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Abstract
Ethnically diverse neighbourhoods are generally less cohesive. A negative relationship between
neighbourhood diversity and social cohesion is, however, neither a necessary nor a sufficient
condition to conclude that neighbourhood diversity erodes intra-neighbourhood cohesion. This
contribution shows – by using data collected during the second wave of the NEtherlands
Longitudinal Lifecourse Study (NELLS) – that: (1) members of ethnic minority groups are
more likely to report having contact with and trust their immediate neighbours than natives (ego
ethnicity effect); (2) minority group residents are less likely to be contacted and trusted by their
neighbours (alter ethnicity effect) and (3) all ethnic groups prefer to mix with coethnics (dyad
ethnicity effect). Once we control for these three ethnic composition effects at the ego, alter and
dyad-level, neighbourhood ethnic diversity is no longer related to less contact between
neighbours. Previously identified negative relationships between neighbourhood diversity and
cohesion should therefore be re-evaluated, as they may be the consequence of ethnic
composition effects instead of a true neighbourhood diversity effect.
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Introduction
Over the last decade, the scholarly and societal debate on the consequences of ethnic diversity
for social cohesion has been turned on its head. Living in ethnically diverse neighbourhoods
would undermine social cohesion, leading majority and minority groups to withdraw from
social ties, within and between ethnic groups (Putnam 2007). Yet while this so-called constrict
claim of Putnam has received a good deal of attention, it has failed to find robust corroborative
evidence (Portes & Vickstrom 2011). This overall conclusion makes it more remarkable that a
rather consistent negative relation is commonly found for one specific set of social cohesion
indicators, namely those ties that are explicitly bounded to a neighbourhood such as contact
with and trust in neighbours (e.g. Gijsberts, van der Meer & Dagevos 2012; Koopmans &
Schaeffer 2016; Lancee & Dronkers 2011; Laurence & Bentley 2015; Leigh 2006; Letki 2008;
Schaeffer 2013; Völker, Flap & Lindenberg 2007; Wallman Lundåsen & Wollebaek 2013; see
Van der Meer & Tolsma 2014 for an overview). While trust in neighbours is generally expected
to function as a precursor to generalized social trust, and intermingling with neighbours to foster
social skills and increase social networks (Glanville & Paxton 2007; Newton & Zmerli 2011;
Delhey & Welzel 2012), neighbourhood diversity is not consistently negatively related to ties
outside the neighbourhood (Tolsma & Van der Meer 2017). This is a theoretical conundrum.
Mechanisms for diversity effects have remained unclear (Van der Meer & Tolsma
2014). It is even questionable whether ethnic diversity is indeed the root cause behind the
negative relationship between neighbourhood diversity and neighbourhood cohesion. Scholars
have too often conflated macro-effects of neighbourhood diversity with mechanisms that
operate at different scales (cf. Sharkey & Faber 2014). We argue that there are three likely, but
commonly overlooked, alternative explanations. Unravelling these rivaling and non-exclusive
explanations theoretically and empirically offers a more rigorous understanding of
neighbourhood diversity effects.
We see social cohesion as pro-social attitudes or behaviours of individuals that are
directed to someone or something else. Often, this requires some form of reciprocity. In other
words, social cohesion is a relational concept. While scholars have assessed neighbourhood
diversity effects on a wide array of social cohesion indicators, most of these indicators do not
explicitly tap into the relational aspect of social cohesion. The most notable examples in this
literature are generalized trust, trust directed to a vague target that itself is the focus of many
scholarly debates (e.g., Delhey, Newton & Welzel 2011; Reeskens 2013), and volunteering, for
which the recipient of help or the composition of the formal voluntary organization remained
generally unspecified. The relational conceptualization of social cohesion has been most
consistently operationalized for indicators of intra-neighbourhood social cohesion, such as
contact with and trust in neighbours.
Contact with and trust in neighbours are likely to be affected by the ethnicity of the
resident who trusts or engages in contact (ego ethnicity effect), by the ethnicity of the neighbour
in whom trust is or is not placed and is or is not contacted (alter ethnicity effect) and by the
conformity of the ethnicities of both neighbours (dyad ethnicity effect).1 Evidently, diverse
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That the backgrounds of both involved in contact and trust relations matter has been recognized in related
fields such as the contact literature (e.g. see discussion on moderating factors in Dovidio et al., 2017; 610),

neighbourhoods are populated by different egos, alters, and consequently dyads, than
homogenous neighbourhoods. Thus, only after we take these three ethnic composition effects
into account as rivalling explanations, are we able to assess the strength of the context ethnicity
effect that is central to the neighbourhood diversity literature.2 While scholars interested in
neighbourhood diversity effects frequently controlled for ego ethnicity effects, so far, most
neglected alter and dyad ethnicity effects, both theoretically and empirically. As a result, up till
now, it has remained unclear whether neighbourhood diversity is truly related to the willingness
of neighbours to befriend and trust each other.
A lack of corroborative evidence for a context ethnicity effect on neighbourhood
cohesion would indicate that a low inclination to express pro-social attitudes or act pro-socially
is not the result of neighbourhood diversity. Rather, it would suggest that residents of diverse
neighbourhoods simply lack a favourable target for their pro-social inclinations. These suitable
targets may very well be found outside the neighbourhood. This could explain why scholars did
not observe a negative relationship between ethnic diversity and social ties that are not bounded
to the neighbourhood. We therefore set out to answer the following questions:
To what extent do the ethnic backgrounds of neighbours (egos’ ethnicity, alters’ ethnicity,
dyads’ ethnic composition) determine whether they contact and trust each other?
To what extent does the ethnic diversity of the neighbourhood in which neighbours live
(context’s ethnicity) determine whether they contact and trust each other, once we control for
ethnicity effects at the ego, alter and dyad level?
This paper contributes to the literature on the relationship between diversity and cohesion in
various ways. It responds to a wider call in the literature on neighbourhood effects to focus
more stringently on the mechanisms behind macro-micro relationships (cf. Sampson,
Morenhoff & Gannon-Rowley 2002; Sharkey & Faber 2014). Specifically, we theorize and test
four ethnicity effects on neighbourhood cohesion. We offer a more crucial test on the context
ethnicity effect that is central to the current literature by taking into account rival ethnicity
effects at the ego, alter and dyad level. We further extend the diversity effects literature that
investigated to what extent these effects depend on the ethnic background of neighbours (cf.
Vervoort, Flap & Dagevos 2011; Huijts, Kraaykamp & Scheepers 2014; Abascal & Baldassarri
2015). Finally, various scholars have argued that ethnic diversity is more likely to affect
attitudinal rather than behavioural indicators of social cohesion (e.g., Hooghe 2007: 712). This
paper therefore investigates ethnicity effects on two indicators of neighbourhood cohesion:
contact and trust.
social network literature (e.g. Munniksma et al., 2017) and the literature on homophily (McPherson, Smit-Lovin
& Cook, 2001).
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A neighbourhood effect is commonly understood as the change we would observe in the attitudes or behaviours
of a specific resident were we to relocate this resident from neighbourhood 1 to neighbourhood 2, which differ
only in the neighbourhood characteristic of interest. Yet, because social cohesion is relational, in this thought
experiment we should not only relocate the source of cohesion, i.e. a specific resident, but also the target of
cohesion, i.e. a specific neighbour of this resident.

This contribution makes use of data collected during the second wave of the
NEtherlands Longitudinal Lifecourse Study (NELLS; Tolsma et al. 2014), enriched by
contextual data from Statistics Netherlands. The NELLS survey contains detailed information
about the identity of respondents’ contacts within their neighbourhood, including the ethnic
background of these contacts. NELLS also includes so-called wallet items. Every respondent
indicated how likely they thought it would be for a Moroccan Dutch, Turkish Dutch or native
Dutch neighbourhood resident to return a lost and found wallet with valuables in it. These
unique survey questions, combined with the oversampling of Moroccan Dutch and Turkish
Dutch respondents, enabled the simultaneous investigation of ego, alter and dyad ethnicity
effects. Information about 2,585 respondents living in 804 neighbourhoods that vary widely in
ethnic composition enabled a test of context ethnicity effects.
Theory: the interplay of four ethnicity effects
In recent years, the literature has started to test rival explanations for context ethnicity effects.
Most notably, Abascal and Baldassarri (2015: 757) have criticized the literature for “confusing
compositional effects for contextual ones”. They find that a high percentage of blacks in a
neighbourhood is related to less trust in neighbours among whites but not among the black
population. This underpins the relevance to take composition effects seriously. However, even
their study could not distinguish between two explanations: whether blacks are trusted less than
whites by whites (alter ethnicity effect) or whether whites place less trust in black and white
neighbours in largely black neighbourhoods (context ethnicity effect for whites). To isolate the
contextual effect of ethnic diversity we should identify and specify each of the corresponding
ethnicity effects (ego, alter, dyad, context) separately.
The ethnicity of the ego
The first type of ethnicity effect is the ethnicity of the ego: the resident who seeks contact and/or
who trusts. Residents who have more spare time and have a more local world orientation are
more likely to spend time in their neighbourhood and invest in neighbourhood contacts. Across
Europe, members of ethnic minority groups and migrants are more likely than ethnic majorities
and natives to have such a local world orientation and therefore to spend more time fostering
ties within their local environment (Dekker & Bolt 2005; Schnell, Reeger & Kohlbacher 2012).
Previous findings in the Netherlands have demonstrated that Moroccan Dutch and Turkish
Dutch engage in contact with their neighbours equally or even more than native Dutch (Tolsma,
van der Meer & Gesthuizen 2009; Gijsberts, van de Meer & Dagevos 2011; Huijts, Kraaykamp
& Scheepers 2014; but see Bakker & Dekker 2012). We thus hypothesize that:
H1a.

Residents who belong to an ethnic minority group have more frequent contact with
neighbours than residents who belong to the ethnic majority group.

Immigrants and members of ethnic minority groups generally report lower levels of generalized
trust than natives and members of ethnic majority groups (cf. Putnam 2007; Gijsberts, van der
Meer & Dagevos 2011; Abascal & Baldassarri 2015; Wiertz 2016). There may be a wide variety
of reasons for this, most notably differences in resources (such as education, language
proficiency, prior social networks) and differences in incentives (such as experiences of

discrimination) (e.g., Martinovic, van Tubergen & Maas 2009). The negative effect of egos’
ethnic minority or migrant status is, however, less commonly found in studies that focus
specifically on trust in neighbours (e.g. Sturgis et al. 2011; Wallman Lundåsen & Wollebaek
2013). Nevertheless, the main hypothesis remains:
H1b.

Residents who belong to an ethnic minority group place less trust in neighbours than
residents who belong to the ethnic majority group.

The ethnicity of the alter
Trust and contact not only require resources and incentives on the part of the ego, but also
similar resources and incentives on the part of an alter (i.e., the neighbour who is contacted or
is trusted). We suggest two ways in which the ethnicity of the alter might affect contact and
trust. On the one hand, social ties such as contact and trust require some form of reciprocity. If
the alter does not reciprocate trust and friendship because of their lack of resources and
incentives, it is unlikely that an ego will remain trustful or will be able to keep in frequent
contact with this alter. Social network studies among pupils in schools have established strong
reciprocity effects in pro-social ties (Munniksma et al. 2017). Based on this reciprocity
argument, we would expect alter ethnicity effects to be similar to ego ethnicity effects:
H2a.
H2b.

Neighbours who belong to an ethnic minority group are contacted more frequently than
neighbours who belong to the ethnic majority group.
Neighbours who belong to an ethnic minority group are trusted less than neighbours
who belong to the ethnic majority group.

At the same time, some alters may be more desired as friends than others. Resourceful residents
and residents with a higher status may be more sought after for instrumental motives. These
instrumental motives are known to play an important role during friendship selection decisions
(McPherson, Smith-Lovin & Cook 2001) and in (marriage) partner selection processes
(Kalmijn 1998). Given that native Dutch are, on average, better educated and have, on average,
better positions in the labour market we expect that:
H2c.

Neighbours who belong to an ethnic minority group are contacted less frequently than
neighbours who belong to the ethnic majority group.

The specific ethnicities within the ego-alter dyad
Social networks tend to be homophilous with respect to a wide variety of characteristics: age,
education, religion, experience of crime. This observed homophily is in part the result of the
likelihood of encountering similar others (baseline homophily) and the preference for
interacting with similar others (inbreeding homophily) (McPherson, Smith-Lovin & Cook
2001). Because of the way our dependent variables are measured, we control for differences in
the opportunity structure (see methods section below).3 In the US context, homophilic
3

Homophily may be enforced by structural network effects such as triadic closure; a friend of a friend is my
friend.

preferences are proposed to explain why whites trust their neighbours less in black
neighbourhoods (Abascal & Baldassarri 2015), though this explanation has not been tested
directly:
H3a.
H3b.

Contact between coethnic neighbours is more frequent than contact between noncoethnic neighbours.
Trust between coethnic neighbours is greater than trust between non-coethnic
neighbours.

The ethnic composition of the neighbourhood
Finally, we reach the core of the constrict claim: ethnic diversity hampers cohesion between
and within ethnic groups. The precise mechanisms responsible for these presumed negative
effects of diversity have remained unclear, although various authors have argued that feelings
of anomie are to blame. In ethnically diverse communities, where the chance that two residents
share a similar ethnic background is low, shared community values and identities are less likely
to exist. Diversity may threaten “existing cultural institutions and implies uncertainties in one’s
environment” (Johnston, Newman & Velez. 2015: 663). Residents may become uncertain as to
how others will behave and how to behave themselves. These feelings of anomie cause people
to retreat from social life, and this is exacerbated when ethnic change is rapid and ethnic
cleavages are deep, overlapping with, for instance, religious or economic cleavages (Finseraas
& Jakobsson 2012). In line with this mechanism, the context ethnicity effect should exist
regardless of the ethnic composition of egos, alters and dyads in the neighbourhood:
H4a.
H4b.

Contact with neighbours is less prevalent among residents of more ethnically diverse
neighbourhoods.
Trust in neighbours is lower among residents of more ethnically diverse
neighbourhoods.

An alternative to the anomie mechanism is offered by the conflict literature. In environments
that harbour larger ethnic outgroups, native residents experience more (economic and symbolic)
threat and intergroup anxiety, and express more ethnic stereotypes (Stephan & Stephan 2001;
Quillian 1995). Feelings of ethnic group threat erode cohesion between ethnic groups but, at
the same time, stimulate cohesion within the ethnic ingroup (Scheepers, Gijsberts & Coenders,
2002). While conflict theory originally understood outgroup size to be the primary instigator of
group threat, many scholars in the constrict literature following Putnam (2007) assumed similar
relations between diversity – operationalized as the probability that two random neighbours
belong to a different ethnic group – and group threat, either on theoretical grounds or because
measures of diversity could not be disentangled from group size measures empirically. This
would lead to the following prediction:
H5a.
H5b.

Contact with coethnic neighbours is more prevalent among residents of more ethnically
diverse neighbourhoods.
Trust in coethnic neighbours is greater among residents of more ethnically diverse
neighbourhoods.

H6a.
H6b.

Contact with non-coethnic neighbours is less prevalent among residents of more
ethnically diverse neighbourhoods.
Trust in non-coethnic neighbours is lower among residents of more ethnically diverse
neighbourhoods.

Conflict theory makes apparent that it is not necessarily diversity that is responsible for context
ethnicity effects. Even if anomie, rather than threat, is the mechanism behind context ethnicity
effects, it is not self-evident theoretically that diversity alone would increase feelings of
insecurity: a small ingroup size (or equivalently a large ethnic outgroup size) may also trigger
anomie, and thereby erode neighbourhood cohesion. The measure of diversity has, furthermore,
since long been criticized for being colour blind. For example, it does not make a distinction
between an all-black neighbourhood or an all-white neighbourhood (both neighbourhoods score
zero on diversity).4 Therefore, next to estimating the impact of neighbourhood diversity, we
will compare, in an exploratory fashion, context ethnicity effects that result when we use group
size measures to characterise the ethnic composition of the neighbourhood. Here we will use
two variants. In the first we will use the relative group size in the neighbourhood to which the
ego belongs. In the second we will use the relative group size in the neighbourhood to which
the alter belongs.5
Data and methods
Data set
Our hypotheses placed specific demands on the type of data, the variables and the research
design. First, we required standardized measures for citizens’ trust in and contact with
neighbours from various ethnic backgrounds to assess alter ethnicity effects. Second, the
individual-level data set needed to cover both ethnic majority and (relevant) ethnic minority
groups, in order to investigate ego and dyad ethnicity effects. These demands were best met by
the second wave of the Netherlands Life Course Survey (NELLS), which covers samples of
native Dutch, first- and second-generation migrants of Moroccan origin, and first- and secondgeneration migrants of Turkish origin – all between 15 and 45 years of age in the first wave. As
our hypotheses focus on relations between neighbours in their neighbourhoods, we relied on
(fully variate) multi-level models that identified each of these three levels of analysis;
observations are nested in egos, which are nested in neighbourhoods. We enriched our
individual-level data with detailed information on the ethnic composition of the neighbourhood
as offered by Statistics Netherlands.
Sample selection
In wave two of NELLS, 2,829 respondents were interviewed. We selected only respondents
with a native Dutch, Turkish Dutch or Moroccan Dutch ethnic background (Ni=2600) and
subsequently removed respondents who did not provide a valid answer to any of our dependent
4

For a recent discussion on different diversity indices in the neighbourhood diversity literature, see Schaeffer
(2013).
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At the individual level, we make a distinction between ego, alter and dyad ethnicity effects. Our three context
ethnicity effects are the macro-level counterparts: ego group size at the macro-level is linked to ego’s ethnicity
at the individual-level; alter group size to alter’s ethnicity and diversity to the ethnic mix of the dyad.

variables (Ni=15). This left us with a working sample of 2,585 unique respondents. Of these,
113 did not have a native Dutch, Turkish Dutch or Moroccan Dutch neighbour, and dropped
out of the analyses of contact with immediate neighbours. The remaining (potential) contact
relations were thus controlled for respondents’ opportunity structure; only cases in which
respondents had the opportunity to make contact with an immediate neighbour with a specific
ethnic background were included. Of the 2,585 respondents constituting the working sample,
15 did not give any valid answer with respect to the three items measuring trust in neighbours.6
The 2,585 respondents of the working sample lived in 804 different neighbourhoods.
Dependent variables: observation level
We distinguished between contact with and trust in neighbours.
Information on contact frequency with neighbours from specific ethnic backgrounds
was obtained in two steps. First, we asked whether respondents had immediate neighbours from
a native Dutch, Turkish or Moroccan background.7 Next, we asked how often they had contact
with each of these groups of neighbours. The answer categories were (0) never; (1) about once
a year; (2) a few times a year; (3) about once a month; (4) a few times a month; (5) once or a
few times a week; (6) (almost) every day. These three dependent variables measuring contact
were treated as if they were interval-level.8
As a standardized measure of trust in neighbours we relied on wallet items (e.g., Stolle,
Soroka & Johnston 2008; Gundelach & Freitag 2014; Tolsma & Van der Meer 2017). These
wallet items treat trust as a relational characteristic between a subject (who trusts) and an object
(who is trusted). They allowed us to differentiate between theoretically relevant objects within
an otherwise consistent frame. In this case, the relevant object was the ethnicity of the
neighbour.9 The three items in our wallet question read: ‘Imagine that in your neighbourhood
you lose your wallet with valuables in it, and that it is found by someone else. How likely is it
that it will be returned to you if it is found by someone living in your neighbourhood from a
native Dutch ethnic background / a Turkish ethnic background / a Moroccan ethnic
background?’ The answer categories were (0) very unlikely; (1) unlikely; (2) likely; (3) very
likely. For each respondent, the order of the three dependent variables measuring trust was
randomly assigned to minimize primacy and recency effects. To further control for order
effects, we included the order as an explanatory variable. Because the trust items were part of
a set of six, scores for this order variable varied between 1 and 6.
Independent variables
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2,457 respondents provided valid answers to both set of dependent variables. Analyses of this subgroup led to
almost identical results and to exactly the same conclusions (results upon request).
7
Other items in the same question battery (referring to immediate neighbours with a Surinamese or Antillean
background and with a different non-Western ethnic background) were excluded from our analyses.
8
As a robustness check we repeated our linear multi-level analyses with a dependent variable, which was
obtained by recoding the original answer categories to times per year: (0) 0; (1) 1 (2) 3; (3) 12; (4) 36; (5) 104 (6)
300. We also ran a multi-level ordered logistic regression analysis on the original dependent variable. Both
additional analyses led to substantially similar conclusions.
9
These three wallet items were part of a larger set including the following targets: ‘someone living in your
neighbourhood’; ‘someone living outside your neighbourhood’; ‘a cop’. The latter three targets were not under
investigation in the present study.

The ethnicity of respondents was based on their country of birth and their parents’ country of
birth, in line with the definition given by Statistics Netherlands. This means that secondgeneration Dutch-Turkish or Dutch-Moroccan migrants, most of whom are born in the
Netherlands and have Dutch nationality, were categorized as either ‘Turks’ or ‘Moroccan’. This
classification by (parents’) country of origin is widely used, not only among native Dutch but
also among members of ethnic minority groups in the Netherlands, and therefore applied in our
survey. The variable ethnic homogenous dyad was coded as 1 when respondent’s ethnicity (ego)
matched the ethnicity of the alter specified in the specific outcome measure (alter), and 0
otherwise.
We controlled for a range of background characteristics. Age was measured in years.
Sex was included as a dummy variable. Education was measured in years and refers to the
highest level obtained.10 Net household income was originally measured in 16 distinct
categories and an additional category for ‘DK / do not want to say’. Preliminary analyses
demonstrated that without much loss of information or model fit, a variable with 4 categories
sufficed: 1250 euros or less; between 1251 and 2750; more than 2750; DK/do not want to say.
Main daily activity was coded as ‘working’, ‘school’ or ‘other’. Respondents who worked for
a minimum of 12 hours a week were automatically included in the ‘working’ category. The
survey question about church or mosque attendance was posed to all respondents, including
those who stated no denomination, and was measured according to the following categories:
(1) never; (2) once or twice a year; (3) 3-11 times a year; (4) once a month; (5) 2-3 times a
month; (6) every week; (7) multiple times a week. We included this variable in our explanatory
model without any transformation.11 To characterize household type we constructed three
separate dummies: living with parents (YES/NO); living with partner (YES/NO); living with
children (YES/NO). Self-rated health was measured via a single item with answer categories:
excellent; very good; good; poor; bad. In order to be able to include respondents with missing
values in the analyses, these scores were entered as separate dummies, including a dummy for
missing. With type of housing we controlled to some extent for the possible number of
neighbours and used the following categories: detached; terrace or corner; apartment; other.
Type of housing is also an indicator of socio-economic status, with detached houses generally
being the most expensive and flats the least expensive.
The contact with immediate neighbours variable was included as covariate in the
analyses where we predicted trust in neighbours. Here we included the original categories as
separate dummies, with the additional category ‘not applicable; I do not have such a
neighbour’.12
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No education was coded as 0; primary education 6; lower vocational (lbo) as 6.5; lower general (mavo) as 8;
medium general (havo) 10; higher general (vwo) 12; short secondary vocational (kmbo) 8.5; secondary vocational
(mbo) 10.5; short tertiary vocational (khbo) 11.5; tertiary vocational (hbo) 14; university bachelor 15; university
master 16.5. Respondents who completed primary education but not in the Netherlands were coded as 6.5.
Respondents who completed secondary education but not in the Netherlands were coded as 9.5. Respondents
who completed tertiary education but not in the Netherlands were coded as 13.
11
We did not favour including the separate categories for reasons of parsimony, but also because Turks and
Moroccans dominate the highest categories and this might have caused problems with multicollinearity.
12
Additional controls for homeownership and residential stability do not affect our estimates of interest and
have, for reasons of parsimony, been dropped from our final models. Homeowners have more contact with
their immediate neighbours. Results upon request.

Independent variables – neighbourhood level
Contextual information was constructed based on publicly available data from Statistics
Netherlands for the year 2013. Our definition of neighbourhood was the administrative
neighbourhood.
Diversity was operationalized as Simpson’s diversity index (Simpson, 1949) (aka
fractionalization index and equivalent to the complement of the Hirschman-Herfindahl Index),
as is common in this literature. We distinguished the following ethnic minority groups: native
Dutch, Turks, Moroccans, Surinamese/Dutch Antilles, other non-Western minorities, Western
minorities. In our neighbourhood sample, the diversity measure correlated strongly to the
percentage of native Dutch (r=-0.96) and moderately to the percentage of Turks and Moroccans
(0.65 and 0.66 respectively). We plotted the diversity measure against these percentages in
Figure 1. Correlations became weaker as diversity increased.13 As alternative indicators for the
ethnic composition we used alter group size (i.e. group size of alters in the contact or trust
relation) and ego group size (i.e. the size of the group sharing the respondents’ ethnicity). Note
that these variables were strictly speaking not neighbourhood-level characteristics, as they also
depended on the ego or alter within the contact or trust relation. Missing values with respect to
ethnic composition of a particular neighbourhood were due to very few ethnic minorities living
there – for these neighbourhoods Statistics Netherlands does not provide the number of ethnic
minorities for reasons of privacy – and were hence replaced with the value 0.14
To control for the socio-economic status of the neighbourhood, we included the average
income before tax, per person, in 1000 euros. Preliminary analyses demonstrated that this
variable had more explanatory power than average housing values (in 1000 euros) or the
percentage of low earners (less than or equal to 40 percent of national income distribution).
Missing values with respect to mean income at the neighbourhood level (Nnb=19) were replaced
with the mean neighbourhood income in 2009, if available; otherwise with the mean income at
the (larger) district level in 2013.
Descriptive statistics are summarized in Appendix 1.

13

r=-0.87, r=0.34, r=0.43 for native Dutch, Turks and Moroccans respectively among the 143 neighbourhoods in
our sample having a diversity index score higher than 0.6.
14
For our final sample and with respect to the variable percentage of Turks and Moroccans, this concerned 77
neighbourhoods out of the total of 804. Analyses restricted to the 727 neighbourhoods for which Statistics
Netherlands provided all relevant information led to substantially similar conclusions.

Figure 1. Diversity by group sizes (%) of native Dutch (black), Turks (blue) and Moroccans
(red).
Methods
We analysed contact with and trust in neighbours separately. Both contact and trust were
measured via three items nested in individuals who were in turn nested in neighbourhoods. To
partition the covariance between each set of three dependent variables over individuals and
neighbourhoods we estimated fully multivariate multilevel models. We used the package nlme
in R. The covariance structure and the impact of control variables for the final models (Models
4) are summarized in Appendix 2 and 3 respectively.
Results
Contact with neighbours
Table 1, top panel, provides an overview of the various ethnicity effects on contact with
neighbours. Model 1 includes ethnicity at the contextual level, i.e., the ethnic diversity of the
neighbourhood. The estimated parameter is not significant (b=0.00).
Next, Model 2 includes the ethnicity of the ego (i.e. the respondent). Turks and
Moroccans generally have more contact with their immediate neighbours (b=0.26; b=0.44
respectively for Turks and Moroccans). Because these ethnic groups are overrepresented in
ethnically heterogeneous neighbourhoods, the inclusion of the ethnic background of
respondents leads to a negative effect of ethnic diversity, although not significant at the
conventional significance level of 5% in a two-sided test (b=-0.41; p=0.05).
In Model 3 we drop the general intercept but include the ethnicity of the neighbours that
our respondents have contact with; that is, we include a separate intercept for each outcome
variable. This model shows that native Dutch are the most preferred neighbour, with an
estimated intercept of 3.5 (which is significantly higher than the intercept for Turks and
Moroccans (not shown)). This is an intriguing imbalance. On the one hand, Turkish and
Moroccan respondents report most contact with their neighbours, while on the other hand native

Dutch are contacted the most. The impact of neighbourhood diversity remains insignificant
once we add alter ethnicity effects (b=-0.27; p=0.21, Model 3).
Finally, in Model 4, we take the combination of the particular ethnicities of the resident
and his/her neighbour into account. Homophily preferences are quite pronounced. When a
neighbour has a similar ethnic background, neighbourly contact increases substantially and
significantly, as indicated by the estimated effect of 0.69 (p<0.01). From Model 4 we conclude
that Turkish Dutch and Moroccan Dutch have, in general, more contact with their neighbours
than native Dutch, in line with hypothesis 1a; that native Dutch neighbours are contacted most
frequently (rejecting hypothesis 2a but in line with hypothesis 2c); that neighbours who share
a similar ethnic background are most likely to interact (which corroborates hypothesis 3a); that
once we take into account ego, alter and dyad ethnicity effects, ethnic diversity has no general
negative impact on contact with neighbours (refuting the constrict hypothesis 4a).
While Model 4 is fairly parsimonious, we can also analyse the effects of all potential
ethnic combinations in the respondent-neighbour dyads – 9 in total. Moreover, we may assess
whether diversity affects contact between each of these respondent-neighbour pairs differently,
thereby possibly obscuring a general (negative) effect of diversity. We therefore posited a
model in which all ethnicity effects interact (ego*alter*context). The estimates obtained from
this model, with reference to the dyads, are summarized in Figure 2. How the impact of diversity
depends on each combination of ego and alter is summarized in Figure 3 (top panel). In Figure
3 we also summarize results of models in which we replaced the diversity measure with alter
group size (middle panel) and the diversity measure with ego group size (lower panel). In
Appendix 4, we plotted the level of contact for each specific dyad along ascending degrees of
neighbourhood diversity based on the same parameter estimates.
Figure 2 confirms the preference for intermingling with Dutch neighbours and
neighbours with a similar ethnic background: native Dutch have most contact with their Dutch
neighbours, Turks with their native Dutch and Turkish neighbours, and Moroccans with native
Dutch and Moroccan neighbours.

Table 1. Ethnicity effects on contact with and trust in neighbours: parameter estimates of fully multivariate
models
contact with neighbours
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
b
se
p
b
se
p
b
se
p
b
se
p
Ego ethnicity (ref.: native
Dutch)
Turks
0.26 0.09 0.00 0.31 0.09 0.00 0.82 0.10 0.00
Moroccans
0.44 0.09 0.00 0.50 0.09 0.00 1.00 0.10 0.00
Alter ethnicity (intercept)
General (no specified alter)
3.43 0.29 0.00
3.50 0.29 0.00
Native Dutch
3.51 0.29 0.00 2.82 0.30 0.00
Turks
3.01 0.30 0.00 2.28 0.30 0.00
Moroccans
2.92 0.30 0.00 2.12 0.30 0.00
Dyad ethnicity: homogenous
0.69 0.05 0.00
Context ethnicity: diversity
0.00 0.19 0.99 -0.41 0.21 0.05 -0.27 0.21 0.21 -0.12 0.21 0.56
trust in neighbours
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
b
se
p
b
se
p
b
se
p
b
se
p
Ego ethnicity (ref.: native
Dutch)
Turks
0.10 0.04 0.02 0.11 0.04 0.02 0.16 0.04 0.00
Moroccans
0.24 0.04 0.00 0.24 0.04 0.00 0.31 0.05 0.00
Alter ethnicity (intercept)
General (no specified alter)
1.13 0.13 0.00
1.16 0.13 0.00
Native Dutch
1.20 0.13 0.00 1.12 0.13 0.00
Turks
1.23 0.13 0.00 1.19 0.13 0.00
Moroccans
1.06 0.13 0.00 1.01 0.13 0.00
Dyad ethnicity: homogenous
0.20 0.01 0.00
Context ethnicity: diversity
-0.37 0.08 0.00 -0.57 0.09 0.00 -0.56 0.09 0.00 -0.55 0.09 0.00

Source: Netherlands Longitudinal Lifecourse Survey (NELLS)
Note: Random effects and fixed effects of control variables in Model 4 are summarized in Appendix 2 and 3.

Figure 2. Contact with immediate neighbours from different ethnic backgrounds among native
Dutch, Turks and Moroccans.
Notes: Red bars refer to the responses of native Dutch; white bars refer to those of Turks; blue
bars to those of Moroccans. In each set of three, the first bar refers to contact with Dutch
neighbours, the second with Turkish and the third with Moroccan neighbours. The whiskers
denote the 95% confidence interval. The effects refer to a situation with mean levels of diversity
(0.36).
Neighbourhood diversity has the least impact on contact with Dutch neighbours (Figure 3, top
row; see also Appendix 4). For Moroccan Dutch the ethnic composition of the neighbourhood
does not have a clear impact on contact with neighbours: none of the blue bars deviate
significantly from zero. How the ethnic composition of the neighbourhood affects neighbourly
contact thus depends on both the ego and alter in the contact relation. But for all three groups,
diversity has no significant negative impact on contact with coethnic or non-coethnic
neighbours (refuting constrict hypothesis 4a). Nor did we observe a positive impact on contact
with coethnics. We thus also need to refute conflict hypotheses 5a and 6a.
For native Dutch, the estimates depend on the measure used to characterize the ethnic
composition of the neighbourhood. With higher levels of diversity, native Dutch have more
contact with Turkish and Moroccan Dutch neighbours. When group sizes of the alter increase,
native Dutch have more contact with these respective ethnic groups (middle row). When the
neighbourhood harbours more coethnics (ego group size), they have less contact with
neighbours of a different ethnic background (bottom row). For Turks it seems that when either
the group of the alter is larger, this fosters contact with these respective groups (middle row)
but also that when their own ethnic group is larger, contact with all neighbours is more likely
(bottom row).

Figure 3. Context ethnicity effects on contact with native Dutch, Turkish and Moroccan
neighbours for native Dutch, Turks and Moroccans.
Note: red bars refer to the context ethnicity effects for native Dutch; white bars for Turks; blue
bars for Moroccans. In each set of three the first bar refers to the context ethnicity effect for
Dutch neighbours, the second to Turkish and the third to Moroccan neighbours. In the top row
the composition of the neighbourhood is measured as diversity, in the middle row as alter group
size (proportion) and in the bottom row as ego group size (proportion). The whiskers denote
the 95% confidence interval.
Trust in neighbours
Next, we investigate whether trust between neighbours demonstrates a similar pattern. Table 1,
bottom panel, summarizes the various ethnicity effects. Model 1 shows that the general impact
of diversity on trust in neighbours is negative and significant: the higher the level of diversity,
the lower the mean level of trust in neighbours (b=-0.37; p<0.01). Model 2 adds the ethnicity
of our respondents (i.e. egos), showing that, in general, Turks (b=0.10) and Moroccans (b=0.24)
report more trust in their neighbours. Again, after controlling for ego composition, the negative
impact of diversity is more pronounced (b=-0.57). Model 3 introduces the target of trust.
Among our three investigated ethnic groups, we see that Moroccan neighbours are trusted least
(b=1.06), and significantly less than native Dutch or Turkish Dutch neighbours (significance
tests not shown). Finally, Model 4 includes the ethnic composition of the dyad. It confirms that
– in line with the homophily principle – a common ethnic background fosters trust (b=0.20).

Model 4 lines up all four mechanisms. We conclude that Turkish Dutch and Moroccan
Dutch, in general, express more trust in their neighbours than native Dutch. This contradicts
our hypothesis 1b. Native Dutch neighbours are trusted the most, in line with hypothesis 2b.
Residents trust neighbours more when they share a similar ethnic background, which
corroborates hypothesis 3b. So far, these ethnicity effects on trust strongly resemble the
ethnicity effects on contact with neighbours. Yet, unlike in our contact models, we find that the
negative context effect of ethnic diversity remains significant (hypothesis 4b). It does not
disappear once we take ego, alter and dyad ethnicity effects into account, nor when we control
for possible confounders such as having contact with an immediate neighbour of the target
ethnic group.
Figure 4 presents the ethnic hierarchy of trust in closer detail, for all nine ethnic
combinations of ego and alter. The picture is quite similar to that of contact with neighbours;
each ethnic group trusts members of its own ethnic group the most; native Dutch and Turkish
Dutch trust Moroccans the least.

Figure 4. Trust in neighbours from different ethnic backgrounds among native Dutch, Turks
and Moroccans.
Note: red bars refer to the responses of native Dutch; white bars refer to the answers of Turks;
blue bars refer to the responses of Moroccans. In each set of three the first bar refers to contact
with Dutch neighbours, the second to Turkish neighbours and the third to contact with
Moroccan neighbours. The whiskers denote the 95% confidence interval. The effects refer to a
situation with mean levels of diversity (0.36).
Figure 5 shows the conditional impact of diversity on each ego-alter combination. Once again,
the impact of diversity is not only moderated by egos’ ethnicity but also by alters’ ethnicity.
Among native Dutch, the negative impact is most pronounced with respect to coethnics (cf
Tolsma and van der Meer, 2017). Among Turks, negative diversity effects are strongest in
relation to trust in Moroccans. Among Moroccans, the impact of diversity does not reach

significance: neither for trust in Dutch, Turks or Moroccans. But across the board, diversity is
negatively related to trust in neighbours, regardless of the ethnicity of ego or alter, in line with
constrict hypothesis 4b (but only partly supporting the expectations derived from conflict
theory: refuting hypothesis 5b; in line with hypothesis 6b). This is also quickly visible in
Appendix 5 were we plotted the level of trust between neighbours along ascending degree of
neighbourhood diversity; all lines slope downwards but at different angles.
When the size of the Moroccan Dutch population in the neighbourhood is larger, trust
in Moroccans is lower for all ethnic groups, including the Moroccans (middle row; alter group
size). For native Dutch, ingroup size is positively correlated to diversity; for Turkish Dutch,
negatively. This may explain why the estimates for ego group size (bottom row) and diversity
(top row) for native Dutch flip sign but for Turkish Dutch are very similar. Levels of trust – as
with contact with immediate neighbours – of Moroccan Dutch are not particularly affected by
the composition of their neighbourhood.
If we combine the results of Figure 3 and Figure 5, diversity effects are more consistent
across specific neighbour pairs than the impact of alter group or ego group size. We therefore
tentatively conclude that it is the diversity of the neighbourhood that affects trust, rather than
specific group sizes.

Figure 5. Context ethnicity effects on trust in native Dutch, Turkish and Moroccan neighbours
for native Dutch, Turks and Moroccans.
Note: red bars refer to the context ethnicity effects for native Dutch; white bars for Turks; blue
bars for Moroccans. In each set of three, the first bar refers to the context ethnicity effect for
Dutch neighbours, the second to Turkish neighbours and the third to Moroccan neighbours. In
the top row the composition of the neighbourhood is measured as diversity, in the middle row
as alter group size (proportion) and in the bottom row as ego group size (proportion). The
whiskers denote the 95% confidence interval.
Conclusion

One of the few relatively consistent patterns in the recent literature on the diversity-cohesion
relationship has been the finding that trust in neighbours is lower and contact with neighbours
is less frequent within ethnically diverse neighbourhoods than in homogenous ones (e.g.,
Putnam 2007; Laurence & Bentley 2015; see Van der Meer & Tolsma 2014; Gijsberts, van der
Meer & Dagevos 2012 for overviews). In ethnically diverse neighbourhoods, residents – at least
native/white residents (e.g. Abascal & Baldassarri 2015; Wu et al. 2017) – tend to contact and
trust each other less. Yet, the question remained as to why this pattern exists and whether
diversity is actually the culprit.
In this contribution we proposed and isolated four explanations for the negative
relationship between ethnic diversity and contact and trust between neighbours. We argue that
interpersonal contact and trust are relational concepts: neighbourhood residents interact with
and trust specific other neighbourhood residents. This has important implications. To isolate
the impact of diversity on these indicators of cohesion it is necessary to control for so-called
composition mechanisms (Van der Meer & Tolsma 2014; Abascal & Baldassarri 2015). To
date, the literature has only focused on one such composition mechanism: the ego ethnicity
effect, according to which the ethnicity of ego (who contacts or trusts others) affects their
likelihood of contacting or trusting others. Yet, to the extent that contact and trust are relational,
there are two more composition mechanisms: the alter ethnicity effect (related to the ethnicity
of the target who is contacted or trusted) and the dyad ethnicity effect (related to the similarity
in ethnicity of ego and alter). In the Netherlands, egos and alters are more likely to belong to
ethnic minority groups and dyads are more likely to be ethnically mixed in ethnically diverse
neighbourhoods. This relational approach to contact with and trust in neighbours has been
overlooked in the recent literature on ethnic diversity and social cohesion.
Our analysis shows support for the existence of the ego ethnicity, alter ethnicity, and
dyad ethnicity effects. First, we focused on contact with immediate neighbours. Members of
ethnic minority groups are more likely to report having contact with their immediate neighbours
than native Dutch. Once we take this ego ethnicity effect into account, our models suggest
corroborative evidence for the constrict proposition: the level of ethnic diversity in the
neighbourhood is negatively related to the likelihood of neighbours intermingling. Estimating
the impact of diversity while controlling for the ego ethnicity effect is the common model
specification in the literature that relates ethnic diversity to social cohesion. Yet, once we add
the alter ethnicity effect, ethnic diversity at the neighbourhood level no longer affects residents’
contact with immediate neighbours. In other words: what had appeared to be support for the
constrict claim should in fact be attributed to an alter ethnicity effect; minority group residents
are less likely to be contacted by their neighbours. Finally, while all ethnic groups prefer to mix
with coethnics, the inclusion of this dyad ethnicity effect does not change the estimated
diversity effect.
Second, we looked into the four ethnicity effects on trust in neighbours. We found that
the three composition effects (of ego, alter and dyad) on trust are very similar to those found
for contact. Yet, once we took these composition effects into account we did observe the
hypothesized negative relationship between neighbourhood diversity and levels of trust that we
did not find in relation to contact. Even when we took into account that some ethnic groups are
more likely to express trust in neighbours (Turkish Dutch and Moroccan Dutch), that some

residents are more likely to be trusted (native Dutch) and that residents trust coethnics more,
residents in diverse neighbourhoods were less likely to express trust in (all) their neighbours.
We thus found strong evidence for composition mechanisms, but mixed support for the
constrict claim. Ethnic diversity undermines trust in neighbours but does not reduce contact
with them. This is in line with the suggestion made by Hooghe (2007) that attitudes are more
likely to be affected by the composition of the environment than behaviour. Our rigorous
inclusion of contact with one’s direct neighbour as a determinant of trust in that neighbour’s
ethnic group does not affect this conclusion. Recent studies suggest that this contact might
moderate the context ethnicity effect on trust (cf. Schmid, Ramiah & Hewstone 2013; Stolle et
al. 2013). The outcomes of our study provide relevant input to that strand of the literature. As
we show that there are four relevant ethnicity effects, the question arises which of these four
drive the moderating effect of contact on the diversity-trust relationship. This reinforces the
need to take ego, alter, and dyad effects into account simultaneously.
The plot thickens once we break down the diversity effect on trust by ego’s and alter’s
ethnicity. The negative effect of ethnic diversity and the positive effect of the share of co-ethnics
on trust in neighbours hold consistently for the native Dutch population, but not consistently
for the Turkish Dutch and Moroccan Dutch population in the Netherlands. This finding lines
up quite well with those found in recent studies on effects of share of coethnics on trust in
neighbours in Canada (Wu et al. 2017) but also on effects of share of blacks on trust in
neighbours in the United States (Abascal & Baldassarri 2015). Evidently, contexts have
different meanings for different groups of people. We need to come up with better theories why
for some ethnic groups neighbourhood composition seems less relevant. Our study suggests
that at minimum, to understand contextual diversity effects and their normative implications, it
is necessary to emphasize the relational nature of trust and contact.
Part of the evidence for the constrict claim in the recent literature should therefore be
re-evaluated, as it may signal composition effects instead of a diversity effect. The original
constrict claim read that ethnic diversity has a universal negative impact on social cohesion: it
undermines a wide range of social ties (attitudinal and behavioural; inter-ethnic and intraethnic). Previous scholars have already identified diversity as having solely – or at least, most
consistently – a negative effect on neighbourhood cohesion. The present contribution
demonstrates that these negative effects are even further restricted to attitudinal indicators of
neighbourhood cohesion.
This conclusion only partly solves the conundrum posed by the fact that any negative
effects of ethnic diversity on intra-neighbourhood ties do not spill over to ties outside the
neighbourhood (cf. Tolsma & Van der Meer 2017). Behavioural indicators of neighbourhood
cohesion are not negatively related to neighbourhood diversity, but are the result of ego-, alterand dyad ethnicity effects. The latter two types of composition effects, in particular, have been
erroneously attributed to context effects. The same argument does not hold for trust in
neighbours. Why then does the negative diversity effect on trust in neighbours that we find for
some ethnic groups not extend to objects of trust outside the neighbourhood? Possibly,
traditional measures of social trust with a larger radius do not capture its relational aspect.
Indeed, some argue that the common generalized social trust item taps into an ego characteristic
– namely trustworthiness that does not need a target – instead (Glaeser et al. 2000).

The findings of this paper are relevant beyond the diversity effects literature. One of the
most consistent findings in sociology is that people are more likely to interact with people
similar to themselves. To a large extent, this is due to meeting opportunities, but also because
people prefer to interact with similar others. In our study we were able to hold the opportunity
structure constant. The dyad ethnicity effects in our study show that residents are most likely
to interact with coethnic neighbours and to trust coethnics. Similarity thus facilitates contact
and trust. Concurrently, the ego ethnicity effects show that ethnic minority members are, at least
in the Netherlands, more likely to have contact with and to trust their neighbours.15 We argued
this might be because they have a more local world orientation. A test of this idea and alternative
explanations seems a logical next step in future research.
Finally, the alter ethnicity effects show that some groups are preferred over others as
targets both of contact and trust. In our study, the native Dutch were the most preferred alter.
While we theorized that this may be due to instrumental reasons (e.g., Kalmijn 1998;
McPherson & Smith-Lovin 2006), we could not test the underlying mechanism directly. For a
more fine-grained understanding of the alter ethnicity effect, it may be worthwhile to separate
objects of trust in closer detail, for instance by making further distinctions within ethnic groups
by income, education level, generational status and language proficiency. We need more
information on the targets of cohesion, preferably obtained from the persons involved
themselves. This would require different sampling strategies (e.g. sampling pair of neighbours
instead of individual residents). Another promising direction for future research would be to
employ more detailed wallet items (describing specific targets of cohesion) in a full factorial
experimental survey design to isolate the mechanisms behind the alter ethnicity effect.
The ongoing scholarly focus on context ethnicity effects on social cohesion has gone at
the expense of the relational conceptualization of social cohesion. Our paper shows that the
incorporation of the three other ethnicity effects, most notably of the target of cohesion, should
not be neglected.

15

In the presented models ego ethnicity effects are controlled for other individual-level characteristics. Even
without these controls we find that ethnic minority members have more contact with neighbours and express
more trust in neighbours.
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Appendices

Appendix 1. Descriptive Statistics
N
Observation level (dependent variables)
Contact frequency with Dutch neighbours (never - (almost) every day)
2392
Contact frequency with Turkish neighbours (never - (almost) every day)
665
Contact frequency with Moroccan neighbours (never - (almost) every day) 590
Trust in Dutch neighbours (very unlikely - very likely)
2570
Trust in Moroccan neighbours (very unlikely - very likely)
2570
Trust in Turkish neighbours (very unlikely - very likely)
2570
Individual level
Ethnicity: native Dutch
2585
Ethnicity: Turkish Dutch
2585
Ethnicity: Moroccan Dutch
2585
Age (in years)
2585
Sex: men
2585
Education (in years)
2585
Net household income: [0, 1250]
2585
Net household income: [1251, 2750]
2585
Net household income: [2751, max]
2585
Net household income: missing
2585
Main daily activity: school
2585
Main daily activity: work
2585
Main daily activity: other
2585
Church or mosque attendance (never - multiple times a week)
2585
Living with parents: YES
2585
Living with partner: YES
2585
Living with children: YES
2585
Housing type: detached
2585
Housing type: terrace or corner
2585
Housing type: apartment
2585
Housing type: other
2585
Self-rated health: excellent
2585
Self-rated health: very good
2585
Self-rated health: good
2585
Self-rated health: poor
2585
Self-rated health: bad
2585
Self-rated health: missing
2585
Neighbourhood level
Ethnic diversity
804
Percentage native Dutch
804
Percentage Turkish Dutch
804
Percentage Moroccan Dutch
804
Socio-economic status (in 1000 euros)
804
Source: NEtherlands Longitudinal Lifecourse Survey (NELLS), Statistics Netherlands

mean /
%

sd

min

max

4.19
3.87
3.82
1.87
1.62
1.79

1.46
1.86
1.87
0.75
0.83
0.79

0
0
0
0
0
0

6
6
6
3
3
3

66.07%
17.37%
16.56%
35.97
44.99%
10.13%
27.31%
31.26%
28.32%
13.11%
15.28%
68.51%
16.21%
2.34
16.02%
67.43%
57.64%
11.41%
66.27%
20.23%
2.09%
1.66%
8.82%
43.40%
30.21%
15.36%
0.54%

9.07 19.43 53.02

1.84

1

7

0.38 0.20
74.36 18.28
3.39 5.81
3.54 6.11
21.47 4.51

0
5
0
0
8.6

0.83
100
51
44
62.9

Appendix 2. Random effects of Models 4, Table 1 (in standard deviations and correlations)
contact with
neighbours
trust in neighbours
Neighbourhood level
1
2
3
1
2
3
1. outcome variable: native Dutch
0.31
0.09
2. outcome variable: Turks
0.46 0.30
0.05
0.78
3. outcome variable: Moroccans
0.43 0.76
0.85
0.11
0.08
0.43
Individual level
1. outcome variable: native Dutch
2. outcome variable: Turks
3. outcome variable: Moroccans

1
0.14
0.16
0.16

Observational level; residual
1. outcome variable: native Dutch
2. outcome variable: Turks
3. outcome variable: Moroccans

0.06
0.24
0.32

2
0.52
0.45

3

0.53

1
0.70
0.72
0.77

0.14
0.21
0.18

2

3

0.68
0.62

0.80

Appendix 3. Fixed effects of control variables of Models 4, Table 1.

Sex: men
Age (in years)
Education (in years)
Net household income: [1251, 2750]
Net household income: [2751, max]
Net household income: missing
Housing type: terrace or corner
Housing type: apartment
Housing type: other
Main daily activity: work
Main daily activity: other
Church or mosque attendance (never - multiple times a week)
Living with parents: YES
Living with partner: YES
Living with children: YES
Self-rated health: excellent
Self-rated health: very good
Self-rated health: poor
Self-rated health: bad
Self-rated health: missing
Order of outcome variable
Contact: never
Contact: approximately once per year
Contact: a couple of times per year
Contact: approximately once per month
Contact: a couple of times per month
Contact: once or more each week
Contact: (almost) every day
Socio-economic status of neighbourhood (in 1000 euros)

contact with
neighbours
b
se
p
0.01 0.06 0.90
0.01 0.00 0.05
-0.04 0.01 0.00
-0.07 0.08 0.42
0.22 0.10 0.03
-0.12 0.10 0.22
0.25 0.10 0.01
0.05 0.12 0.69
0.42 0.21 0.05
-0.06 0.11 0.58
0.04 0.13 0.73
0.09 0.02 0.00
0.25 0.11 0.03
0.08 0.09 0.35
0.32 0.08 0.00
0.21 0.22 0.34
0.04 0.10 0.69
0.12 0.07 0.08
0.32 0.08 0.00
0.11 0.36 0.76

0.00

0.01

0.82

trust in
neighbours
b
se
p
-0.07 0.03 0.01
0.01 0.00 0.00
0.02 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.04 0.98
0.09 0.05 0.06
0.09 0.05 0.05
0.01 0.04 0.84
-0.12 0.06 0.03
-0.02 0.10 0.87
-0.01 0.05 0.77
0.04 0.06 0.49
0.04 0.01 0.00
0.15 0.05 0.01
0.02 0.04 0.67
-0.02 0.04 0.67
-0.04 0.10 0.71
-0.05 0.05 0.28
0.09 0.03 0.01
0.15 0.04 0.00
n.a.
-0.01 0.00 0.00
-0.07 0.04 0.06
-0.09 0.06 0.17
-0.04 0.04 0.27
0.02 0.03 0.55
0.03 0.03 0.28
0.09 0.02 0.00
0.17 0.03 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.41

Note: Reference categories: Sex: women; Net household income: [0,1250]; Main daily activity: school;
Housing type: detached; Self-rated health: good; Contact: not applicable, no neighbour of specified ethnicity

Appendix 4. Contact between different neighbour pairs along different levels of neighbourhood
diversity.

Notes: Red lines refer to the responses of native Dutch; white lines refer to those of Turks; blue lines to those of
Moroccans. In each set of three, the solid line refers to contact with Dutch neighbours, the long dashed line with
Turkish neighbours and the short dashed line with Moroccan neighbours.

Appendix 5. Trust between different neighbour pairs along different levels of neighbourhood diversity.

Notes: Red lines refer to the responses of native Dutch; white lines refer to those of Turks; blue lines to those of
Moroccans. In each set of three, the solid line refers to trust in Dutch neighbours, the long dashed line in Turkish
neighbours and the short dashed line in Moroccan neighbours.

