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Objectives of the presentation

�What is the influence of specific contextual 

neighbourhood factors and individual characteristics 

on modes of  interethnic contact in the NoR and on 

social relations of migrants and natives living in the 

NoR? NoR? 

�What are the differences between migrants and 

natives with regards to daily interactions in the NoR 

and on their social networks?

�Are neighbourhood-based social networks (still) 

important? Are they more important for immigrants 

or for natives?



Methodology

�Survey conducted in 6 European cities in 18 

neighbourhoods (3 per city) documenting life in the 

neighbourhoods on a wide spectrum of domains in the 

ambit of the GEITONIES project (FP7).

�Case-study cities: Lisbon, Bilbao, Rotterdam, Vienna, 

Warsaw and Thessaloniki

�600 respondents  (200 per neighbourhood; 100 natives 

and 100 people with an immigrant background), random 

sample

�Multilevel analysis



Case-study cities: some background elements

City
Total pop.

Population

Growth 
(1991-2001)

% of 
immig.in

total 
population

% Empl. in

trade and

services

(2001)

Rotterdam (City) 584,060 -1.4% (2001-07) 46.0 85.9 (2005)

Vienna (City) 1,651,438 8.9 % (1997-07) 18.7 80.8

Lisbon (Metro Area) 2,661,850 5.6% 8.7 74.8

Bilbao (Metro Area) 888,738 -3.7% 4.5 69.4

Thessaloniki (Metro Area) 981,933 11.9% 10.8 69.4

Warsaw (City) 1,700,536  5.2% (1990-06) 2,0 74.6



City Main immigrant groups Migration histories

Rotterdam 

(City)

(Surinamese, Antilleans, 

Turks, Moroccans, Cape 

Verdeans)

“Guest-worker” phase; post-colonial; 

Vienna (City) Former Yugoslavian, Turks, 

Eastern Europeans, EU-15, 

Asians (Indians, Chinese) 

“Guest-worker” phase; 

Lisbon (Metro 

Area)

PALOP, Brazilians, EU-15, 

Eastern Europeans, Asians 

(Pakistanis, Bangladeshis, 

Indians, Chinese)

Recent immigration; specific relationship between 
internal migration and international migration ; 

different waves and types of immigration ; 

irregular migration

Bilbao (Metro South America, Maghreb, Recent immigration; specific relationship between Bilbao (Metro 

Area)

South America, Maghreb, 

Sub-Saharan Africa, Asian, 

EU-15 

Recent immigration; specific relationship between 
internal migration and international migration; 
post-industrial

Thessaloniki 

(Metro Area) 

Albanians, Soviet Greeks, 

Georgians, Former Soviet 

Union, Balkans and Eastern 

Europe

Recent immigration; specific relationship between 
internal migration and international migration; 
post-industrial

Warsaw (city) Eastern-Europeans from the 
Ex-USSR (mainly 
Ukrainians); the Vietnamese; 
Western-Europeans and 
North Americans; Chechens

Recent migration;  prevalence of temporary 
migrants; relatively high proportion of irregular 
migration ; Three main categories of immigrants: 
labour migrants (including entrepreneurs and 
specialists); foreign students and asylum seekers 
and refugees.



The ethnic dimension in social relations

�Research on low income neighbourhoods and on minority 
groups has suggested that their networks are more locally 
based (Sampson et al. 2002; Pinkster & Volker, 2009). 

�It is generally assumed that the composition of the 
neighbourhood as a meeting place will have an impact on 
the composition of social network ties (Volker & Flap, 2007) 
(segregation limiting).

�Having lived for more time in the neighbourhood is linked to 
a greater number of stronger ties and “more complete 
neighbourhood networks (Livingston et al., 2008; Hipp & 
Perrin, 2006).

�Weak social ties linked to greater degree of solidarity in 
overall social network (less time and greater in number) 
(Fararo and Skvoretz, 1987) and psychological reinforcement 
leading to increased sense of neighbourhood cohesion 
(Henning and Lieberg, 1996, cited in Hipp & Perrin, 2006).



Framework of analysis

Dimension Dependent variable

• The interethnic dimension of 

daily contacts in the 

• Share of small talk exchanged in 

in the neighbourhood of daily contacts in the 

neighbourhood of residence 

(NoR) 

• The interethnic dimension of 

close contacts

in the neighbourhood of 

residence (NoR) with people of 

different origin

• Number of close persons of 

different origin



Share of small talk exchanges with neighbours 

from a different origin, per neighbourhood and 

migrant background (%)

Source: Geitonies survey, 2009



Share of persons with interethnic contacts by 

neighbourhood (%)

Source: GEITONIES survey



Multi-level model

LEVEL 1: 

individual

Individual  

characteristics

Inter-ethnic relations

neighbourhood

characteristics
LEVEL 2: 

neighbourhood

LEVEL 3: city

(fixed effects)



Variables related to characteristics of close contacts of the 

respondent

�Number of close contacts – ranging from 0 to 8 across four different 

contact fields  (leisure, advice, help and other types of contact) identified 

using name generating questions (quantitative variable). 

�Share of close contacts with educational levels higher than those of 

the respondent – the variable was based on a question with three options: 

‘higher level of education’, ‘the same level of education’, ‘lower level of 

Independent variables

(individual level)

‘higher level of education’, ‘the same level of education’, ‘lower level of 

education’ (quantitative variable). 

�Number of close persons of different origin - ranging from 0 to 8 

across four different contact fields  (leisure, advice, help and other types of 

contact) identified using name generating questions (quantitative variable). 

�Share of neighbours – share of close contacts who live in the 

neighbourhood of the respondent at the moment of the study (quantitative 

variable). 

�Share of relatives - share of close contacts who are related (either 

directly or indirectly) to the respondent (quantitative variable).



Individual characteristics of the respondent
�Long-term residence in the neighbourhood – since the age of 18 or for more than 10 

years; reference category – 1 up to 10 years or since the age of 18 (dummy variable). 

�Children under 16 – respondents with children below the age of 16; reference 

variable – having no children or having children in the age over 15 (dummy variable).

�Mixed marriage –having a partner born in a different country than the respondent; 

reference category – no partner or partner of the same background (dummy variable).

�Education - education of the respondent; the variable has four categories, the 

Independent variables (individual level)

�Education - education of the respondent; the variable has four categories, the 

reference category – first stage of basic or lower; four dummy variables.

�Edu_ind_1 – first stage of basic or lower

�Edu_ind_2 – lower secondary or second stage of basic

�Edu_ind_3 – upper secondary

�Edu_ind_4 – post secondary or tertiary.

�Gender - 1 = male, 0 = female (dummy variable).

�Age – age of the respondent in years (quantitative variable).

�Religion – fact of having a religious affiliation (dummy variable).



Neighbourhood level 

�Share of second-generation migrants – Share of second generation 

migrants in the total immigrant population living in the neighbourhood 

(quantitative variable).

�Social class - Mean of EGP class categories (weighted by the share of 

immigrants and natives in the neighbourhood).

Independent variables

immigrants and natives in the neighbourhood).

�The index of diversity - The index of diversity has been calculated as 

follows:

……….N

D = 1 - ∑ p2
i

i=1



Model 1** Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE)

Constant 0.3777 (0.7400) 0.5121 (0.5643) 0.4828 (0.5453) 1.3436* (0.5837) 1.8575** (0.817)

Variables related to contacts

Number of close contactsa -0,0517 (0,0301) -0,0392 (0,0305) -0.0318 (0.0301) -0.0298 (0.0301)

Number of close interethnic contacts 0,3047*** (0,0290) 0,2913*** (0,0294) 0.2600*** (0.0296) 0.2488*** (0.0300)

Share of persons among close contacts*:

with education higher than the respondent a 0,0104 (0,0238) 0.0038 (0.0239) 0.0397 (0.0244) 0.0386 (0.0243)

living in NoRa -0,1078*** (0,0248) -0,1049*** (0.0251) -,0.911*** (0.0249) -0.0887*** (0.0249)

being relativesa -0,0216 (0,0260) -0,0291 (0.0262) -0.0285 (0.0259) -0.0294 (0.025)

Individual characteristic

Living in NoR longer than 10 years or since 

childhood
-0,0515 (0.0570) -0.0581 (0.0563) -0.0545 (0.0563)

Male 0.1089* (0.0476) 0.1047* (0.0470) 0.1062* (0.0470)

Multilevel linear regression predicting interethnic contacts in 18 European multiethnic neighbourhoods: parameter 
estimates by multilevel models –- MIGRANTS (N=1359); Dependent variable: share of small talks exchanged in the 
neighbourhood of residence with people of different origin 
Standardised values (Z-scores) ;* p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001; controlled for City of residence, reference category: Warsaw

Male 0.1089* (0.0476) 0.1047* (0.0470) 0.1062* (0.0470)

Having a religious affiliation 0.1338* (0,0593) 0.1166* (0.0586) 0.1206* (0.0585)

Age a 0,0182 (0.0264) 0.0235 (0.0262) 0.0220 (0.0262)

Education:

first stage of basic or lower Ref. Ref.

lower secondary or second stage of basic -0.1137 (0.0773) -0.1119 (0.0772)

upper secondary -0.2280** (0.0722) -0.2251** (0.0722)

post secondary or tertiary -0.4196*** (0.0763) -0.4136*** (0.0762)

Neighbourhood variables

Share of second generation immigrantsa 0,1436* (0.0615)

Fit indices

-2 Log-likelihood 3594,215 3444,635 3433,146 3399,219 3394,234

AIC 3610,215 3470,635 3467,1460 3439,219 3436,234

ICC 6.761% 3.592% 3.156% 3.536% 2.592%

Proportion of reduced variance (ref. basic 

model)

Level 2 (NoR) n.a. 0,537* 0,598* 0,559* 0.680*

Level 1

(Individual)
n.a. 0,098*** 0,104*** 0,128*** 0.128***



Model 1** Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE)

Constant 3,6512*** (0.7262)
3,6184*** 
(0.7115)

3,5755*** (0.6825) 3,5519*** (0.7023) 1.7890* (0.7371)
0,7597 (
0.8624)

Variables related to 
contacts
Number of close contactsa 0.0396 (0.0229) 0.02215 (0.0229) 0.0225 (0.0230) 0.0243 (0.0229) 0.0190 (0.0229)
Number of close interethnic 
contacts

0.0619** 
(0.0203)

0.0621** (0.0200) 0.0622** (0.0200) 0.0625** (0.0200) 0.0628** (0,0200) 

Share of persons among 
close contacts*:

with education higher 
than the respondent a

0.0026 (0.0203) 0.0188 (0.0202) 0.0188 (0.0207) 0.0195 (0.0273) 0.0188 (0.0207)

living in NoRa -0.00017 (0.0206) 0.0241 (0.0208) 0.0241 (0.0209) 0.0230 (0.0280) 0.0227 (0.0209)
being relativesa -0.0306 (0.0210) -0.0077 (0.0211) -0.0071 (0.0212) -0.0090 (0.0212) -0.0092 (0.0212)

Individual characteristic
Living in NoR longer than 10 
years or since childhood

0.1183* (0.0471) 0.1177* (0.0474) 0.1155* (0.0474) 0.1140* (0.0474)

Multilevel linear regression predicting interethnic contacts in 18 European multiethnic neighbourhoods: parameter 

estimates by multilevel models . Dependent variable: share of small talks exchanged in the neighbourhood of residence 

with migrant population      NATIVES (N=1626)

years or since childhood
Male -0.0482 (0.0400) -0.0490 (0.0400) -0.0485 (0.0400) -0.0499 (0.0400)

Having a religious affiliation 0.0396 (0.0454) 0.0393 (0.0456) 0.0425 (0.0456) 0.0374 (0.0456)

Age a -0.1055*** (0.0237) -0.1064*** (0.0246) -0.1070*** (0.0246) -0.1059*** (0.0246)
Education:

first stage of basic or 
lower

Ref. Ref. Ref.

lower secondary or 
second stage of basic

-0.0023 (0.0731) 0.0010 (0.0730) 0.0010 (0.0730)

upper secondary 0.0244 (0.0680) 0.0284 (0.0679) 0.0267 (0.0678)

post secondary or tertiary 0.0027 (0.0637) -0.0019 (0.0637) 0.0038 (0.0636)

Neighbourhood variables
Mean EGP classa 0.2525** (0.07189
Diversity index 0.3782** (0.0946)
Fit indices
-2 Log-likelihood 3925,843 3908,677 3865,100 3864,861 3855,449 3853,391
AIC 3941,843 3934,677 3899,100 3904,861 3897,449 3895,391
ICC 9.782% 9.454% 8.812% 8.826% 4.972% 4.346%
Proportion of reduced 
variance (ref. basic model)
Level 2 (NoR) n.a 0.047** 0,140** 0,139** 0,535* 0.596*
Level 1 (individual) n.a. 0.010*** 0,036*** 0,036*** 0,036*** 0.036***



Results: Models for superficial interethnic contacts 

� The predictors of superficial contacts at the local level between natives and 

migrants, are different for both groups.

� The only common significant predictor is the number of friends of different origin 

in the close social network.

� The effect of the neighbourhood context and more amply of the city or the 

country of residence is considerably more important for natives than for migrants.

� Migrants are, by nature (and by necessity) more open than natives to establish 

superficial contacts outside of their own group. Besides this, the dimension and superficial contacts outside of their own group. Besides this, the dimension and 

composition of their social networks as well as their educational background 

significantly effects the out-group superficial relations that they have in the places 

where they live. 

� For the native population the exchange of small talk with people of other origins is 

closely related to the diversity of their friendship relations and to the particular 

socio-ethnic context of each city or neighbourhood of residence (relevance of the 

proportion of immigrants in each city and neighbourhood and on levels of 

cosmopolitanism, which influences daily interactions). 



Model 1* Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE)

Constant
1.4893***
(0,3407)

0,2536 
(0,3047)

0,1657 
(0,2689)

-0,2266 
(0,2693)

Variables related to contacts

Number of close contacts
0,3922*** 
(0,0209)

0,3936*** 
(0,0203)

0,3914*** 
(0,0200)

Share of persons among close contacts: 
with education higher than the
respondent

0,2888** (0,0916) 0,2110* 
(0,0891)

0,3490*** 
(0,0907)

living in NoR
-0,2092** 

(0,0810)
-0,2687*** 
(0,0793)

-0,2082** 
(0,0785)

being relatives
-0,7353*** 
(0,0850)

-0,7191*** 
(0,0824)

-0,6772*** 
(0,08133)

Individual characteristics

Living in NoR longer than 10 years or since childhood
0,4539*** 
(0,0668)

0,4567*** 
(0,0658)

Having children in the age below 16
-0,2793*** -0,2655*** 

Multilevel linear regression explaining close interethnic contacts in 18 European multiethnic 

neighbourhoods (parameter estimates) ;  MIGRANTS (N=1528)

Having children in the age below 16
-0,2793*** 
(0,0607)

-0,2655*** 
(0,0598)

Being in a mixed marriage
0,4181*** 
(0,0796)

0,3716*** 
(0,0762)

Education:

first stage of basic or lower ref.

lower secondary or second stage of 
basic

-0,0190 
(0,972)

upper secondary 0,1901* (0,0910)

post secondary or tertiary
0,5281*** 
(0,0948)

Neighbourhood variables

Share of second-generation migrants among migrants

Fit indices
-2 Log-likelihood 5212,055 4812,489 4710,062 4659,956
AIC 5228,055 4836,489 4740,062 4695,956
ICC 15,57% 14,81% 11,97% 11,15%

Proportion of reduced variance (ref. basic model)
Level 2 (NoR) N.A. 0,274 0,467 0,524
Level 1 (individual) N.A. 0,230 0,278 0,301



Model 1* Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE)

Constant
0.0253 

(0,0192)
-0,0722* (0,0310) -0,0623 

(0,0332)
-0,0390 
(0,0447)

Variables related to contacts

Number of close contacts
0,0418*** 
(0,0065)

0,0405*** 
(0,0064)

0,0408*** 
(0,0064)

Share of persons among close contacts:

with education higher than the respondent
0,0428 

(0,0294)
0,0521 

(0,0288)
0,0478 

(0,0297)

living in NoR
-0,0288 
(0,0263)

-0,0148 
(0,0263)

-0,0166 

(0,0265)

being relatives
-0,1071*** (0,0267) -0,1060*** 

(0,0262)
-0,1083*** 
(0,0264)

Individual characteristics

Living in NoR longer than 10 years or since childhood
-0,0298 
(0,0211)

-0,0315 
(0,0214)

Having children in the age below 16
-0,0051 -0,0019 

Multilevel linear regression explaining close interethnic contacts in 18 European multiethnic neighbourhoods 

(parameter estimates); NATIVES (N=1857)

Having children in the age below 16
-0,0051 
(0,0239)

-0,0019 
(0,0242)

Being in a mixed marriage
0,3491*** 
(0,0400)

0,3503*** 
(0,0399)

Education:

first stage of basic or lower ref.

lower secondary or second stage of basic
-0,0332 
(0,0353)

upper secondary
-0,0161 
(0,0327)

post secondary or tertiary
-0,0254 
(0,0308)

Neighbourhood variables

Share of second-generation migrants among migrants

Fit indices

-2 Log-likelihood 2026,289 1968,296 1889,272 1888,029

AIC 2042,289 1992,296 1919,272 1924,029

ICC 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00%

Proportion of reduced variance (ref. basic model)

Level 2 (NoR) N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.

Level 1 (individual) N.A. 0,029 0,069 0,069



Results: Models for close interethnic contacts 

Migrants

� The neighbourhood level appears to play some role in diversifying the propensity 

of migrants to develop close interethnic contacts. The intra-class correlation 

coefficient in the basic model (model 1) with the constant and control variables 

reaches 15.6 per cent.

� The higher the number of close contacts in general a migrant has, the more likely 

he/she also is to develop close interethnic contacts. Apparently, migrants who are 

more open to establish close relations are also more open to close relations with more open to establish close relations are also more open to close relations with 

persons of different origins.

� Moreover, migrants who tend to engage in relations with persons with a higher 

educational level than themselves are also more likely to develop close interethnic 

relations. 

� The share of neighbours and the share of relatives tend to decrease the propensity 

of migrants to develop close interethnic relations.

� the development of close interethnic contacts has a clear temporal dimension. 

Though, it may also suggest that  an increasing level of embeddedness in one 

place – the neighbourhood – is conducive to the development of close interethnic 

contacts in the case of migrants. 



Results: Models for close interethnic contacts 

Natives

� The neighbourhood level appears to play a negligible role in explaining the 

variation of interethnic close contacts developed by natives. The intra-

class correlation coefficient equals zero in the basic model (model 1)

� It appears that in the case of natives, inhabitants of different 

neighbourhoods within the given city do not differ significantly in terms of 

engaging in close interethnic contacts. engaging in close interethnic contacts. 

� In general, only three predictors, from the set of predictors identified for 

migrants as explaining variations in the number of close interethnic 

contacts: 

– the number of close contacts, the share of relatives and the ‘mixed marriage’ variable. 

They influence the propensity of natives to develop close interethnic contacts in the 

same manner as has been observed for migrants



Concluding remarks 

� The effect of the neighbourhood in the variation of 
interethnic social contacts is not equal for the native and 
migrant population.  

� Neighbours seem to play a slightly more important role in the 
social networks of migrants than in those of natives

� Different role of the neighbourhood  in explaining the 
variation of  social contacts: variation of  social contacts: 

– superficial contacts - NoR variation is much higher for natives  
than for migrants 

– close contacts - it is the reverse  situation (For migrants, NoR  
variance  explains  a higher percentage of total variance than for 
natives)



Concluding remarks

�Individuals with larger social networks less confined to the place of 

residence and less focused on family ties have more contacts with 

mainstream society and are less limited to relationships within their own 

group. 

�The analysis has also highlighted the relevance of time in the development 

of interethnic friendship networks, both for migrants and natives, verifying of interethnic friendship networks, both for migrants and natives, verifying 

that the length of residence in the neighbourhood presents significant 

positive coefficients in the multilevel models.

�The neighbourhood-level variables only have significant coefficients for 

natives in the model for everyday interaction with migrants. Furthermore, 

also among natives, one can observe the tendency for the percentage of 

everyday interethnic contacts to vary negatively with the average social class 

level of the neighbourhood and positively with levels of ethnic diversity. 


