different cultural communities are mobile within
the spatial environment for various reasons. Factors such as
the pursuit of better living conditions or forced migration due
to natural disasters and wars lead to migration. This mobility
allows for interaction among different cultures. Individuals,
groups, and communities representing diverse cultural
structures influence each other’s cultures based on their
interactions, leading to intercultural flows and transitions.
This phenomenon is known as acculturation, which refers to
the social, cultural, and psychological changes experienced
by members of a community sharing a common culture as a
result of contact with other cultural communities (Berry,

1998; Bilgin, 2003; Seker, 2006).

According to Esser (2000), who conducted research on the
social integration of cultural groups immigrating to Germany
and introduced the theory of social integration to the
literature, the dimensions constituting social integration
include acculturation, identity, interaction, and socio-
economic factors. He argues that these dimensions represent
a political position that will evolve over time, leaning towards

assimilation as generations renew themselves (Sahin, 2010).
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Esser (2000) states that acculturation, socio-economic and
political positions, interaction, and identity are the
fundamental elements determining the realm of social
integration, collectively constituting its four dimensions. In
this context, social integration occurs depending on these
four dimensions and the interactions among them (Esser,
2000; Sahin, 2010). Acculturation, the first dimension of social
integration, refers to the interaction of the ethnic society
with the settled society's culture regarding their beliefs,
language, and traditions. The socio-economic-political
position encompasses income levels, ideologies, political
differences, and rights that exist between the settled society
and the immigrant society. Interaction represents the set of
relationships formed through contact between two groups
belonging to different cultures. Identity is framed in the
context of belonging to the social structure in which the
individual exists and gains meaning as it relates to the society

to which the individual feels they belong (Sahin, 2010).

These dimensions emphasized by Esser create four distinct
aspects of integration, akin to Berry's context. These are
segregation, assimilation, multiple integration, and
marginalization. In this framework, when immigrant
communities act to protect their cultural identity, this leads

to segregation; when adaptation to the settled society's
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culture prevails, it results in assimilation; when they maintain
their own culture while adapting to the settled culture, it is
termed multiple integration; and when they reject both their
own and the settled culture, it is marginalization. Among
these strategies, social integration is most manifest as
assimilation and segregation (Esser, 2000). It can be
observed that Berry and Esser point to two distinct theories
in the mutual interaction process of two cultural

communities.

Berry’s acculturation theory aligns with Esser’s social
integration theory. Although Berry (2001; 2006) asserts that
immigrant/ethnic groups prefer separation, assimilation,
integration, and marginalization strategies during the
acculturation process, Esser contends that immigrant/ethnic
groups adopt separation, assimilation, multiple integration,
and marginalization strategies in the context of social
integration. Notably, while both theorists agree that
immigrant/ethnic groups may prefer assimilation and
marginalization strategies in their interactions with the host
society, Berry's concept of integration is distinct from Esser’s
notion of multiple integration. Additionally, the separation
strategy articulated by Berry parallels Esser's separation.

However, the strategies of separation and integration
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proposed by both theorists ultimately lead to the same

outcome for immigrant/ethnic groups.

Indeed, it is evident that immigrant/ethnic groups favoring
the preservation of their cultural identity tend to concentrate
in specific areas within the city, thereby separating
themselves from the host society. An individual member of
an ethno-cultural community may sometimes adopt a
strategy independent of their group based on their
experiences during the acculturation process and personal
interests. In such cases, the group member might conclude
that a strategy they have discovered, based on their
experiences, better meets their needs than the strategy
previously adopted (Kim, 1988). However, individuals may
prioritize the preservation and continuity of cultural identity
within their ethnic group (private sphere) over their
workplace or political environments (public sphere) (Berry &
Sam, 1997; Zick et al., 2001; Arends-Toth & Van de Vijver,
2004; Navas et al., 2005; Navas et al.,, 2007; Goregenli &

Karakus, 2014).
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Figure 1: Relative Acculturation Extended Model (RAEM) (Navas et al.,

2005)

Navas et al. (2005) argue that the strategies and levels of
preference for acculturation among ethno-cultural individuals
depend on their environment and lifestyle (Figure 1). They
named the model they developed the Relative Acculturation
Extended Model (RAEM). This model posits that although
ethno-cultural groups have coexisted with different
communities for an extended period, the focus should be on
aspects that remain stable or can change quickly. In this
regard, Navas et al. (2005) stated that community members
adopt multiple strategies depending on the changing
conditions of the acculturation process, with a dialectical
process occurring between them (Goregenli & Karakus,

2014). For example, a study found that Moroccan ethno-
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cultural groups who immigrated to Spain adopted the
assimilation strategy in public spheres while employing the

separation strategy in their private lives (Navas et al., 2007).

Society of Origen Host Society
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Religious beliefs Resulting Domains Religious beliefs
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Social Relations
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Figure 2: Acculturation process of immigrants as relative adaptation
between the origin society and host society in different domains (Navas
etal., 2005)

The adaptation process is complex and relative. The same
strategies may not always be employed, and interactions
with other cultures may be preferred in different domains.
Consequently, the socio-cultural space is divided into areas
where various acculturation strategies and attitudes can be
chosen. This idea is not novel; many researchers studying
acculturation have acknowledged that individuals can adopt

different  acculturation strategies, emphasizing the
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importance of segmenting the overall acculturation context
into different domains. The innovation introduced by RAEM is
significant for understanding how immigrants adapt to their
new environments and how the host society perceives this
adaptation (Navas et al., 2005). Based on the classification by
Leunda (1996), RAEM identifies seven secondary areas
(Navas et al.,, 2005). As illustrated in Figure 2, these areas

include:

1. Political and Governmental System: This area regulates

power relations and formally guarantees social order.

2. Labour or Work: This encompasses employment and

professional interactions.

3. Economic Sphere: This includes the distribution of goods,

economic transactions, and consumption habits.

4. Family: This sphere relates to reproduction, children,
marital relations, and the cultural transmission of rules and

values.

5. Social: This involves social relationships and networks

based on friendships maintained outside the family.
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6. Ideological: This represents the world through ideological,
philosophical, or religious lenses, incorporating beliefs,

traditions, principles, and values.

As in any system, the various domains are interrelated,
meaning that any change in one area will impact the others.
Consequently, adaptation strategies within these domains
cannot be uniform. Instead, individuals may follow the
patterns of their heritage culture in some cases while
embracing innovations and contributions from the host

society’s culture in others.

Non-Dominant Group Acculturation Attitudes

Integration |Assimilation [Seperation [Marginalization
Host Integration Consensual  |Problematic  |Conflictual  |Problematic
Community  |Assimilation Problematic |Consensual  |Conflictual  [Problematic
IAcculturation [Seperation Conflictual  |Conflictual Conflictual  (Conflictual
IAttitudes Marginalization (Conflictual  |Conflictual Conflictual  (Conflictual

Figure 3: Interactive Acculturation Model (Bourhis et al., 1997)

The “Interactive Acculturation Model” proposed by Bourhis
et al. (1997) highlights integrationist, transformational
integrationist, individualist, assimilationist, segregationist,
and exclusionist tendencies between immigrant groups and

the settled society. This model assesses the acculturation
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tendencies favored by ethno-cultural and immigrant
communities in the host society alongside the host society’s
expectations of these groups and the intergroup interactions
that emerge from these acculturation tendencies (Goregenli

& Karakus, 2014).

Bourhis et al. (1997) expanded upon Berry’s (1992) approach
by introducing individualism and transformation-integration
strategies, emphasizing the significance of individual
evaluations. According to this model (Figure 3), the
expectations of the host society, ethnic group, or immigrant
communities regarding the acculturation process manifest in

six different ways:

1. Integrationist Approach: Immigrants maintain their
heritage culture while adopting fundamental characteristics

of the dominant culture, establishing a bicultural life.

2. Transformational Integration Approach: Settled societies
may change some of their cultural elements to integrate with

immigrant groups.

3. Individualism: This approach highlights individual
orientations, independent of group identity, where the

immigrant acts independently from their group.

141



4. Assimilation Approach: This involves abandoning the
heritage culture in favor of adopting the cultural elements of

the settled society.

5. Separation Approach: Immigrants maintain their cultural

identity without adopting the culture of the settled society.

6. Exclusion Approach: This attitude, displayed by the host
society, implies ignoring immigrants to uphold its own culture
and disregarding the potential for immigrant adaptation to

the established culture (Bourhis et al., 1997).

Bourhis et al. (2016) generally view integrationist,
transformational integrationist, and individualist approaches
as accepting, while rejecting assimilationist, exclusionist, and
segregationist ~ approaches. =~ The  Host Community
Acculturation Scale, developed to measure these tendencies,
was applied in the Quebec region of Canada, revealing that
university students whose mother tongue is French exhibited
high individualistic and integrationist tendencies towards
French  immigrants, alongside high discriminatory,
exclusionary, and assimilationist orientations towards Haitian
immigrants (Montreuil & Bourhis, 2001; Géregenli & Karakus,

2014).
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Additionally, in a study by Arends-Toth and Van de Vijver
(2004) on “Acculturation Models in Turks and the Dutch,” it
was observed that Turks immigrating to the Netherlands
adopted a separation strategy in private spheres and
integration in public spheres, while the Dutch host society
maintained an assimilationist approach towards immigrants
in all aspects of their lives, equating culture in both the public

and private spheres (Goregenli & Karakus, 2014).
Conclusion

In conclusion, socio-spatial segregation represents a complex
and often nuanced phenomenon in the settlement patterns
of ethnic groups within urban environments. Initially, this
segregation can serve as a vital support system for newly
arrived migrants, providing a sense of community, mutual
assistance, and cultural preservation. First-generation
migrants commonly settle in densely populated, segregated
urban areas where they are geographically close to one
another, fostering social networks that offer valuable
resources and support as they navigate their new host
society (Peach, 1996b). This clustering, when voluntary, can
reinforce cultural bonds, as seen among certain Pakistani

Muslim communities in the UK, where close family ties
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encourage neighborhood-based living arrangements (Peach,

2007).

However, as migrant communities advance through
generations, many begin a gradual spatial dispersion from
city centers to suburban areas, indicating a shift in their
integration journey. This centrifugal movement underscores
the role that time, generational change, and socio-economic
mobility play in transforming the spatial and social dynamics
of ethnic communities. For instance, second- and third-
generation migrants often experience increased interaction
with the host society and broader social structures, which
can reduce reliance on ethnic clustering and foster

integration into more diverse neighborhoods.

Despite its potential benefits in preserving cultural identity
and offering solidarity, socio-spatial segregation often bears
negative connotations and presents significant challenges.
Ethnic clusters in neighborhoods like Harlem in New York,
Brixton in London, and Kreuzberg in Berlin are frequently
associated with poverty, crime, and social isolation, fostering
stereotypes and public mistrust that impede integration
efforts (Peach, 1996a). When segregation is enforced—due
to systemic barriers in housing or discrimination-it restricts

minority groups’ access to resources, quality housing, and
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employment opportunities, perpetuating social and
economic inequities. This isolation not only obstructs
migrants’ ability to engage with the broader society but also
deepens divisions that challenge social harmony (Bolt et al.,

2010; Ozgiir, 2019).

To cultivate inclusive urban environments that balance
cultural diversity with social cohesion, it is essential to
understand and address the multifaceted dynamics of socio-
spatial segregation. Policies should aim to support
integration efforts that respect cultural identities while
promoting equitable access to resources, housing, and
opportunities for all urban residents. By actively working to
dismantle barriers to integration and enhance the quality of
life in ethnically concentrated areas, cities can mitigate the
adverse effects of segregation, reduce social divides, and
create communities where diversity and inclusion reinforce
one another. Ultimately, fostering inclusive urban spaces
requires a balanced approach that values the benefits of
cultural clustering while addressing the structural challenges

that contribute to enduring socio-spatial divides.
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