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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

This paper tested the sometimes suggested but rarely tested idea
that local ties are more important for migrants than for natives.
Using nationally representative data from the Netherlands
Longitudinal Lifecourse Study on ﬁrst- and second-generation
Turkish and Moroccan migrants aged 18–45 in the Netherlands in
2009 (N = 1607) and a comparison group of natives (N = 1979),
this study described how important local ties were for people
with and without a migrant background. The focus was on the
amount of contacts with people in the neighbourhood, the
presence or absence of parents in the neighbourhood and the
geographic dispersion of the core discussion network. Models
were estimated to explain diﬀerences between migrants and
natives using information on socioeconomic status, life course
variables, religiosity and neighbourhood characteristics. Findings
showed that migrants were more strongly embedded in the
neighbourhood than natives and that this diﬀerence could in part
be explained by the lower socioeconomic status and higher levels
of religiosity of migrants. Moreover, among migrants, parents
were considerably more likely to live in the same neighbourhood
and this played a major role in understanding the more local
orientation of migrants. It is concluded that it is important to
reconsider ‘family neighbours’ in empirical and theoretical studies
of neighbourhood integration.
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Introduction
The importance of local ties has been a classic theme in the social sciences. Studies of
urbanisation have critically examined the assumed decline of neighbourhood ties
during the modernisation process (Fischer 1982; Wellman and Leighton 1979), with
recent evidence suggesting a modest long-term decline in interactions with neighbours
(Fischer 2011). Social network studies have examined the spatial distribution of core discussion networks and the degree to which local ties are important for information and
support (Wellman and Wortley 1990). Family studies have examined how close family
members live to each other, how this has changed over time and how this is associated
with solidarity in families (Chudnovskaya and Kolk 2017; Steinbach et al. 2020). Good
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relationships with neighbours are believed to enhance individual health and wellbeing
(Aminzadeh et al. 2013) and can, under certain conditions, turn neighbourhoods into
communities, thereby fostering social cohesion at the macro level (Volker, Flap, and Lindenberg 2007).
Local ties are sometimes believed to play a special role in migrant communities.
Theoretically, there are several arguments suggesting that migrants are more strongly
attached to the neighbourhood than natives (migrants in this paper refer to both the
ﬁrst and second generation). First, migrants are more likely to be lower educated and
to have manual and unskilled jobs than natives. Because there is an inverse socioeconomic gradient in the degree to which people are integrated in the neighbourhood, in
line with the classic idea of ‘working-class neighborhoods’ (Gans 1962; Young and Willmott 1957), migrants may be integrated more strongly in the neighbourhood than
natives. Second, migrants often have a greater demand for social and practical support
because of their migration experience. Because many forms of support are more likely
to be given when the distance to potential support givers is small (Silverstein and Bengtson 1997), neighbourhood ties may be more relevant for migrants. Third, due to prejudice in parts of the majority population, migrants may feel less accepted in society and
therefore have a preference to interact within the ethnic group. Because of the geographical segregation of ethnic groups, such ties are more often found within than outside of the
neighbourhood.
Counterarguments exist as well, however. Notions of migration and transnationalism
would suggest that the local context is less relevant for migrants as a source of social and
instrumental support (Mazzucato 2015; Portes, Haller, and Guarnizo 2002). Moreover,
migrants more often live in urban and deprived neighbourhoods and in such neighbourhoods, local ties are believed to be weaker on average (Sampson, Morenoﬀ, and GannonRowley 2002). For these reasons, neighbourhood contact may also be less rather than
more common among migrants than among natives.
Empirical evidence on this issue is limited. Studies have analysed a variety of indicators of neighbourhood cohesion at the individual level (Fong and Hou 2017; Lancee
and Dronkers 2011; Tolsma, van der Meer, and Gesthuizen 2009; Volker and Flap
2007; Volker, Flap, and Lindenberg 2007), but few studies have analysed diﬀerences in
the volume of neighbourhood contact between migrants and natives. Studies in the
US, Austria and the Netherlands showed that members of ethnic and racial minority
groups interacted more frequently with neighbours than members of the majority
(Barnes 2003; Kohlbacher, Reeger, and Schnell 2015; Tolsma and van der Meer 2018).
There is also some evidence showing more proximity between parents and adult children
among ethnic minorities than among the majority (Chan and Ermisch 2015; Reyes,
Schoeni, and Choi 2020). In contrast to these ﬁndings, other studies have pointed to problems of social isolation and marginalisation of migrant groups, especially for new
groups and recent immigrants (Kemppainen et al. 2020; Wessendorf and Phillimore
2019).
In this contribution, I compare the contacts and networks of people from Turkish and
Moroccan origins in the Netherlands to those of the native majority. Three aspects of
local ties will be studied. First, I assess how frequently people have contact with neighbours. Neighbourhood contacts are generally believed to be weak ties, but they can
also include strong ties. Second, I use data from core discussion networks to assess
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how often the strong ties that people have are within the neighbourhood (Volker and
Flap 2007). Third, I use data on intergenerational proximity, and in particular, on
whether respondents live in the same neighbourhood as their parents. Fourth, I study
interconnections between the diﬀerent forms of contact. Speciﬁcally, I examine the
impact of intergenerational proximity on neighbourhood contacts and local network
ties, thereby addressing the notion that ‘family neighbours’ can be important for understanding variation in neighbourhood integration (Logan and Spitze 1994) and possibly
also explain diﬀerences between migrants and natives.
Next to describing diﬀerences between migrants and natives with respect to the
locality of their social ties, the second goal of this contribution is to explain variations
in the locality of ties among migrants and natives. To assess this, I use previous insights
into neighbourhood contacts on the inﬂuence of socioeconomic characteristics, life
course characteristics, religiosity and the neighbourhood context (Campbell and Lee
1992; Volker and Flap 2007). I examine if these determinants explain diﬀerences
between migrants and natives (mediating eﬀects) and I explore if they have similar
eﬀects in the two groups (moderator eﬀects). No previous study has systematically
assessed – across a range of measures – if migrant groups have a more local orientation
than non-migrants and no study has tried to explain possible gaps in an empirical
fashion.

Background
To explain individual variations in local ties, authors have proposed theoretical mechanisms about need, preferences and opportunities (Marsden 1990; Volker and Flap 2007).
The concept of need applies to the demand for social, emotional, practical and ﬁnancial
support. A greater demand for support may lead to a stronger orientation toward local
ties because many forms of support are more easily given across smaller distances
(Campbell and Lee 1992). Some people may also have a stronger individual preference
for interactions outside of the local area than others. Such preferences may stem from
more general values and attitudes that people have. For example, people who are more
open and more cosmopolitan may be less oriented towards the local community.
Finally, opportunities and constraints play a role because interaction in the neighbourhood depends on the supply of contact (Volker, Flap, and Lindenberg 2007). In part,
such opportunities depend on the population composition of the local area and on
related preferences for interacting with ethnically similar others. For another part, opportunities depend on other characteristics, such as how often people are present in the
neighbourhood, how easy it is to meet others and how trusting other people are.
Based on this general framework, four groups of determinants can be considered:
socioeconomic characteristics, life course characteristics, religiosity and neighbourhood
characteristics. For each of these types of characteristics, hypotheses will be developed
about how they aﬀect local ties among migrants and natives. Moreover, hypotheses
will be developed about the relationships among the diﬀerent types of contact. Speciﬁcally, I will examine how the presence of parents in the neighbourhood may aﬀect neighbourhood contact and local networks as well as how diﬀerences between migrants and
natives are aﬀected by diﬀerentials in intergenerational proximity. Figure 1 gives an overview of the conceptual model that is examined in this paper.
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Figure 1. Conceptual model for neighbourhood ties of natives and migrants (NB means
neighbourhood).

Socioeconomic determinants
Neighbourhood attachment is believed to be dependent on socioeconomic status. Studies
have found that higher educated people live further away from their parents (Kalmijn
2006; Shelton and Grundy 2000) and have less frequent neighbourhood contact than
the lower educated (Tolsma, van der Meer, and Gesthuizen 2009). When looking at
the number of neighbours in core discussion networks, the evidence is less consistent
(Moore 1990; Volker and Flap 2007). Lower status groups tend to have smaller networks,
and hence fewer neighbours in their network, but they also have more frequent or more
intensive contact with neighbours than higher status groups (Campbell and Lee 1992).
Several explanations have been suggested for these diﬀerentials. First, the schooling
and labour market options of higher status groups require more geographic mobility
and this may weaken integration in the neighbourhood. The geographical distribution
of schooling and job options often requires people to live further away from their community of origin and hence, further away from their parents. Second, authors have
argued that higher status groups have fewer local ties because they are more strongly
oriented towards large and diverse networks (Marsden 1987; McPherson, Smith-Lovin,
and Brashears 2006). These diﬀerences may be related to a more cosmopolitan orientation among the higher educated (Pichler 2012) and less traditional family values in
this group (De Vries, Kalmijn, and Liefbroer 2009).
Status diﬀerences may in part explain diﬀerences in the locality of ties between natives
and migrants, but there may also be moderator eﬀects. Diﬀerent predictions can be made,
depending on the speciﬁc type of contact. For proximity to parents, one would expect
weaker eﬀects of education among migrants because migrants are concentrated in
urban areas (CBS 2018). Whereas for natives, upward (educational) mobility often
requires migration to (more) urban areas, for migrants, upward educational mobility
does not necessarily require moving away from the community of origin. For contacts
with neighbours, in contrast, one would expect socioeconomic eﬀects to be stronger
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for migrants. Migrants often come from lower status backgrounds so that a higher education and occupation often go hand in hand with considerable upward mobility.
Upward mobility may result in a declining orientation toward the ethnic community
and indirectly to more interactions outside of the local community (van Maaren and
van de Rijt 2020). It is expected that the eﬀect of socioeconomic status on neighbourhood
contacts is stronger for migrants than for natives, whereas the eﬀect of socioeconomic
status on intergenerational proximity will be weaker for migrants.
Another relevant socioeconomic variable is employment. People who are employed
and who work more hours are believed to interact less often with neighbours than
people who are not employed or who work fewer hours. The main reason for this lies
in the more limited opportunities to have contact in the neighbourhood when people
are away from home in the daytime. The employment eﬀect is probably most salient
for women since women have traditionally been more involved in the neighbourhood
than men (Fischer 2011). For men, not being employed in the age group we look at
(18–45) is often due to unemployment and since unemployment may carry a social
stigma (Peterie et al. 2019), this may not necessarily lead to more contact with neighbours, despite the greater availability of time to do so. Because migrant women are
less likely to be employed than native women (Khoudja and Fleischmann 2017), employment diﬀerences may explain in part group diﬀerences in neighbourhood contact.
Life course eﬀects
Several studies have argued that the degree to which people are integrated into the neighbourhood depends on the stage of the life course they are in. Having children at home,
especially younger children, is associated with increased contact with neighbours,
whereas being married by itself is not (Kalmijn 2012; Rozer, Poortman, and Mollenhorst
2017). The reasoning is that the required care for children creates a need for support that
can in part be met by neighbours. Moreover, having children increases opportunities for
contact with neighbours because parents meet other parents via their children, especially
when children go to school (Munch, Miller McPherson, and Smith-Lovin 1997). Life
course eﬀects may contribute to group diﬀerences because there are signiﬁcant diﬀerences in marriage formation and fertility between migrants and natives (Centraal
Bureau voor de Statistiek 2018). Analyses of external survey data among people aged
25–65 show that 60% of people with a Moroccan background and 63% of people with
a Turkish background were living with a partner and children, compared to only 46%
of people without a migration background.1
Another aspect of the life course that is relevant for neighbourhood contact is divorce
and single parenthood (with the term divorce, I also include the separation of a cohabiting
union). On the one hand, being divorced creates a need for contact with others, in particular, when people need to raise children on their own. Neighbours can be an important
source of support under such conditions. On the other hand, in certain circles there
could also be a social stigma surrounding divorce and single parenthood which may
lead to either withdrawal from weak ties or to avoidance by others. It is expected that
especially local ties will be implicated in negative normative eﬀects (Kalmijn and Uunk
2007). Given the more traditional attitudes about single parents in Muslim countries
(Norris and Inglehart 2012) and the lower divorce rates of people with Turkish and
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Moroccan origins in the Netherlands (Smith, Maas, and van Tubergen 2012), one would
expect that among migrants in this study, the negative eﬀect of social norms will work
against the positive eﬀect that is created by greater demand for support. Among natives,
we would expect the positive demand eﬀects of single parenthood to dominate.
Religion
Cultural factors may also play a role in people’s orientation toward the neighbourhood.
One of the more relevant cultural variables in this respect is religion. One would expect
that the more a person is embedded in a religious denomination, the stronger his or her
orientation toward local ties will be. One reason for this is that people who are more religious on average have a more traditional and less cosmopolitan orientation (Halman and
van Ingen 2015). Religiosity is also related to stronger obligations toward the family
which may motivate people to live close to their parents, and hence, closer or in their
origin community (Gans, Silverstein, and Lowenstein 2009). Another reason is that
people who are more religious are more strongly embedded in a place of worship
(church, mosque and synagogue). In a study of religion and neighbourhood ties, Dougherty and Mulder (2020, 28) argued that
belonging to a local congregation may put congregants into more frequent contact with
their neighbours and elevate their satisfaction with their neighborhood. After all, congregations are a social and physical place that oﬀer various levels of social service engagement to
their neighborhoods.

The importance of religion for building – predominantly local – communities has
been a classic theme in sociology (Lenski 1961) but may have lost some of its relevance
for people in current times as a result of mass transportation, modern communication
technology and suburbanisation. Nonetheless, there is still some evidence that churches
foster commitment to the neighbourhood (Dougherty and Mulder 2020; Kinney and
Winter 2006). Moreover, the role of religious institutions may be especially important
for migrant communities because religion is often a source of ethnic identity for new
migrant groups. For this reason, the eﬀects of religiosity on local ties could be stronger
for migrants than for natives.
Neighbourhood eﬀects
The degree to which people interact locally depends in part on characteristics of the geographical context (Volker and Flap 2007). The most frequently studied aspect of the geographical context is the degree of urbanisation. How rural and urban areas compare in
terms of neighbourhood contact has been an important issue in classic debates about
urbanisation and suburbanisation (Wellman and Leighton 1979). Older studies have
found negative eﬀects of urbanisation on neighbourhood contacts and networks
(Beggs, Haines, and Hurlbert 1996; Sampson 1988), in line with the classic hypothesis
of more anonymity in the city. Less is known about the role of urbanisation in contemporary research. It is expected that natives and migrants in more urban areas have less
frequent contact with their neighbours than natives and migrants in less urban areas.
If such urbanisation eﬀects are found, they will suppress diﬀerences between migrants
and natives, given the more urban location of migrants.
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The ethnic diversity of a neighbourhood is often believed to reduce the level of cohesion in the neighbourhood (Putnam 2007). Empirical research has not provided much
support for this hypothesis, however, especially not in European countries (van der
Meer and Tolsma 2014). Moreover, for migrants, a potential ‘hunkering down’ eﬀect
of diversity will be counteracted by opportunity eﬀects since diversity, as it is usually
measured, is highly correlated with the share of migrants in an area. Assuming a preference for interacting within the ethnic group, ethnic diversity would then increase rather
than reduce neighbourhood contact among migrants (Fong and Hou 2017). Theoretically, one would expect that diversity reduces the importance of local ties for natives
while increasing the prevalence of such ties for migrants.
The quality of the neighbourhood probably plays a diﬀerent role. Regardless of
migrant status, it has been found that low-quality neighbourhoods – as indicated by
economic disadvantage and social and physical disorder – are associated with less
trust in others and more social isolation (Intravia et al. 2016; Ross and Mirowsky
2009). To the extent that low-quality neighbourhoods are characterised by disorder,
they may be perceived as threatening which may lead to feelings of stress and powerlessness on the one hand, and to a sense of suspicion toward neighbours on the other hand.
Given the lower quality of the neighbourhoods where migrants live, such eﬀects may suppress diﬀerences in neighbourhood contact between migrants and natives.
Family ties and neighbourhood contact
In their classic study of neighbourhoods in New York state, Logan and Spitze (1994, 472–
473) found that family members were often (close) neighbours and concluded that ‘local
community networks are founded on kinship ties, even today’. Although this was written
decades ago, it is probably still a mistake to assume that neighbourhood contacts are only
or primarily based on weak ties. The concept of ‘family neighbours’ also has implications
for group diﬀerences. If migrants more often live close to their family, this could explain
diﬀerences between migrants and natives in the volume of neighbourhood contact and in
how many local members they have in their core network. In other words, there are
expectations of both main and mediating eﬀects of intergenerational proximity.
The presence of parents in the neighbourhood could aﬀect how attached people are to
the neighbourhood in two ways. First, there may be a direct eﬀect. Research has shown a
strong association between parent–child proximity and parent–child contact (Kalmijn
2006). People whose parents live in the neighbourhood will have more contact with
their parents and will probably include the parents more often in their core network. As
a result, these people will have more local contacts, simply because their parents are
added to the local set of contacts. Second, proximity to parents creates links with other
people in the area who are either other family members or non-kin and thus contribute
to neighbourhood integration. These can be called spill-over eﬀects. A way to disentangle
these mechanisms is by looking at speciﬁc parts of the core network in the analysis.

Data, measures and methods
The paper used data from the Netherlands Longitudinal Lifecourse Study (NELLS) which
was conducted in 2009. The NELLS was based on a two-stage stratiﬁed random sample of
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individual persons aged 15–45 who were residing in the Netherlands. Thirty municipalities were chosen, stratiﬁed by region and degree of urbanisation, and from the municipal registers, a random sample was obtained with an oversample of people with Turkish
and Moroccan origins (ﬁrst and second generation). Respondents were interviewed at
home and also ﬁlled out a paper-and-pencil questionnaire. The overall response of the
survey was 52% (De Graaf et al. 2010).
For the present paper, I selected respondents 18 and over who had at least one living
parent and who did not live at home (N = 3586). I included native-born people with
native-born parents and people who themselves or whose parents were born in Turkey
or Morocco.2 The Moroccan and Turkish groups were combined since additional analyses showed that they were similar in terms of local ties. The data and analyses combined
ﬁrst- and second-generation migrants and a control was used for generation. Obviously,
many respondents in the ﬁrst generation had parents who were living abroad (74%), but
since a substantial minority had parents who lived in the Netherlands (26%), it was
decided to keep the ﬁrst generation in the analysis.
Measures of dependent variables
Respondents were asked how often they had face-to-face contact with people in the
neighbourhood. There were seven categories and these were recoded to a ﬁve-point variable, ranging from daily to never (see Table 2). Core discussion networks were used to
delineate networks (Marsden 1987). The name generator question was as follows:
‘With whom did you discuss important matters in the past six months?’. Respondents
could name up to ﬁve persons. Before calculating the network measures, household
members were removed from the list. Using respondent reports on the location of
network members, I calculated three measures: (a) the number of network members
living in the same neighbourhood, (b) the number of non-kin network members
living in the same neighbourhood and (c) the number of family members living in the
same neighbourhood (other than parents).
To measure proximity, respondents were asked where their parent(s) lived. If parents
were divorced or separated, I used information on the mother. Four outcomes were distinguished: (a) parent(s) living in the same neighbourhood, (b) parent(s) living in the
same place but not in the same neighbourhood, (c) parent(s) living in a diﬀerent place
and (d) parents living abroad. For the regression models, category (a) was contrasted
to (b) and (c) and children with parents living abroad were excluded. A multinomial
regression model that included this category as a ‘competing’ outcome yielded the
same eﬀects.
Independent variables
Three socioeconomic variables were included: educational attainment, the number of
working hours (with 0 for the non-employed) and an index of poverty. Because of
expected gender diﬀerences, the working hours variable was interacted with gender
(Moore 1990). To measure education, 10 ordered categories of schooling were
recoded to the isled scale (Schröder and Ganzeboom 2014). To measure poverty,
respondents were asked to indicate ﬁve ﬁnancial problems if these occurred in the

JOURNAL OF ETHNIC AND MIGRATION STUDIES

9

past three months (e.g. borrowing money to cover necessary expenditures, being late
with paying the rent/mortgage). The index was the number of ﬁnancial problems,
ranging from 0 to 5.
To measure life course variables, I deﬁned four groups: (a) living without a
partner and without children (the reference category), (b) living with a partner
and without children, (c) living with a partner and children and (d) living with
children but without a partner (single parent). Religiosity was measured using an
index of items that were equally applicable to natives and migrants: at least
weekly church/Mosque attendance, regular praying, regular Bible/Koran reading
and evaluating religion as ‘very important’ personally. The attendance variable
was based on seven frequency categories and was dichotomised for use in the
index (weekly or more versus less often). The importance of religion was originally
in ﬁve categories and also dichotomised (‘very important’ versus less important).
The index ranged from 0 to 4.
Respondents were located in 265 districts (neighbourhoods) with 20 respondents
on average per district. The ﬁrst neighbourhood measure was the share of nonwestern ﬁrst- or second-generation migrants in the district, as calculated by Statistics
Netherlands. I experimented with group-speciﬁc measures (e.g. the share of Turkishorigin persons) but these did not yield diﬀerent conclusions. The second measure
was an index of neighbourhood quality. Respondents were asked about the frequency
of occurrence of seven problems in the neighbourhood (e.g. property damaged,
groups of youth hanging out on the street, littering problems, and drug problems).
Answering categories were occurs never, occurs sometimes and occurs frequently.
The items were combined in an index (α = 0.80) and the index was aggregated to
the district level. The means were based on all respondents in the data and corrected
for the oversample of migrants and demographic and regional variation in nonresponse. The degree of urbanisation of the municipality was coded using the fourpoint scale provided by Statistics Netherlands (rural, small cities, cities and large
cities).
The control variables were gender, age, the length of stay in the neighbourhood,
whether parents were divorced or separated, and generational status. The second generation included both native-born respondents whose parents were born in Turkey or
Morocco and foreign-born respondents who migrated before age 13.
Analytical strategy
In the ﬁrst part of the analyses, I provide a detailed description of the diﬀerences between
migrants and natives with respect to the explanatory variables and the three dependent
variables.
In the second part of the analyses, I present ordered logit models for contact with
neighbours, Poisson models for the number of local network members and logit
models for the proximity to parents. For each outcome, I present a model with and
without explanatory variables (Model 1 and Model 2). The set of independent variables
was the same in each table, except that intergenerational proximity was an additional
explanatory variable for neighbourhood contact and local network ties. In the models
for the number of network ties, I present results with and without controlling for the
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size of the network. In each table, I also present a model for migrants and natives separately. To improve the comparison across groups with the nonlinear models used here
(Mood 2010), average marginal eﬀects were presented for the two subgroups. For the
pooled models, normal coeﬃcients were presented in all three regression tables. Interaction eﬀects were estimated to assess whether the eﬀects diﬀered signiﬁcantly
between the groups.
The last part of the analyses contains mediation analyses. By comparing the migrant
eﬀect between Models 1 and 2, it could be assessed to what extent diﬀerences between
migrants and natives were due to (compositional diﬀerences in) the explanatory variables. Diﬀerences in the migrant eﬀects across models were tested using the khb
module in Stata which corrects for scaling eﬀects on parameters in nonlinear models.
The continuous independent variables were standardised so that eﬀects reﬂect changes
per standard deviation change in the independent variable. Missing values were imputed
with multiple imputation and chained regression models in Stata, using 20 imputations
and Rubin’s rules to combine the eﬀects.

Findings
Migrants more often had children at home and less often lived with a partner without
children compared to natives (Table 1). On average, migrants were lower educated
than natives and migrant women worked fewer hours. Not surprisingly, the level of religiosity was much higher among migrants than among natives. Finally, as one would
expect, the neighbourhoods of migrants contained a larger share of migrants, but their
neighbourhoods were also considerably more urban and somewhat more deprived on
average.
In Table 2, data are presented on the three dependent variables. Clear diﬀerences
emerged: 19% of the migrants had daily contact with their neighbours compared to
Table 1. Descriptive statistics.
Natives
Variable
Age
Male vs. female
Partner, no kids
Partner & children
Single parent
Education (isled, z)
Work hours
Working hours (women)
Poverty scale
Religiosity
% Immigrants neighbourhood
Neighbourhood deprivation
Urbanisation
Time in neighbourhood
Parents in neighbourhood
Parents in same place
Parents abroad
Network size
Non-kin network size
Source: NELLS data.

Migrants

N

Mean

s.d.

N

Mean

s.d.

1979
1979
1979
1979
1979
1978
1979
1096
1915
1908
1979
1979
1979
1897
1970
1970
1970
1979
1979

34.9
0.446
0.228
0.538
0.046
63.7
30.7
24.2
0.460
0.675
10.0
−0.242
2.32
1.59
0.122
0.286
0.017
2.10
0.36

7.0

1607
1607
1607
1607
1607
1604
1607
871
1404
1393
1607
1607
1607
1562
1601
1601
1601
1607
1607

34.2
0.458
0.104
0.644
0.082
51.7
23.1
15.6
1.123
2.161
26.5
0.325
3.26
1.62
0.164
0.270
0.403
1.39
0.43

6.7

18.7
16.4
14.6
0.953
1.128
10.3
0.949
1.10
0.86

1.50
1.04

21.4
19.5
17.2
1.440
1.275
17.9
1.0
0.81
0.80

1.38
1.03
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Table 2. Diﬀerences in local ties between migrants and natives.
Migration background

Contact frequency neighbourhood
Daily
Weekly
Monthly
Less often
Not
Total
Network size
0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Local network
0
1
2
3
Total
Share of local network ties
Mean
Share of local non-kin network
Mean
Distance to parents
Further away
Same place
Same neighbourhood
Abroad
Total
Distance to domestic parents
Further away
Same place
Same neighbourhood
Total
N (all parents)

Native
%

Migrant
%

Total
%

Test

10.0
30.6
29.7
16.5
13.2
100.0

18.7
32.8
26.9
9.0
12.6
100.0

13.7
31.5
28.5
13.3
13.0
100.0

92.4*

17.8
20.5
22.4
16.3
16.2
6.8
100.0

32.1
30.2
18.5
9.8
5.3
4.1
100.0

24.2
24.8
20.7
13.4
11.3
5.6
100.0

236.8*

75.1
17.6
5.9
1.4
100.0

74.6
18.4
5.2
1.8
100.0

74.9
17.9
5.6
1.6
100.0

0.173

0.266

0.210

7.24*

0.161

0.289

0.231

4.50*

59.8
27.2
11.4
1.6
100.0

16.7
28.5
16.3
38.5
100.0

40.5
27.8
13.6
18.1
100.0

60.8
27.6
11.6
100.0
1979

27.1
46.4
26.5
100.0
1607

49.4
33.9
16.6
100.0
3586

1091.5*

261.2*

Note: Persons 18–45 living independently with at least one parent alive.
Source: NELLS (weighted).

10% of the natives. When focusing on strong ties using the network variables, there were
substantial diﬀerences in the overall size of the network, with migrants reporting fewer
strong ties than natives. When adjusting for the size of the network, migrants had a signiﬁcantly larger share of their network in the same neighbourhood (27%) compared to
natives (17%). Among all migrants in the sample, 16% lived in the same neighbourhood
as their parents, compared to 11% of the natives. When limiting the sample to respondents whose parents were living in the Netherlands, this contrast was larger (27%
versus 12%).

Determinants of neighbourhood contact frequency
Table 3 contains the models for the frequency of contact in the neighbourhood. Model 1
conﬁrmed that migrants had more contact with neighbours than natives. Model 2

12

M. KALMIJN

Table 3. Ordered logit models for neighbourhood contact frequency.

Migration background

M1: All
respondents

M2: All
respondents

M2: Natives (average
marginal eﬀects)

.444*
(5.87)
.166*
(4.10)
−.200*
(−2.94)
.192*
(5.07)

.074
(0.68)
.063
(1.44)
−.020
(−0.25)
.085*
(2.15)
.028
(0.26)
.612*
(5.34)
.397*
(2.02)
−.216*
(−5.41)
−.256*
(−5.17)
.210*
(2.96)
−.085*
(−2.54)
.132*
(3.26)
−.025
(−0.48)
−.039
(−0.92)
−.010
(−0.22)
.222*
(2.06)
.027
(0.34)
.164
(1.19)

.009∼
(1.88)
.003
(.28)
.005
(1.01)
.019
(1.62)
.069*
(4.92)
.086*
(3.71)
−.017*
(−3.35)
−.026*
(−3.85)
.022*
(2.25)
−.011*
(−2.05)
.003
(0.56)
−.013∼
(−1.88)
−.009∼
(−1.86)
.002
(0.29)
.008
(0.62)
.005
(0.65)
−.001
(−0.02)

M2: Migrants (average
marginal eﬀects)

.001
(0.10)
Male vs. female
−.020
(−1.31)
Time in neighbourhood
.016∼
(1.81)
Partner, no kids
−.045#
(−1.43)
Partner & children
.053∼
(1.89)
Single parent
−.018#
(−0.42)
Education (isled, z)
−.031*
(−3.40)
Work hours
−.030*
(−2.79)
Male × hours
.021
(1.24)
Poverty scale
−.008
(−1.42)
Religiosity
.032*#
(3.62)
−.004
% Immigrants
(−0.50)
neighbourhood
.002
Neighbourhood
(0.19)
deprivation
Urbanisation
.007
(0.62)
Parents in
.048∼
(1.86)
neighbourhood
Parents in same place
−.003
(−0.13)
Parents abroad
.025
(0.89)
Generation
.009
(0.45)
N
3322
3322
1914
1402
Notes: t-Values in parentheses. Multiple imputation of missing data (no ﬁt statistics). Intercepts not printed. Average marginal eﬀects in terms of probabilities of daily contact.
Source: NELLS data.
∼
p < 0.10, *p < 0.05.
#
Signiﬁcant interaction with migrant status (p < 0.10).
Age

included the eﬀects of the explanatory variables. In line with expectations, higher educated respondents had less frequent contact with neighbours. The working hours variable
was interacted with gender (1 = male, 0 = female) so that the main eﬀect applied to
women. Women who worked and worked more hours had fewer contacts in the neighbourhood. There was a signiﬁcant positive interaction with gender, showing that among
men, there was no association between working hours and contact with neighbours (b =
−.256 + .210 = −.046). Poverty was negatively associated with neighbourhood contact but
the eﬀect was small compared to, for example, the eﬀect of education.
In line with past studies, respondents with children had more frequent contact with
neighbours than respondents without children and without a partner. Single parents
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also had more frequent contact with neighbours. Living with a partner without children
was not associated with neighbourhood contact. Additional analyses revealed a signiﬁcant gender interaction, showing that in the combined sample, the positive eﬀect of
living with a partner and children on neighbourhood contact was stronger for women
than for men (b = .395, p < .01). Religiosity had a signiﬁcant eﬀect as well. More religious
persons had more frequent contacts in the neighbourhood than less religious persons.
The explanatory variables included indicators of intergenerational proximity. Having
parents living in the neighbourhood was positively associated with neighbourhood
contact, showing that ties to parents had an important – direct and/or indirect –
impact on contacts with neighbours. Interesting was that having parents living in the
same place but not in the neighbourhood was not related to neighbourhood contact,
conﬁrming the logic of the former eﬀect.
The last column of Table 3 shows to what extent the eﬀects of the explanatory variables
diﬀered between migrants and natives. The average marginal eﬀects refer to the probability of having daily contact. Two signiﬁcant interaction eﬀects appeared. In line
with expectations, the positive eﬀect of single parenthood was only signiﬁcant for
natives and not for migrants (with a signiﬁcant interaction). The eﬀect of religiosity
on neighbourhood contact was only signiﬁcant for migrants and not for natives. The
eﬀect of parents living in the same neighbourhood was stronger and (marginally signiﬁcant) for migrants and not signiﬁcant for natives. The diﬀerence was substantial but
the interaction eﬀect was insigniﬁcant.
Determinants of local network ties
The models for network ties are presented in Table 4. In Model 1a, there was no signiﬁcant eﬀect of migrant status on network ties. Hence, in an absolute sense, migrants do not
have more local network members than natives. When we add a control for network size
in Model 1b, a strong and signiﬁcant eﬀect of migrant status appeared. In other words, in
a relative sense, migrants had more local network ties than natives but because they
reported fewer network ties in general, there were no diﬀerences in an absolute sense.
According to Model 2, higher educated respondents were less likely to have local ties
in their core network than lower educated respondents but this eﬀect was not signiﬁcant.
Working hours were negatively related to having local network ties. Women who worked
more hours had fewer local ties in their network. The signiﬁcant gender interaction
showed that this eﬀect did not apply to men (−.132 + .141 = .009). Having a partner
and children was associated with more local network ties. No eﬀect was observed for religion, in contrast to the ﬁndings for neighbourhood contact. There were no clear neighbourhood context eﬀects.
The strongest eﬀects in the model for local network ties could be observed for intergenerational proximity. Just as was observed when analysing neighbourhood contact, it
appeared that people who lived in the same neighbourhood as their parents had more
local ties in the network. There was also a signiﬁcant but smaller positive eﬀect of
having parents in the same place rather than in the same neighbourhood, on the
inclusion of local network ties. Additional analyses were done to assess if and to what
extent the null-eﬀects of some of the other explanatory variables in Model 2 were due
to the inclusion of the indicators of intergenerational proximity. One important
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Table 4. Poisson models for the number of network members in the neighbourhood.

Migration
background
Age
Male vs. female

M1a: All
respondents

M1b: All
respondents

M2: All
respondents

M2: Natives
(average marginal
eﬀects)

M2: Migrants
(average marginal
eﬀects)

.012
(.14)
−.024
(−.69)
−.403*
(−5.90)

.336*
(4.66)
.048
(1.35)
−.266*
(−4.19)
.455*
(25.31)
.058∼
(1.80)

.134∼
(1.81)
.007
(.19)
−.171*
(−2.62)
.505*
(30.08)
−.009
(−.29)
.067
(.65)
.309*
(3.51)
.140
(1.23)
−.050
(−1.58)
−.132*
(−3.11)
.141*
(2.05)
.025
(.90)
−.041
(−1.30)
−.059∼
(−1.77)
.037
(1.18)
.041
(1.02)
1.455*
(21.79)
.182*
(1.99)
.300*
(3.32)

−.009
(−.20)
−.203*
(−2.08)
.475*
(16.72)
−.014
(−.36)
.090
(.61)
.377*
(2.80)
.419*
(2.13)
−.026
(−.50)
−.169*
(−2.69)
.198∼
(1.81)
.024
(.48)
−.022
(−.47)
−.076
(−.95)
−.015
(−.27)
.119*
(2.20)
1.498*
(17.63)
.062
(.59)
.208
(.77)

−2.123*
(−27.30)
3586

−2.870*
(−24.04)
3586

.005
(.08)
−.177∼
(−1.94)
.530*
(23.45)
.011
(.25)
.072
(.50)
.189∼
(1.67)
−.141#
(−.81)
−.095*
(−2.33)
−.109∼
(−1.92)
.127
(1.52)
.034
(.98)
−.057
(−1.22)
−.024
(−.58)
.067∼
(1.81)
−.101#
(−1.53)
1.468*
(11.68)
.421*#
(2.46)
.429*
(2.70)
−.001
(−.01)

Network size
Time in
neighbourhood
Partner, no kids

.018
(.53)

Partner & children
Single parent
Education (isled, z)
Work hours
Male × hours
Poverty scale
Religiosity
% Immigrants
neighbourhood
Neighbourhood
deprivation
Urbanisation
Parents in
neighbourhood
Parents in same
place
Parents abroad
Generation
Constant
N

1979

1601

Notes: t-Values in parentheses. Multiple imputation of missing data (no ﬁt statistics). Intercepts not printed.
Source: NELLS data. ∼p < 0.10, *p < 0.05
#
Signiﬁcant interaction with migrant status (p < 0.10).

change was the eﬀect of education, which became signiﬁcant and negative when intergenerational proximity was excluded (b = −.093, t = 2.66). This result was in line with the
analyses of neighbourhood contact where I also found an educational gradient in local
ties.
Substantial eﬀects of intergenerational proximity were found. To better interpret these
eﬀects, more detailed analyses were done. Speciﬁcally, I looked at the non-kin part of the
network and the family part of the network while excluding the parents. For both subnetworks, there was a strong and positive association between having parents in the
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neighbourhood and the locality of ties (i.e. b = 2.379, p < .01 for local family other than
parents and b = .780, p < 0.01 for local non-kin). People whose parents were in the
same neighbourhood, had more local non-kin members in their network and also
more other local family members in the network. These ﬁndings suggest that the eﬀect
of ‘family neighbours’ on having local ties was not only due to the parents themselves
being included in the network.
To what extent were the eﬀects of the explanatory variables similar for migrants and
natives? The average marginal eﬀects in the last column of Table 4 show that the eﬀect of
being a single parent was again only present for natives, in line with the results for neighbourhood contact. Moreover, in the group-speciﬁc models, a signiﬁcant and positive
urbanisation eﬀect emerged for natives. Natives in more urban areas were more likely
to have local ties in their network, in contrast to the classic thesis on urban life.
Finally, there were some diﬀerences in the eﬀects of intergenerational proximity. For
both groups, having parents in the same neighbourhood had a signiﬁcant eﬀect on
local ties, as expected. However, for migrants, an additional positive eﬀect emerged for
having parents living in the same place but not in the same neighbourhood.
Determinants of proximity to parents
The logit regression model for proximity to parents is presented in Table 5. The outcome
is having a parent in the neighbourhood vis-à-vis having a parent living further away in
the Netherlands. The ﬁrst model conﬁrmed that compared to natives, migrants were
more likely to live in the same neighbourhood as their parents. The second model
added the explanatory variables. There was a signiﬁcant eﬀect of educational attainment.
Higher educated persons were less likely to live in the same neighbourhood as their
parents. The eﬀects of working hours and the poverty scale were insigniﬁcant. Few
eﬀects were observed of the life course variables. Religiosity had a strong eﬀect,
however. More religious persons were more likely to live in the same neighbourhood
as their parents. There were also signiﬁcant eﬀects of the geographical context. In
more urban areas, people were less likely to live close to their parents. In more deprived
areas, in contrast, people more often lived close to their parents.
The last two columns contained the average marginal eﬀects of the group-speciﬁc
models. These models revealed interaction eﬀects for education, religiosity and urbanisation. Some eﬀects were stronger for migrants, others were stronger for natives. The educational eﬀect was present for both natives and migrants but stronger for natives. In
contrast to this, the association of religion with proximity was larger for migrants than
for natives. The eﬀect of urbanisation was also stronger for migrants.
Mediation analyses
To what extent can we explain diﬀerences between migrants and natives with the explanatory variables? The ﬁrst column of Table 6 presents the mediation results for neighbourhood contact frequency. The results show that the eﬀect of migrant status on
neighbourhood contacts declined with 80% when the explanatory variables were
added. The mediation test was signiﬁcant and the remaining eﬀect of migration status
was no longer statistically signiﬁcant. The variable-speciﬁc mediation analysis in Table
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Table 5. Logit models for parents in the same neighbourhood.

Migration background
Age
Male vs. female
Parents not together
Partner, no kids
Partner & children
Single parent
Education (isled, z)
Work hours
Male × hours
Poverty scale
Religiosity
% Immigrants
neighbourhood
Neighbourhood
deprivation
Urbanisation
Generation

M1: All
respondents

M2: All
respondents

M2: Natives (average
marginal eﬀects)

M2: Migrants (average
marginal eﬀects)

2.188*
(21.72)
.321*
(6.71)
−.157*
(−2.01)
.207*
(2.24)

.833*
(5.51)
.066
(1.11)
−.012
(−0.10)
.035
(0.32)
.161
(0.82)
.249
(1.43)
.418
(1.57)
−.268*
(−4.40)
−.035
(−0.41)
.010
(0.09)
−.055
(−0.97)
.198*
(3.64)
.123
(1.53)
.158*
(2.15)
−.357*
(−4.26)

.002
(0.23)
−.010
(−0.55)
−.009
(−0.62)
.018
(0.65)
.033
(1.15)
.031
(0.74)
−.041*
(−4.59)
.004
(0.30)
−.016
(−0.77)
−.017
(−1.29)
.003
(0.37)
.012
(0.59)
−.007
(−0.60)
−.016
(−1.43)

.022
(1.15)
.025
(0.78)
.032
(1.02)
.014
(0.25)
.026
(0.58)
.094
(1.39)
−.028#
(−1.62)
−.022
(−1.02)
.028
(0.98)
−.007
(−0.54)
.073*#
(4.64)
.029
(1.51)
.053*
(2.97)
−.102*#
(−4.34)
−.019
(−0.46)

−1.889
−2.139*
(−21.75)
(−11.14)
N
3571
2892
1937
955
Notes: t-Values in parentheses. Multiple imputation of missing data (no ﬁt statistics). Reference is further away (not in
neighbourhood). Marginal eﬀects in terms of probabilities.
Source: NELLS data.
∼
p < 0.10, *p < 0.05.
#
Signiﬁcant interaction with migrant status (p < 0.10).
Constant

6 further showed that the mediation of the migrant eﬀect on neighbourhood contact
could be attributed in particular to education, women’s working hours, parenthood
and religiosity. In other words, migrants had more frequent contact with neighbours
because they more often had children at home, worked fewer hours (among women)
and were lower educated and more religious than natives. Religious and educational
diﬀerences were especially salient in this explanation.
The results for local network ties are presented in the second column of Table 6. When
comparing models for local network ties with and without explanatory variables, but
already controlling for size, it was observed that the eﬀect of migration status was attenuated with 68%. A mediation test showed that this reduction was signiﬁcant (bchange
= .263, p < 0.01). The detailed mediation analysis showed that having parents living in
the same neighbourhood was the most important component of this mediation.
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Table 6. Mediation analyses of diﬀerences between migrants and natives.
Percentage mediated for
contact frequency
Total migrant eﬀect
Direct migrant eﬀect
Indirect migrant eﬀect

Percentage mediated for
local network ties

0.358*
0.074
0.285*

Partner, no kids
−1.26
Partner & children
16.08
Single parent
6.31
Education (isled, z)
37.49
Work hours
26.97
Male × hours
−10.47
Poverty scale
−15.34
Religiosity
45.20
% Immigrants neighbourhood
−8.09
Neighbourhood deprivation
−6.87
Urbanisation
−2.97
Parents in neighbourhood
11.29
Parents in same place
1.66
Total
100.00
Note: Based on models estimated in Tables 3–5.
Source: NELLS data.

0.385*
0.122
0.263*
Decomposition:

−3.29
5.46
2.47
8.69
13.87
−7.55
5.85
−11.51
−21.96
7.51
13.55
76.61
10.31
100.00

Percentage mediated for
parents in same NB
1.071*
0.838*
0.233*
−9.22
9.38
7.26
61.69
4.69
−0.63
−13.38
78.89
52.28
33.19
−125.15
100.00

Women’s working hours also played a role but a smaller one. Neighbourhood diversity
suppressed the diﬀerences between migrants and natives.
The last column contains the results for parents living in the same neighbourhood.
The migrant eﬀect on intergenerational proximity declined when the explanatory variables were added, although it remained signiﬁcant. A formal mediation test showed a signiﬁcant change in the migration eﬀect between the two models (bchange = .233, p < 0.01).
The variable-speciﬁc mediation analysis showed that most of the mediation could be
attributed to the fact that migrants on average were lower educated and more religious
than natives. Urbanisation also contributed to the mediation but worked in an opposite
direction, as can be seen from the negative percentage. In other words, the more urban
residence of migrants suppressed the diﬀerences between migrants and natives with
respect to how close they lived to their parents.

Conclusion and discussion
This paper presented evidence that migrants from two important Muslim groups in the
Netherlands were more strongly integrated into the neighbourhood than natives. This
evidence applied to neighbourhood contacts, local kin and non-kin networks, and proximity to parents. The greater orientation of ﬁrst- and second-generation migrants toward
the local community could in part be explained by compositional diﬀerences. Migrants
were on average lower educated, were more religious, more often had children and had
lower employment rates, at least among women (Table 1). Since these variables also
aﬀected the locality of ties, they could explain in part migrants’ greater orientation
toward the neighbourhood.
Proximity to parents played an important role in the diﬀerences. Migrants more often
lived in the same neighbourhood as their parents and this explained in part the diﬀerences between migrants and natives in the degree to which they had local ties in their

18

M. KALMIJN

network. Having parents in the same neighborhood also increased the volume of neighborhood contact, especially among migrants. Although some of the eﬀects of intergenerational proximity could be tautological – parents could be the neighbours with
whom people had contact – additional analyses pointed to spill-over eﬀects as well.
People who lived in the same neighbourhood as their parents more often had non-kin
network members in the neighbourhood and also had more other local family
members in the network. Spill-over eﬀects of intergenerational proximity may also
stem from children knowing more people in the neighbourhood because they lived
there since childhood. The conclusion is that migrants are more strongly integrated in
the neighbourhood than natives and that the family plays an important role in understanding these diﬀerences.
Two important oﬀsetting forces were visible. First, migrants, and especially those in
the ﬁrst generation, more often had parents who were living abroad. This reduced the
gap between the local orientation of migrants and natives but did not eliminate it.
Even when calculating percentages for all migrants, including migrants whose parents
lived abroad, a larger share of migrants had parents who were living in the same neighbourhood. Interesting was that no generational diﬀerences appeared for neighbourhood
contacts and local network ties. There were obvious diﬀerences in how often parents
lived abroad, but once this diﬀerence was adjusted for, no further generational eﬀects
appeared.
A second oﬀsetting force was that migrants had smaller core discussion networks than
natives. It was only when the share of local ties was analysed that diﬀerences in the
locality of network ties became visible. In other words, group diﬀerences in the locality
of network ties were suppressed by migrants reporting a smaller core network. Whether
relative or absolute diﬀerences are more important is a diﬃcult question. For understanding access to resources and practical support, it is probably more important to
look at absolute diﬀerences. If the focus is on the type of orientation that people have,
relative diﬀerences probably matter more. Methodological eﬀects may play a role as
well. Migrants more often included their partner in the network whereas natives did
not. This could be due to a somewhat diﬀerent understanding of the survey question.
Even though the partner was not included in my measure, it may have reduced the
amount of reporting on other network members. For this reason, a relative measure
could be preferred.
There were three important interaction eﬀects. The role of religiosity was stronger for
migrants than for natives. Migrants, who were more religious, were more likely to interact locally. This resembles the classic role of Christian churches in fostering neighbourhood ties in cities and towns in the more distant past (Dougherty and Mulder 2020;
Lenski 1961). Apparently, this social role of the church no longer applies to the native
population, but it does seem to apply to the migrant population. An alternative interpretation is that religiosity, as an indicator of cultural integration (or a lack thereof), leads to a
stronger focus on the in-group among migrants, indirectly leading to more contact
within the neighbourhood. In additional analyses, however, I found no evidence that
among migrants, attitudes toward the majority or feelings of identiﬁcation with the
ethnic group were related to neighbourhood contact (not reported in the tables). The
only cultural variable that turned out to be relevant for neighbourhood contact was
religiosity.
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A second interaction eﬀect was that of education. Education had similar eﬀects on
neighbourhood contacts for migrants and natives but diﬀerent eﬀects on intergenerational proximity. The often reported ﬁnding that education leads to a greater geographical distance from parents (Chudnovskaya and Kolk 2017) applied less clearly to migrants.
The main interpretation for this exception lies in the more urban residence of migrants.
Whereas attending tertiary education often requires migration of students to a city, many
migrant children can attend college without moving away from their home community.
Third, there was evidence for interactions with life course variables. The positive eﬀect
of single parenthood on neighbourhood contact was only signiﬁcant for natives, not for
migrants. In general, having children is believed to foster neighbourhood integration
(Kalmijn 2012), but apparently, this does not generalise to single parents in the
migrant group. The counteracting impact of norms against divorce in these migrant
groups possibly played a role in these diﬀerences. Direct measures of these social
norms are needed to test this interpretation conclusively.
Little evidence was found for the role of the neighbourhood context. One would
expect that ethnic diversity reduced the number of neighbourhood contacts, as the constrict hypothesis would suggest. There was the expected negative eﬀect of diversity on
natives’ contacts with neighbours, but it was in insigniﬁcant and small in magnitude. Previous studies in European countries also found weak evidence for the constrict hypothesis (van der Meer and Tolsma 2014). For migrants, one would have expected positive
eﬀects of diversity as a result of greater local contact opportunities but such eﬀects
could not be found either.
There are a number of implications of the present ﬁndings. Many studies have looked
at how the neighbourhood context aﬀects intra- and inter-ethnic relationships (Huijts,
Kraaykamp, and Scheepers 2014; van der Meer and Tolsma 2014) whereas the focus in
the current paper was on variation in the volume of local ties. These two are related
but not the same and therefore need a separate treatment. When looking at contact
volume, the evidence does not suggest that migrants on average are more isolated socially
than natives. Some previous studies have shown that older Turks and Moroccans feel
more lonely than natives, despite their higher levels of contact (van Tilburg and
Fokkema 2021). The current study conﬁrms, for a younger age group, that these
migrant groups are actually better protected socially via their link to the neighbourhood.
This ﬁnding is relevant in that the neighbourhood is a source of practical support and
gives a sense of belonging that may be beneﬁcial for mental health outcomes. Keep in
mind, however, that there can be other forces such as health limitations and discrimination which counteract the positive eﬀects of neighbourhood ties on the social
wellbeing of migrants. In any event, it is clear that in analyses of intra- and interethnic contacts, it is important to take into account variation in the volume of contact.
Diﬀerent descriptive foci will lead to diﬀerent basic ﬁndings.
Another implication of the ﬁndings is that the family provides an important path to
neighbourhood ties. Many neighbourhood studies have discussed theories about how
intra- and inter-ethnic ties are formed in local settings but few of these have acknowledged the role of the family. Family ties will be correlated strongly with neighbourhood
ties and they are by deﬁnition intra-ethnic ties. Even though there may be overlap in
determinants, it is clear that family considerations cannot be ignored from such explanatory models. In their paper on social networks in the 1980s in Albany, NY, Logan and
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Spitze (1994, 472) found evidence for the importance of what they called, ‘family neighbours’ and concluded that ‘urban sociologists … can beneﬁt from a reconsideration of the
extent to which local community networks are founded on kinship ties, even today’. The
present analyses underlines the relevance of this observation for ﬁrst- and second-generation migrants in a diﬀerent country and for a more recent time period.

Notes
1. Based on my own calculations of the SIM2015 data from Statistics Netherlands. In the
NELLS sample, respondents were younger (18–45) which should lead to even stronger
eﬀects of life course variables since there are also diﬀerences in the timing of marriage
and fertility (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek 2018).
2. A small group of native-born persons with parents who were born in a Western foreign
country were also included (136). These were to a large extent children of mixed nativemigrant marriages (66%).
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