
 

 

 

Citizenship in context

Citation for published version (APA):

Leclerc, C. (2022). Citizenship in context: Naturalisation and residential environment of immigrants in the
Netherlands. [Doctoral Thesis, Maastricht University]. Maastricht University.
https://doi.org/10.26481/dis.20220420cl

Document status and date:
Published: 01/01/2022

DOI:
10.26481/dis.20220420cl

Document Version:
Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record

Please check the document version of this publication:

• A submitted manuscript is the version of the article upon submission and before peer-review. There can
be important differences between the submitted version and the official published version of record.
People interested in the research are advised to contact the author for the final version of the publication,
or visit the DOI to the publisher's website.
• The final author version and the galley proof are versions of the publication after peer review.
• The final published version features the final layout of the paper including the volume, issue and page
numbers.
Link to publication

General rights
Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the public portal are retained by the authors and/or other copyright
owners and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognise and abide by the legal requirements associated with these
rights.

• Users may download and print one copy of any publication from the public portal for the purpose of private study or research.
• You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain
• You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the public portal.

If the publication is distributed under the terms of Article 25fa of the Dutch Copyright Act, indicated by the “Taverne” license above,
please follow below link for the End User Agreement:
www.umlib.nl/taverne-license

Take down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us at:

repository@maastrichtuniversity.nl

providing details and we will investigate your claim.

Download date: 27 nov.. 2024

https://doi.org/10.26481/dis.20220420cl
https://doi.org/10.26481/dis.20220420cl
https://cris.maastrichtuniversity.nl/en/publications/480c9902-9077-446f-904a-a3adf4569f5f


Citizenship in context
Naturalisation and residential environment 

of immigrants in the Netherlands

Christophe Leclerc

Citizenship in context
Naturalisation and residential environment 
of immigrants in the Netherlands

Christophe Leclerc

C
itizen

sh
ip in

 con
text 

C
hristophe Leclerc

INVITATION

It is my great pleasure to 
invite you to attend the 

public defense of my PhD 
thesis entitled

Citizenship in context 
Naturalisation and 

residential environment 
of immigrants in the 

Netherlands.

which will be held on  
April 20 at 10:00 in the Aula 

of Maastricht University, 
Minderbroedersberg 

4-6, Maastricht, the 
Netherlands.

A reception will be 
held after the defense 

ceremony.

Christophe Leclerc

Paranimfen

Amandine Lerusse

Joey Tang





 
Citizenship in context 

 
Naturalisation and residential environment 

of immigrants in the Netherlands 
 

 

Christophe Leclerc 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

© Christophe Leclerc, Maastricht 2022. ̀  All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, 
stored in a retrieval system or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, 
photocopying, recording or otherwise, without prior written permission of the author. 

Printed by: ProefschriftMaken || www.ProefschriftMaken.nl 

Lay out by: ProefschriftMaken 

Cover design by: Shutterstock || www.shutterstock.com 

 



 
 

 

Citizenship in context 
 

Naturalisation and residential environment of immigrants in the 
Netherlands 

 
 
 

Dissertation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

to obtain the degree of Doctor at Maastricht University, 
on the authority of the Rector Magnificus, Prof. Dr. Pamela Habibovic 

in accordance with the decision of the Board of Deans, 
to be defended in public 

on Wednesday 20 April 2022, at 10:00 hours 
 

by Christophe Leclerc 
  



 
 

Supervisor(s): 

Prof. Dr. M. Vink Maastricht University/European University Institute 

Prof. Dr. H. Schmeets Maastricht University 

 

Assessment Committee: 

Dr. P. Beckers Radboud University 

Prof. Dr. C. Mulder University of Groningen 

Prof. Dr. M. Siegel Maastricht University 

Prof. Dr. E. Versluis (Chair) Maastricht University 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This research has received funding from the European Research Council (ERC) under the European 
Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (project “Migrant Life Course and Legal Status 
Transition”, grant number 682626). 



 
 

Table of content 
 
List of tables ................................................................................................................................................................. vii 

List of figures ................................................................................................................................................................. x 

Chapter 1: Introduction ................................................................................................................................................ 1 

1.1. Naturalisation, residential environment and the migrant life course .................................................. 3 

1.2. Research question and aim of the thesis ................................................................................................. 5 

1.3. Naturalisation and immigrants’ residential context: a state of the art ................................................ 8 

1.4. Naturalisation and immigrants’ residential context: theoretical perspectives .................................. 11 

1.5. The Dutch context .................................................................................................................................... 15 

1.6. Dutch register data .................................................................................................................................... 21 

1.7. Empirical strategy ...................................................................................................................................... 23 

1.8. Data management and ethical positioning ............................................................................................ 26 

1.9. Outline of the dissertation ....................................................................................................................... 27 

Chapter 2: Does residential context matter?  Neighbourhood migrant concentration and citizenship  

acquisition in the Netherlands ................................................................................................................................... 29 

2.1. Introduction ............................................................................................................................................... 31 

2.2. Migrant concentration and citizenship acquisition .............................................................................. 32 

2.3. Theoretical framework and hypotheses ................................................................................................. 36 

2.4. Context ....................................................................................................................................................... 38 

2.5. Data and method ....................................................................................................................................... 40 

2.6. Analysis ....................................................................................................................................................... 47 

2.7. Conclusion and discussion ...................................................................................................................... 55 

Chapter 3 Citizenship acquisition and spatial stratification: analysing immigrant residential mobility in the 

Netherlands .................................................................................................................................................................. 59 

3.1. Introduction ............................................................................................................................................... 61 

3.2. Theoretical framework and hypotheses ................................................................................................. 62 

3.3. The Dutch context .................................................................................................................................... 66 

3.4. Data and methods ..................................................................................................................................... 67 

3.5. Results ......................................................................................................................................................... 72 

3.6. Conclusion ................................................................................................................................................. 77 

Chapter 4: Immigrant earnings and mobility to higher income neighbourhoods: the conditioning role of 

citizenship ..................................................................................................................................................................... 79 

4.1. Introduction ............................................................................................................................................... 81 

4.2. Theoretical framework and hypotheses ................................................................................................. 83 



 
 

4.3. Institutional context .................................................................................................................................. 87 

4.4. Data and method ....................................................................................................................................... 88 

4.5. Analysis ....................................................................................................................................................... 90 

4.6. Conclusions ................................................................................................................................................ 97 

Chapter 5: Neighbourhood economic deprivation and immigrants’ all-cause mortality: residential context 

or compositional characteristics? ........................................................................................................................... 101 

5.1. Introduction ............................................................................................................................................ 103 

5.2. Literature review and theoretical framework ..................................................................................... 105 

5.3. Data and method .................................................................................................................................... 108 

5.4. Analysis .................................................................................................................................................... 115 

5.5. Discussion and conclusion ................................................................................................................... 118 

Chapter 6: Conclusion ............................................................................................................................................. 121 

6.1 Summarizing the empirical results ....................................................................................................... 124 

6.2. Academic contribution .......................................................................................................................... 130 

6.3. Limitations .............................................................................................................................................. 131 

6.4. Avenues for future research ................................................................................................................. 132 

Bibliography .............................................................................................................................................................. 137 

Appendix A ............................................................................................................................................................... 157 

Appendix B ................................................................................................................................................................ 193 

Appendix C ............................................................................................................................................................... 221 

Appendix D ............................................................................................................................................................... 245 

Impact Paragraph ..................................................................................................................................................... 263 

Nederlandse samenvatting ...................................................................................................................................... 269 

Acknowledgments .................................................................................................................................................... 271 

About the author ...................................................................................................................................................... 285 

 



List of tables    |   vii   

 
 

List of tables 
 
Table 2.1 Overview findings US-based studies on the effect of migrant concentration on naturalisation propensity 35 

Table 2.2 Effect of neighbourhood rate of naturalised migrants on the risk of naturalisation among immigrants in the 

Netherlands, interaction with neighbourhood migrant concentration ......................................................................... 54 

 
Table 3.1 Variables description ................................................................................................................................................. 71 

Table 3.2 Cox proportional hazard model – Mobility outside of concentrated neighbourhoods ................................... 76 

 
Table 4.1 Linear individual fixed effects regression ............................................................................................................... 93 

 
Table 5.1 Standardised disposable household income level and naturalisation rates across categories of neighbourhood 

deprivation .......................................................................................................................................................................... 112 

 
Table A.1 Average migrant concentration between 1996 and 2016 in Dutch neighbourhoods ................................... 160 

Table A.2 Average migrant concentration by neighbourhood population ....................................................................... 160 

Table A.3 Average migrant concentration in Amsterdam, Rotterdam and the Hague ................................................... 161 

Table A.4 Number of immigrants living in concentrated neighbourhoods (cohorts 96-97/2001-2002) ..................... 161 

Table A.5 Variable description ............................................................................................................................................... 162 

Table A.6  Descriptive statistics (naturalised/not naturalised) – individual characteristics ............................................ 163 

Table A.7 Descriptive statistics (naturalised/not naturalised) – neighbourhood characteristics (at arrival) ................ 164 

Table A.8 Length of stay of naturalised and non-naturalised migrants ............................................................................. 165 

Table A.9 Residential mobility in the observation period by migration motive .............................................................. 165 

Table A.10 Frequency of contacts with individuals of Turkish origin as a function of neighbourhood characteristics    

 .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 166 

Table A.11 Stratified Cox proportional hazards model with shared frailty and IPTW on the risk of naturalisation 168 
Table A.12 Stratified Cox proportional hazards regression with shared frailty and IPTW on the risk of naturalisation – 

sub-groups (1) ..................................................................................................................................................................... 172 

Table A.13 Stratified Cox proportional hazards regression with shared frailty and IPTW on the risk of naturalisation -

sub-groups (2) ..................................................................................................................................................................... 172 

Table A.14 Stratified Cox proportional hazards regression with shared frailty and IPTW with interaction. .............. 175 

Table A.15 Stratified Cox proportional hazards regression with shared frailty and IPTW on the risk of naturalisation - 

Alternative measure of neighbourhood concentrations. ............................................................................................... 178 

Table A.16 Stratified Cox proportional hazards regression with shared frailty and alternative IPTW ......................... 179 

Table A.17 Stratified Cox proportional hazards regression with shared frailty and alternative IPTW with interaction 

 .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 180 

Table A.18 Stratified Cox proportional hazards regression with shared frailty and IPTW (stratified by country of origin)             

 .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 181 

Table A.19 Stratified Cox proportional hazards regression with shared frailty and IPTW with interactions (stratified by 

country of origin). .............................................................................................................................................................. 182 



viii   |   List of tables

 
 

Table A.20 Logistic regression used to crease propensity scores ....................................................................................... 185 

Table A.21 Distribution of the IPTW ................................................................................................................................... 186 

Table A.22 Data balance before and after propensity score weight adjustment (univariate regressions)..................... 187 

Table A.23 Test of proportionality assumption ................................................................................................................... 189 

Table A.24 Test of proportionality assumption ................................................................................................................... 191 

 
Table B.1 Proportion of individuals with a migration background across neighbourhoods ......................................... 196 

Table B.2 Number of individuals living in concentrated neighbourhoods....................................................................... 196 

Table B.3 Average immigrant concentration between 1996 and 2016 in Dutch neighbourhoods ............................... 196 

Table B.4 Average immigrant concentration in Amsterdam, Rotterdam and the Hague ............................................... 197 

Table B.5 Average immigrant concentration by neighbourhood population ................................................................... 197 

Table B.6 Rates of mobility across various predictors (only time invariant characteristics included) .......................... 198 

Table B.7 Descriptive statistics – time variant individual level variables .......................................................................... 199 

Table B.8 Descriptive statistics – Neighbourhood level variables ..................................................................................... 200 

Table B.9 Income brackets across quartiles per year (quartiles are based on the immigrant population) .................... 201 

Table B.10 Cox proportional hazard model – Mobility outside of concentrated neighbourhoods (both types of mobility 

together) .............................................................................................................................................................................. 203 

Table B.11 Cox proportional hazard model – Mobility outside of concentrated neighbourhoods for sub-groups ... 205 

Table B.12 Cox proportional hazard model – Mobility outside of concentrated neighbourhoods .............................. 208 

Table B.13 Cox proportional hazard model – Mobility outside of concentrated neighbourhoods .............................. 210 

Table B.14 Cox proportional hazard model – Mobility outside of concentrated neighbourhoods .............................. 213 

Table B.15 Cox proportional hazard model – Mobility outside of concentrated neighbourhoods of naturalised migrants 

(both types of mobility together) ..................................................................................................................................... 213 

Table B.16 Output of the phtest (proportionality assumption) ......................................................................................... 215 

 
Table C.1 Population composition (individual characteristics) .......................................................................................... 223 

Table C.2 Population composition (neighborhood characteristics) .................................................................................. 224 

Table C.3 Median crime rate category of neighbourhood wealth ...................................................................................... 225 

Table C.4 Linear individual fixed effects regression (Whole population) ......................................................................... 226 

Table C.5 Linear individual fixed effects regression (Whole population) ......................................................................... 228 

Table C.6 Linear individual fixed effects regression with quadratic term (Whole population)...................................... 230 

Table C.7 Linear individual fixed effects regression (Became a homeowner/Never became a homeowner) ............. 232 

Table C.8 Linear individual fixed effects regression with quadratic term (Became a homeowner/Never became a 

homeowner) ........................................................................................................................................................................ 234 

Table C.9 Linear individual fixed effects regression (EU migrants/Non-EU migrants) ................................................ 236 

Table C.10 Linear individual fixed effects regression with quadratic term (EU migrants/Non-EU migrants) .......... 238 

Table C.11 Linear individual fixed effects regression (EU 15 + EFTA/EU post 2004/Turks and Moroccans/Non-EU 

migrants (Turks and Moroccans excl.) ............................................................................................................................ 240 

Table C.12 Linear individual fixed effects regression with quadratic term (EU 15 + EFTA/EU post 2004/Turks and 

Moroccans/Non-EU migrants (Turks and Moroccans excl.)) .................................................................................... 242 

Table C.13 VIF values ............................................................................................................................................................. 244 



List of tables    |   ix   

 
 

 
Table D. 1 Variables description ............................................................................................................................................ 247 

Table D. 2 Descriptive statistics (1) ....................................................................................................................................... 249 

Table D. 3 Descriptive statistics (2) ....................................................................................................................................... 251 

Table D. 4 Cox Proportional Hazard models ....................................................................................................................... 253 

Table D. 5 Cox Proportional Hazard models (whole population) .................................................................................... 255 

Table D. 6 Cox Proportional Hazard models (Non EU/EU and Other/Refugee) ........................................................ 257 

Table D. 7 Group composition – Information on education/No information on education ....................................... 259 

Table D. 8 Cox Proportional Hazard models – sample based on individuals for whom information on education is 

available ............................................................................................................................................................................... 260 

 



x   |   List of figures 

 
 

List of figures 
 
Figure 1. 1. Citizenship acquisition and immigrants’ residential context: focus of the dissertation .................................. 7 

Figure 1. 2. Proportion of foreign-born residents and their descendants (with two foreign-born parents) in the 

Netherlands over time ......................................................................................................................................................... 17 

Figure 1. 3. Number of new immigrants coming to the Netherlands per year .................................................................. 18 

Figure 1. 4. Population distribution in the Netherlands, by mean neighbourhood household income ......................... 19 

Figure 1. 5. Proportion of native neighbourhoods and proportion of first-generation immigrants across migrant 

concentration categories (rate of individuals with an immigrant background) ............................................................ 20 

 

Figure 2. 1. Cumulative naturalization rates by cohorts. Kaplan-Meier estimates (with 95% Cis) based on migration 

cohorts 1996, 1997, 2001 and 2002 with observation period until 2016. ..................................................................... 42 

Figure 2. 2. Effect of neighbourhood concentration of persons with a migrant background (in quartiles from lowest 

to highest concentration) on the risk of naturalisation among immigrants in the Netherlands.. .............................. 49 

Figure 2. 3. Heterogeneous effects of neighbourhood characteristics on the risk of naturalisation among immigrants in 

the Netherlands, full sample and subsamples (migrants from Turkey and Morocco, resp. Belgium and Germany 

excluded) ............................................................................................................................................................................... 50 

Figure 2. 4. Heterogeneous effects of neighbourhood characteristics on the risk of naturalisation among immigrants in 

the Netherlands, subsamples by registered migration motive (Family migrants/Asylum applicants/Labour 

migrants). ............................................................................................................................................................................... 53 

 

Figure 3. 1. Proportion of individuals who move outside of concentrated concentrated neighbourhoods .................. 73 

Figure 3. 2. Hazard ratios (Model 1 to 8) ................................................................................................................................ 74 

 

Figure 4. 1. Prediction of neighbourhood’s percentage of high income residents by income decile for non-naturalised 

and naturalised migrants with 95% CI – Whole population .......................................................................................... 92 
Figure 4. 2. Prediction of neighbourhood’s percentage of high income residents by income decile for non-naturalised 

and naturalised migrants with 95% CI – Homeowner/Not Homeowner/EU/Non-EU ......................................... 94 

Figure 4. 3. Prediction of neighbourhood’s percentage of high income residents by income decile for non-naturalised 

and naturalised migrants with 95% CI - EU 15 and EFTA/EU Post-2004/Turks and Moroccans/ Non-EU 

migrants Turks and Moroccans excluded ......................................................................................................................... 96 

 

Figure 5. 1. Cumulative all-cause mortality rates among immigrants in the Netherlands by years since migration. 

Kaplan–Meier failure function curves based on migration cohorts 1985-1995 with observation period 1995-2016

 .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 113 

Figure 5. 2. Effects of alternative operationalizations of neighborhood’s deprivation on all-cause mortality risk among 

immigrants in the Netherlands, univariate models (models 1, 6, 8) and models with full controls, incl. socio-

economic resources (models 5, 7, 9). ............................................................................................................................... 116 



List of figures    |   xi   

 
 

Figure 5. 3. Effects of neighbourhood’s deprivation and socio-economic resources on all-cause mortality risk among 

immigrants in the Netherlands by sub-groups, models with full controls. ................................................................ 118 

 

Figure A. 1. Proportion of first-generation immigrants and their descendants (with two foreign-born parents) in the 

Netherlands over time ....................................................................................................................................................... 159 

 

Figure B. 1. Proportion of individuals with an migration background across neighbourhoods. ................................... 195 
Figure B. 2. Probability of survival over time – age at arrival............................................................................................. 217 

Figure B. 3. Probability of survival over time – type of housing ....................................................................................... 217 

Figure B. 4. Probability of survival over time – settlement year ........................................................................................ 218 

Figure B. 5. Probability of survival over time – partner status ........................................................................................... 218 

Figure B. 6. Probability of survival over time – naturalised within the observation period ........................................... 219 

Figure B. 7. Probability of survival over time – human development index .................................................................... 219 

Figure B. 8. Probability of survival over time – migration motive .................................................................................... 220 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

Chapter 1 

Introduction 
 



 
 





4   |   Chapter 1

 
 

integration. Hence, it has been found that becoming a citizen increases immigrants chances to find a job 

and to gain a higher income (Hainmueller et al., 2019; Peters et al., 2018; Peters, 2020; Peters et al., 2020). 

 Life chances and life decisions are, however, not only determined by individual factors. They are 

also dependent on the social structure in which individuals are embedded (Farwick, 2011; Wingens et al., 

2011). Family members, friends, work colleagues, or members of organisations shape individuals’ decision 

and provide a framework in which individuals may either flourish or wither. This interplay between social 

structure and human development can be captured by looking at individuals’ close environment, the 

neighbourhood. The socio-economic composition of a neighbourhood partly determines the type of social 

interaction people have on a daily basis, the kind of schools children attend, the type of activities people are 

able to engage in, and the number of economic opportunities workers have access to. The residential 

environment therefore plays a strong role in producing socio-economic opportunities and social norms and 

has a strong impact on people’s well-being (Friedrichs & Blasius, 2003; Joshi et al., 2017; Meijer et al., 2012; 

Mouratidis, 2020). The residential context matters particularly for foreign-born individuals who - upon 

arrival in the destination country- are more likely to move into low-income and migrant-concentrated 

neighbourhoods and have to rely, due to their precarious socio-economic position, to a large extent on 

neighbourhood-level resources (Ryan et al., 2008).  

 With the exception of a few studies (Abascal, 2017; Hochman, 2011; Liang, 1994; Vogiazides, 2018; 

Yang, 1994), limited attention has been dedicated to the interplay between naturalisation and immigrants’ 

residential context. As a result, very little is known about how neighbourhood’s factors could influence the 

naturalisation process but also on how naturalisation could affect immigrants’ choice of residence. This 

thesis addresses this gap by exploring the question of immigrants’ citizenship with a new perspective that 

pays greater attention to immigrants’ place of residency. It does so in the context of the Netherlands, a 

country that has a long history of immigration and which strongly contrasts with the US context, that has 

remained dominant in the literature, in terms welfare system and dynamics of neighbourhoods’ segregation. 

This introduction will specify in section 2 the research question and aim of the thesis. This will be 

followed in section 3 by a state-of-the-art and, in a fourth section, by a theoretical framework aimed at laying 

out the theoretical implications of this thesis. Section 5 will shed light on the Dutch context and, more 

specifically, will discuss immigration flows to the Netherlands, Dutch citizenship policy and the rules of the 
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deprivation and immigrants’ mortality and, more specifically, assesses the extent to which this association 

may be driven by immigrants’ household income and citizenship status. It therefore lays out the following 

sub-questions (3): to what extent is neighbourhood deprivation associated with a greater risk of mortality among immigrants 

living in the Netherlands? And what is the confounding role of income and citizenship status? This final chapter 

contributes to a growing literature on neighbourhoods’ effects but also draws attention to the relevance of 

citizenship acquisition for immigrants’ health. 

The questions asked in this thesis have both academic and societal relevance. From an academic 

point of view, the thesis aims to unite two fields of research that have so far been studied distinctively but 

are connected both theoretically and empirically, namely the fields of citizenship studies and of studies 

focusing on immigrants’ residential context. By doing so, I aim to generate a better understanding of the 

process of citizenship acquisition, as well as of its potential effects, and aim to shed light on the relevance 

of neighbourhood factors for immigrants’ settlement process in the Netherlands. In terms of societal 

relevance, this thesis can also prove useful to policymakers. At a time when citizenship policies across 

Europe tend to be more restrictive and when foreign-born nationals residing in European countries are 

more likely to live in economically-deprived neighbourhoods (OECD, 2015), I hope that this thesis can 

inform policymaking in the fields of immigration and urban planning aiming at facilitating immigrants’ 

settlement process and improving immigrants’ living conditions.  
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precariousness (Aranda et al., 2014; Gonzales et al., 2013; Robertson & Runganaikaloo, 2014) but also by 

the fact that having a secured legal status increases immigrants’ use of health services (Scheppers et al., 2006; 

Tarraf et al., 2014; Winters et al. , 2018). 

Studies focusing on immigrants’ residential context are also strongly embedded in the literature on 

immigrants’ integration process. First, important attention has been dedicated to the link between 

immigrants’ residential mobility and integration trajectory. According to the spatial assimilation theory, 

immigrants tend to move upon arrival to neighbourhoods with a high proportion of immigrants and low-

income individuals before to relocate to more affluent neighbourhoods as they integrate socially, culturally 

and economically in the destination country (Alba & Nee, 1997). From this perspective, the residential divide 

between natives and immigrants is merely caused by differences of integration. Although studies focusing 

on immigrants’ housing trajectories show the relevance of cultural and socio-economic factors for 

immigrants’ residential mobility (Andersen, 2016; Vogiazides, 2018), they also suggest that immigrants are 

on average more likely to remain in concentrated and deprived areas after controlling for socio-economic 

resources. This may be due to the fact that some immigrants draw important resources from their local 

immigrant networks and therefore prefer to reside in migrant concentrated areas. Moreover, immigrants’ 

residential trajectory may be obstructed by discriminatory practices from a different range of housing market 

actors (Bengtsson et al., 2012; Ondrich et al., 2003; Van der Bracht et al., 2015), a phenomenon that is 

described in the literature as place stratification. Second, previous studies have also explored the relevance 

of residential context for immigrants’ settlement process. Hence, it is often argued that living in a 

neighbourhood with a high concentration of immigrants or co-nationals matters for immigrants’ educational 

achievement and economic integration (Ihlanfeldt & Sjoquist, 1998; Overman, 2002). It may also affect 

immigrants’ social and cultural integration, although questions remain regarding the direction of this 

relationship (Bolt & van Kempen, 2010; Bouma-Doff, 2007; Gijsberts & Dagevos, 2007; Musterd & 

Ostendorf, 2009). Similarly, neighbourhoods’ economic characteristics may be relevant for immigrants’ 

labour market performance. Immigrants living in deprived areas may have a limited access to job 

information and fewer contacts with role models which can reduce their propensity to be employed 

(Pinkster, 2007, 2009). Moreover, neighbourhood deprivation is also associated with poorer mental and 

physical health outcomes (Chang et al., 2012; Denney et al., 2018; Hajat et al., 2010; Raphael et al., 2020). 
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Citizenship acquisition and immigrants’ residential context: a relation rarely addressed in the literature 

As described, citizenship acquisition and immigrants’ residential context are traditionally studied separately 

and, as a consequence, there is little knowledge about the extent to which these two concepts relate to one 

another. There are, however, several notable exceptions.  

Several studies explore the link between neighbourhoods’ characteristics and immigrants’ naturalisation 

propensity. Here, attention is specifically paid to the potential effect of living in a large immigrant 

community on immigrants’ propensity to naturalise (Hochman, 2011; Liang, 1994; Logan et al., 2012; 

Mossaad et al., 2018; Yang, 1994). These studies develop conflicting theoretical expectations. While having 

regular contacts with other immigrants may facilitate immigrants’ access to valuable information related to 

citizenship, hence increasing the chances of naturalisation (Abascal, 2017; Logan et al., 2012), it may also 

limit immigrants’ contacts with natives (Liang, 1994) which could ultimately lead to a lower propensity to 

naturalise. These studies also produce contradictory findings. Yang (1994), Abascal (2017), and Mossad et 

al. (2018) find that living in a migrant concentrated neighbourhood increases immigrants’ propensity to 

naturalise. However, Bueker (2006) and Logan et al. (2012) reach an opposite conclusion.  

Taking a different perspective, several studies also shed light on the relevance of naturalisation for 

immigrants’ residential mobility. South, Crowder and Chavez (2005) find that possessing US citizenship 

increases immigrants propensity to move to neighbourhoods with a proportionally larger Anglo populations. 

In the Swedish context, Vogiazides (2018) comes to a similar conclusion and finds that naturalised 

immigrants are more likely to leave distressed areas. Both studies use citizenship acquisition as an indicator 

of cultural assimilation, hence simply viewing naturalisation as a logical step in the spatial assimilation 

process. Yet, becoming a Dutch citizen may also be viewed as a positive signal by housing market actors, 

thereby reducing the risk of citizenship-based discrimination. This question is discussed and tested in the 

Dutch context in a study exploring the relation between naturalisation and homeownership (Peters, 2020). 

Here, it is found that becoming a Dutch citizen significantly increases immigrants’ propensity to become 

homeowners, especially for immigrants who do not have a native Dutch partner.  
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in an economically deprived neighbourhood may also lack important social and material resources that are 

essential for their economic integration process (Pinkster, 2007, 2009). This potential lack of cultural and 

economic integration is relevant for immigrants’ naturalisation process. Immigrants who are not well-

integrated culturally or economically may not have the desire to integrate in the native community and, 

therefore, may not show the same intention to naturalise. Furthermore, immigrants who intend to become 

Dutch citizens must invest significant financial resources due to the costs of preparing and submitting an 

application, and need to pass an integration test. This implies that immigrants who are in a financially 

precarious situation may simply be barred from completing the procedure.  

The spatial assimilation framework also sheds light on how citizenship acquisition may affect 

immigrants’ residential mobility, hence conditioning the type of neighbourhood in which they live. 

Following the spatial assimilation theory, naturalised immigrants, who tend to show a higher level of cultural 

and economic integration, should be more likely to move to wealthier and predominantly native 

neighbourhoods. Yet, this relation may also operate in a different way. As shown in the literature (Alba & 

Logan, 1993), the process of spatial assimilation may be obstructed by the fact that immigrants are often 

confronted with discrimination on the part of housing market actors, a process labelled in the literature as 

place stratification. In this context, becoming a Dutch citizen may be perceived as a positive signal of 

economic integration and intention to stay by mortgage lenders, landlords and rental agencies which can 

reduce the risk of statistical discrimination. This signalling potential of citizenship, often defined as 

citizenship premium, has been observed in the Dutch context in the job market and among mortgage lenders 

(Peters, 2020; Peters et al., 2018, 2020). 

Spatial assimilation theory may also help understanding some of the neighbourhood effects 

observed in the literature. Because factors related to economic and cultural integration play an important 

role in immigrants’ post-settlement process, it is essential to control for neighbourhoods’ compositional 

factors that are related to spatial assimilation in order to isolate the unique effect of neighbourhoods’ 

characteristics on immigrants’ life. In this regard, naturalisation appears to be a relevant factor to control 

for. As observed in the literature, having a secured legal status is associated with better health outcomes and 

with a more frequent utilisation of health services (Aranda et al., 2014; Aung et al., 2010; Gonzales et al., 

2013; Javier et al., 2010; Ortega et al., 2007; Robertson & Runganaikaloo, 2014; Tarraf et al., 2014; Winters 
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et al., 2018). Citizenship acquisition is also found to have a positive effect on immigrants' job status and 

earnings (Peters et al., 2020). If immigrants living in migrant concentrated or economically deprived 

neighbourhoods are predominantly non-naturalised, as the spatial assimilation theory would suggest, then 

immigrants’ citizenship status could appear to be a significant endogenous factor. 

 

Outline of the theoretical arguments developed in this thesis 

The first empirical chapter of this dissertation focuses on the relation between immigrants’ residential 

context and citizenship acquisition. The topic of citizenship acquisition is often analysed through a cost-

benefits perspective in which immigrants ponder the costs and benefits of naturalisation before to decide 

whether or not they want to initiate the procedure (Yang, 1994). In this context, studies often put emphasis 

on individual-level factors (Yang, 1994) as well as on contextual factors, including the political stability of 

the origin country (Chiswick & Miller, 2009) and the nature of citizenship policies in the destination country 

(Peters et al., 2016). This chapter takes a different angle and focuses on the relevance of the residential 

context in which immigrants are embedded. More specifically, this chapter investigates the effect of 

neighbourhoods’ immigrant concentration on immigrants’ propensity to naturalise. Building on previous 

studies mainly based in the US context, this chapter pays attention to neighbourhood-level factors that may 

condition, in conflicting ways, immigrants’ assimilation process. Hence, I argue that living in a migrant 

concentrated neighbourhood reduces the possibility of inter-group contacts which could lead to a lower 

desire to integrate into the native community and could result in a lower propensity to naturalise. This first 

argument is labelled as migrant enclosure theory (Liang, 1994). This relation may however be conditioned by 

the fact that immigrants living in a concentrated neighbourhood are more likely to be in regular contact with 

individuals who have completed the naturalisation procedure themselves (Abascal, 2017). As a result, they 

are better able to gather information about the benefits and costs of the process and may view the host 

society as more inclusive. This could increase their probability to naturalise. In this thesis, this argument is 

defined as the naturalisation diffusion hypothesis.  

The following two chapters of this dissertation analyse the relation between naturalisation and 

immigrants’ residential context through a different perspective by investigating the relevance of citizenship 

acquisition for immigrants’ residential mobility. Directly engaging with scholarly debates about spatial 
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assimilation and place stratification theories, I argue that becoming a citizen of the host country may send 

a positive signal to housing market actors, thereby reducing the risk of discrimination on the ground of 

nationality (Peters, 2019). This positive signal can take various forms. Citizenship acquisition may be 

considered a signal of economic integration, which may positively affect the risk-calculation of housing 

market actors since immigrant groups are often associated with a risk of non-payment. Moreover, 

naturalisation indicates an intention to stay in the destination country which could satisfy landlords looking 

for long-term commitment. Additionally, naturalised immigrants may be considered by housing actors as 

more traceable if they leave the country with a rent debt which also alleviates the risk associated with non-

payments. Because naturalisation may reduce the risk of discrimination, it can potentially strengthen 

immigrants’ position in the housing market and facilitate their residential mobility. Yet, if naturalisation 

matters for immigrants’ residential mobility, does it equally matter to all immigrant groups? There are 

reasons to believe that the effect of naturalisation is conditioned by two additional individual factors: 

immigrants’ economic situation and immigrants’ propensity to be discriminated. First, housing market actors 

apply very strict economic requirements when it comes to rental agreements and mortgage acquisition. In 

this context, immigrants with a temporary contract or with a low income may see their housing application 

being denied, regardless of their citizenship status. Second, some immigrant groups may be less likely to be 

discriminated by housing market actors than others. This could be the case for instance of EU immigrants 

who may be associated with a lower risk of non-payment and may not be exposed to the same extent to 

taste-based discrimination. Additionally, the risk of being exposed to citizenship-based discrimination may 

vary depending on the type of housing market actors that immigrants have to deal with. While discrimination 

in the Dutch housing market has been observed among mortgage lenders and actors in the private renting 

sector, there is no evidence of such practices in the public housing sector (Sociaal en Cultureel Planbureau, 

2009).  

The final empirical chapter of this dissertation investigates the interplay between neighbourhood 

deprivation, immigrant health and socio-economic resources, including citizenship status. This empirical 

chapter engages with the literature focusing on the health effects of neighbourhood factors. Numerous 

studies observe significant patterns of poor health in deprived neighbourhoods (Joshi et al., 2017; Klijs et 

al., 2016; Schneiders et al., 2003; Schulz et al., 2012). This relation may be driven by contextual factors but 
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Figure 1. 2 Proportion of first generation migrants and their descendants (with two foreign-born parents) 

in the Netherlands over time 

 
Source: Statistics Netherlands 
 

It is in this context that the topic of citizenship policy gained ground in the political debate and that the 

Netherlands gradually shifted its approach towards citizenship acquisition. After the 1st of January 1985, and 

the adoption of the new Dutch nationality act, conditions to become a Dutch citizen were considered to be 

rather liberal. Immigrants who aspired to become Dutch citizens had to be at least eighteen years old, had 

to hold a permanent residence permit in the Netherlands, had to be a Dutch resident for at least five 

consecutive years and had to show a willingness to renounce his or her foreign citizenship – a requirement 

that would later be abolished in 1991. Dutch citizenship policy however took a different turn in 1997 with 

the restauration of the renunciation requirements and with the revised Dutch nationality act of 2003 that 

established stricter language and integration requirements. Ever since, immigrants who engage in the 

naturalisation procedure are required to pass a formal naturalisation test in which they will be tested on their 

knowledge of Dutch society and their command of the Dutch language. The application fee also increased 

significantly in the last twenty years, moving from 336 euros in 2003 to 901 in 2020. On top of this, 
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immigrants must now also pay for the naturalisation exam and for the preparatory courses. Overall, 

conditions of access to nationality in the Netherlands are considered halfway favourable by international 

standards (Migrant Integration Policy Index, 2020). 

 

Figure 1. 3 Number of new migrants coming to the Netherlands per year 

 

Source: Statistics Netherlands 

 

Housing market rules, immigrants’ residential location and housing market discrimination 

The Dutch housing market is in many respects very different from other European housing markets. In 

2012, 32% of all dwellings were social rental homes (Government of the Netherlands, n.d). This makes the 

Netherlands the country with the highest share of social housing in Europe. The Dutch social housing 

sector is strictly regulated. Since 2010, housing associations are required to allocate 90% of their dwellings 

to individuals with an income below a certain threshold. In 2018, this threshold was set to 41 056 euros. 

Rent levels in the social housing sector are determined with a rent points system and cannot exceed a certain 

value fixed each year (720.42 euros in 2019); (Government of the Netherlands, n.d.). The share of owner-

occupied homes (60%) is also quite important. This is likely to be the result of tax-incentives on mortgages 

and state guarantees for buyers. As a result, the Dutch housing market has a very low share of private rental 

homes (8%), a number that is exceptionally low for European standards (Government of the Netherlands, 

n.d). 
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  The Netherlands is a country with significant spatial economic inequality. In 2016, 11.1% of Dutch 

neighbourhoods had an average income lower than the fourth decile of Dutch income while 33.2% of Dutch 

neighbourhoods had an average income situated in the top three deciles. Overall, our data show that foreign-

born individuals are more likely to reside in poorer neighbourhoods than Dutch natives (Figure 1.4). The 

same observation can be made for rates of migrant concentration (Figure 1.5). While only 11% of Dutch 

neighbourhoods have a high or very high rate of migrant concentration (higher than 25%), these 

neighbourhoods constitute the place of residence of more than half of the immigrant population. This is 

particularly the case for immigrants coming from Morocco and Turkey who predominantly reside in 

concentrated neighbourhoods4. Most of these neighbourhoods are in highly urbanised areas and more 

specifically in the cities of Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague and Utrecht. 

 

Figure 1. 4 Population distribution in the Netherlands, by mean neighbourhood household income 

  

Source: Statistics Netherlands 

 

These geographical patterns of segregation are partly explained by the fact that foreign-born persons 

are not as well integrated in the job market as Dutch natives and also face housing market discrimination. 

Although the Netherlands is a country with strong anti-discrimination policy (Migrant Integration Policy 

 
4 45.6 % of Moroccan immigrants and 42.7% of Turkish immigrants lived in a neighbourhood with a rate of people 
with an immigrant background higher than 40% in 2016. 
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Index, 2020), there is evidence that housing market actors sometimes use discriminatory criteria in the 

allocation of housing, especially in the private housing sector (Sociaal en Cultureel Planbureau, 2009). Such 

discriminatory practices may be based on skin colour (College voor de Rechten van de Mens, 2018), religious 

faith (College voor de Rechten van de Mens, 2016) and ethnicity (De Groene Amsterdammer, 2018). 

Housing market actors may also discriminate against immigrants who do not possess Dutch citizenship. 

Even though discrimination on the ground of nationality in the field of housing is strictly prohibited in the 

Netherlands by the General Equal Treatment Act (Algemene Wet Gelijke Behandeling), it is common 

practice for housing market actors to request information about individuals’ legal status. While such 

information is supposedly collected to check that prospective tenants or buyers meet all the required 

financial criteria, recent legal cases show that it can also be used as a source of discrimination (College voor 

de Rechten van de Mens, 2011; College voor de Rechten van de Mens, 2012; College voor de Rechten van 

de Mens, 2016a; College voor de Rechten van de Mens, 2019). 

 

Figure 1. 5 Proportion of native neighbourhoods and proportion of first-generation immigrants across 

migrant concentration categories (percentage of individuals with an immigrant background) 

 

Source: Statistics Netherlands 
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interested in individuals who are eligible for naturalisation and therefore who legally reside in the 

Netherlands. Undocumented immigrants, who do not have a legal residence in the Netherlands, are 

therefore not part of the target population. A second limitation resides in the fact that register data only 

includes administrative information, therefore overlooking subjective information about individuals. In this 

thesis, I am therefore not able to include information about immigrants’ social identification and attitudes, 

including attachment to the Netherlands, intention to stay, or language spoken at home. Important 

information about the nature and frequency of immigrants’ social contacts also cannot be directly measured. 

I make up for these limitations using various strategies. Regarding immigrants’ social integration, I use as a 

proxy, in all the empirical chapters, a variable indicating whether immigrants are in partnership with a Dutch 

native. I also include in Chapter 3, 4 and 5 a measure of the number of children living in the household and, 

in Chapter 4, a measure of duration of stay in the Netherlands. All these measures have been used in previous 

studies (Macpherson & Strömgren, 2013; South & Crowder, 2005; Vogiazides, 2018). This thesis indirectly 

measures immigrants’ social interactions by exploring the nature of the community in which immigrants are 

embedded. In this regard, I measure for instance whether individuals live in a neighbourhood with a high 

proportion of individuals with a migrant background, with a high proportion of co-nationals, or with a high 

proportion of individuals with a migrant background within the same age category. These measures have 

been used in the past as proxies of social-network availability (Bratsberg et al., 2021). 

 In this thesis, I derive from the SSD two types of information. I retrieve data at the individual level 

for each foreign-born individual residing in the Netherlands from 1995 to 2016. Demographic information, 

including gender, age at arrival, partner status and country of origin but also information about citizenship 

status, migration motive, date of arrival, date of death are available from 1995 onwards. Information about 

individuals’ job status is available from 1999 onwards while individuals’ household income and type of job 

contract can only be retrieved from 2003 onwards. Finally, it is only possible to gather information about 

individuals’ type of housing and household composition from 2003 onwards. Subsequently, I create the 

measures of neighbourhood characteristics using individual information about all Dutch residents. This 

information is then aggregated at the neighbourhood level, and in some cases, at the municipal level. 

Following this process, I am able to collect information about neighbourhoods’ ethnic composition but also 

about neighbourhoods’ economic characteristics. 
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periods. It also accounts for individual’s changes over time and is therefore well-suited for longitudinal data 

(Box-steffensmeier, 1997). Chapter 4 uses an individual fixed effects approach. In contrast with Cox 

Proportional Hazard Models, individual fixed effects regression only focuses on the variance within each 

individual over time (Allison, 2009). This has the advantage of controlling for unobserved time-invariant 

heterogeneity and therefore appears to be a powerful method to control for self-selection into naturalisation 

(Bratsberg et al., 2002; Peters et al., 2018). 

 

Main challenges 

This thesis constitutes one of the first attempts to map out the relation between citizenship acquisition and 

immigrants’ residential context. This however comes with a significant number of challenges. The first 

challenge relates to operationalisation. While the concept of naturalisation can easily be measured by looking 

at the date at which immigrants have become Dutch citizens, the question of how to operationalise 

neighbourhoods remains an important subject of debate (van Ham & Manley, 2012). In the literature, 

scholars traditionally use administrative units, often drawn for the purpose of censuses. Alternatively, few 

studies use modifiable areal units drawn from radii of different fixed sizes or determined according to the 

number of nearest neighbours (Linssen et al., 2015). Either way, the size of the geographical units used as 

proxy of neighbourhoods can strongly vary from one research setting to the next. Studies focusing on the 

US for instance measure neighbourhood factors using very large geographical units such as metropolitan 

areas, PUMA5s or counties (Abascal, 2017; Liang, 1994; Logan et al., 2012; Mossaad et al., 2018; Yang, 

1994). In the Netherlands, studies traditionally measure neighbourhoods at the buurt level (Agyemang et al., 

2009; Koopman et al., 2012; Zorlu & Latten, 2009; Zorlu & Mulder, 2008). Buurten are the second smallest 

spatial units in the Dutch population register data. Larger than zip-code levels but smaller than 

municipalities, a buurt refers to a mid-size residential area that is composed, on average, of approximately 

1,300 inhabitants and constitutes a clearly defined territory. In this thesis, I align with this literature and also 

measure neighbourhoods’ characteristics at the buurt6 level. This choice is motivated by two reasons. First, 

in contrast with modifiable areal units, administrative units have the advantage of being drawn along clear 

 
р Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAs) constitute geographic areas that include no fewer than 100,000 people each.  
с For the sake of simplicity, buurt and buurten will be referred to as neighbourhood(s) in the rest of this thesis. 
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socio-economic, geographical, and historical lines. Second, I argue that the causal mechanisms developed in 

this thesis, and that are suggested to be behind neighbourhoods’ effects, better operate at a medium scale 

level. In this context, the buurt appears to be a very convenient measure. Larger than the street-level (ZIP 

codes) but also smaller than the municipal level (gemeente), neighbourhoods are sufficiently big to cover 

diverse population groups and large enough to capture a significant number of social processes taking place 

beyond individuals’ immediate environment.  

 The second challenge inherent with the study of citizenship and neighbourhoods’ characteristics is 

that both naturalisation and residential mobility are not random processes. Therefore, it is important to 

control for potential biases due to self-selection. Self-selection is a common issue to all studies aiming at 

identifying the unique effect of citizenship acquisition. Immigrants who decide to initiate the naturalisation 

procedure may have particular characteristics that are not shared by other immigrants. These characteristics 

may be related to their degree of economic integration but also to their personal traits, including cultural 

integration or aspiration to integrate, skills or resilience. Not controlling for this process of self-selection 

could lead to an under or over estimation of the unique effect of naturalisation. A similar picture can be 

drawn for residential mobility. Individuals moving to migrant concentrated or predominantly native 

neighbourhoods may have a lower or higher desire to integrate in the host country and may have particular 

demographic and socio-economic characteristics. In the following chapters, I control for this potential bias 

using various quantitative techniques. As regards self-selection due to observed characteristics, I use in 

Chapter 2 an inverse probability of treatment weighing method (IPTW) in which I create weights based on 

individuals propensity to naturalise or to reside in a specific type of neighbourhood (Austin, 2016). I also 

control in all chapters for various variables that are closely linked with immigrants’ social, economic and 

cultural integration. I address the issue of self-selection due to unobserved characteristics in Chapter 3 and 

4. In Chapter 3, I use a time-invariant measure of citizenship acquisition that indicates whether an individual 

has acquired Dutch citizenship during the observation period and therefore captures endogenous factors 

related to self-selection into naturalisation. In Chapter 4, self-selection due to unobserved characteristics is 

partly accounted for with an individual fixed-effects strategy that controls for all time-invariant endogeneity 

at the individual level.  
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likely to leave concentrated neighbourhoods. This relation is however conditioned by their degree of 

integration in the job market and by the type of actors immigrants have to deal with. Overall, this supports 

the idea that naturalisation should not only be viewed as a symbol of integration but should also be 

considered a facilitator of integration. The effect of citizenship acquisition on immigrants’ residential 

mobility is further discussed in Chapter 4, “Immigrants’ earnings and neighbourhood economic wealth: the conditioning 

role of citizenship”. In this chapter, I investigate whether the effect of income on immigrants’ propensity to 

live in higher-income neighbourhoods is conditioned by immigrants’ citizenship status. Results show that 

naturalised immigrants are more likely to live in wealthier neighbourhoods if they gain a higher income. This 

moderating effect is particularly strong for non-EU migrants who are more likely to be discriminated against 

in the housing market. This corroborates the spatial stratification theory but also provides further evidence 

of a citizenship premium in the housing market. Chapter 5 broadens the scope of the dissertation by 

analysing the relation between neighbourhoods’ characteristics and citizenship acquisition through a 

different perspective, namely that of immigrants’ health. In this chapter, entitled “Neighbourhood economic 

deprivation and immigrants’ all-cause mortality: residential context or compositional effects?”, I investigate whether the 

relation between neighbourhood deprivation and health is driven by immigrants’ socio-economic resources 

and more specifically by immigrants’ household income and citizenship status. Findings from this chapter 

show that living in a deprived neighbourhood does not have a significant effect on immigrants’ mortality 

after controlling for household income and citizenship status. This finding is consistent across sub-groups 

and remain comparable for different measurements of deprivation. Immigrants with a high income and 

immigrants who have acquired Dutch citizenship are however less likely to pass away during the observation 

period. These findings contribute to a better understanding of neighbourhood effects on health. They also 

stress the relevance of income and citizenship as regards health outcomes. Chapter 7 concludes with a 

discussion of the main findings and their academic and societal contribution. This is followed by an impact 

paragraph that summarises the scientific as well as societal impact of the thesis.



 
 

Chapter 2 

Does residential context matter?  Neighbourhood migrant 

concentration and citizenship acquisition in the 

Netherlands 
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2021). Moreover, immigrants coming from politically insecure and economically unstable countries are 

traditionally less likely to return to their origin country and more likely to naturalize (Jasso and Rosenzweig 

1986; Yang 1994; Chiswick and Miller 2009; Peters et al. 2016).  

While the decision to initiate a naturalization procedure is ultimately left to the individual, 

immigrants who embark on the road toward citizenship do not simply act in isolation. Their decision to 

engage in the procedure is conditioned by the lives and events placed along immigrants’ path (Peters et al. 

2016). In that regard, the literature on citizenship acquisition highlights the importance of immigrants’ 

marital status and family composition in the decision to apply for citizenship (Yang 1994; Street 2014; 

Helgertz and Bevelander 2017). Similarly, previous studies show that the institutional and political context 

in which immigrants live can shape immigrants' decisions concerning naturalization (Bloemraad 2018). 

Institutional forces, such as the destination country’s citizenship policies, have the potential to restrict or 

expand immigrants’ access to citizenship and, thus, have an important impact on immigrants’ decision to 

naturalize (Peters et al. 2016). Living in an anti-immigrant or pro-immigrant political environment can, 

moreover, alter the way immigrants use naturalization as a mean of political empowerment and mobilization 

(Logan et al. 2012; Carrillo 2015). The broader social environment in which immigrants are embedded can 

also shape the way immigrants understand the naturalization process (Abascal 2015; Yang 1994). It is often 

argued in the literature that the degree of migrant concentration in a neighborhood influences immigrants’ 

decision to naturalize through various social mechanisms (Abascal 2015; Liang, 1994; Logan 2012; Yang 

1994). However, studies focusing on this issue reach contradictory conclusions (Table 1). In a pioneering 

study, Yang (1994) observed that living in a large community of co-nationals increased the odds of 

naturalization. Although he hypothesized that this relationship might be due to immigrants’ improved access 

to naturalization-related information, his study did not test for any variables specifically related to 

information sharing. In line with Yang’s information-sharing argument, Logan et al. (2012) observe that 

immigrants living in an area with a high share of naturalized migrants from the same national background 

are more likely to naturalise. Abascal (2015) corroborates this finding and specifies two pathways through 

which this relation may operate. Immigrants living among naturalized co-nationals have a higher chance of 

being informed about the benefits and hurdles of the naturalization procedure, since this type of information 

is more likely to be shared by individuals who have been through the process themselves. Moreover, having 
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regular contacts with immigrants who have already become citizens may act as a signal of an inclusive society 

and strengthen immigrants’ identification with the host country. In a recent study, Mossaad et al. (2018) find 

that refugees who were initially placed in a location with a high presence of co-nationals were more likely to 

naturalize. However, their analysis does not shed any light on potential factors that could be driving this 

relationship.  

Contrary to these arguments and findings, Liang (1994) suggested that a higher likelihood of social 

contacts with the majority group in the residential area and workplace increased the probability of 

naturalization, hence implying the existence of a negative relationship between migrant concentration and 

naturalization propensity. According to Liang, lower naturalization rates reflected the fact that immigrants 

who lacked regular contacts with natives would develop a stronger in-group identity and be less likely to 

integrate socially and culturally in American society. These findings were consistent across all immigrant 

groups, with the exception of Chinese immigrants. Similarly, Bueker (2006) observes that living in an area 

with a high percentage of foreign-born persons was negatively associated with naturalization in the US. She 

argues that native-born individuals acted as role models for non-naturalized migrants. Consequently, living 

in a predominantly native neighborhood encouraged non-naturalized migrants to acquire citizenship in an 

attempt to become more similar to the native population and as a way to be better integrated into the native 

community. In line with these arguments, Logan et al. (2012) find that living among immigrants with similar 

migration background had a slight negative effect on immigrants’ naturalization propensity. However, they 

also indicate that ‘additional research and theoretical work will be needed to understand the nature of these 

effects’ (2012, 550). 

Notwithstanding these contributions to an important research agenda, we observe that existing 

studies in this field suffer from three major methodological limitations. First, most studies summarised in 

Table 2.1 draw on cross-sectional data and are not able to determine whether immigrants acquired 

citizenship prior to or after having moved into their area of residency. A notable exception in that regard is 

Mossaad et al. (2018), who measure neighborhoods’ concentration at arrival and citizenship acquisition at a 

later point in time. Yet the cross-sectional nature of their data does not allow them to account for the fact 

that individuals may have moved to different areas between these two periods. Under these conditions, it 

is, therefore, not possible to identify the independent effect of neighborhoods’ citizenship acquisition.  
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In order to make sure that we observe, for all individuals, the moment when the event occurs, we 

follow immigrants from the period they became eligible for naturalization until they completed the 

naturalization process, dropped out of the examination, or when the observation period ended. The 

eligibility period varies across immigrant groups. Immigrants opting for the ordinary naturalization 

procedure must reside in the Netherlands for a period of five years before they can start the procedure 

(Immigration and Naturalisation Service n.d.(a)). For these individuals, the at-risk period is set to five years 

after registration. Immigrants who are married or are in a registered partnership with a Dutch resident can 

submit their application after three years of partnership (Immigration and Naturalisation Service n.d.(c)). 

Therefore, the at-risk period is set to three years after registration for immigrants who declared to be in a 

partnership upon arrival in the Netherlands.  

This article investigates four different cohorts of immigrants. The first two cohorts are composed 

of immigrants who registered in the Netherlands in 1996-1997. The last two cohorts include immigrants 

who registered in 2001-2002. We focus on these four different cohorts to include immigrants who were 

eligible both before and after the revision of the Dutch nationality act of 2003. Each cohort has a similar 

tracking period of fourteen years and is tracked per year. Altogether, the population examined in this article 

includes 118,591 individuals and 891,281 observations.  A comparison of the naturalization rates across the 

four different cohorts is drawn, using Kaplan Meier analysis (Figure 2.1). 

The dependent variable examined in this paper is Dutch citizenship, which is a dichotomous 

variable that measures whether or not an immigrant has acquired Dutch citizenship. Independent variables 

are measured either at the individual, the contextual or the neighbourhood level11. Individual-level variables 

cover a large range of information like gender, age at migration, migration motive, citizenship status of the 

partner, and employment status. The migration motive variable distinguishes five categories of migration: 

labour migration, asylum, family migration, student migration, and other motive. Citizenship status of the 

partner includes three categories referring to immigrants with no partner, immigrants in a partnership with 

a Dutch citizen and immigrants in a partnership with a foreign partner. Employment status makes the 

distinction between employed and unemployed migrants.  

 
мм Further descriptive statistics can be found in the supplementary materials (Table A.5 – A.9). These include more 
information on the variables included in the analysis as well as on the average time under observation. 
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Figure 2.1 Cumulative naturalization rates by cohorts. Kaplan-Meier estimates (with 95% Cis) based on 

migration cohorts 1996, 1997, 2001 and 2002 with observation period until 2016 

 

Contextual-level variables refer to the origin country’s characteristics. We control for the origin 

country’s development level, measured with the Human Development Index, and level of political stability, 

using the Kauffman index. Additionally, we control for dual citizenship acceptance in the origin country 

(Vink et al. 2015), in conjunction with the applicable rules in the Netherlands.12  

Several neighborhood-level variables are included in our analysis. The main variable of interest, 

migrant concentration, is analyzed at the neighborhood (buurt) level. After ZIP code street level units, 

neighborhoods are the second-smallest spatial units in the Dutch population register data. They correspond 

to mid-size residential areas and are composed, on average, of approximately 1,300 inhabitants (Statistic 

Netherlands, our analysis). Neighborhoods constitute well-defined territories that are drawn along clear and 

homogeneous socio-economic and geographical lines (Statistics Netherlands 2018). This level of 

measurement has the advantage of capturing characteristics linked with immigrants’ close living 

 
12 We acknowledge that these two measures may not account for all variations at the origin-country level. Therefore, 
we also include, as a robustness check, an additional analysis in which we stratify our main models by origin country. 
Results of these models (Tables A.18 and A.19) are very similar to those obtained in our main analysis. 
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environment, including daily interactions with neighbors (i.e. at the street level), as well as social processes 

taking place in a slightly wider, but still immediate living environment, such as those around local shops, 

schools, restaurants and parks in the neighborhood. 

We determine migrant concentration by looking at the proportion of persons of migrant 

background, including both foreign-born immigrants and children born with two foreign parents, in a 

specific neighborhood to capture social network dynamics that likely cover not just foreign-born residents 

but also persons of migrant descent.13 As our data do not allow us to directly measure immigrants’ personal 

relationships, we proxy the availability of social networks in a certain neighborhood with two measures that 

aim to determine the migrant community’s degree of homogeneity: the proportion of co-nationals living in 

a neighborhood and the proportion of persons with a migrant background within the same age category. 

Both measures have been used in the past to proxy availability of social networks (Bratsberg et al. 2020). As 

regards the proportion of co-nationals, we determine the origin-country background of first-generation (i.e., 

foreign-born) immigrants by their birth country and the background of their descendants by looking at the 

birth country of their parents. If the parents were born in two different countries, we use the mother’s birth 

country. Co-nationals, thus, refer to individuals who were born, or whose parents were born, in the same 

country. While being not a perfect measure of migrant background, origin country is typically used as the 

best available proxy based on survey or administrative data capturing shared experiences with those who 

came from the same country, who have settled in the same community, and who have their race and ethnic 

background’ (Logan et al 2012: 536).  

We construct our measure of proportion of persons with a migrant background within the same 

age category, using four different age categories: 18 to 30 years old, 30 to 45 years old, 45 to 60 years old, 

and more than 60 years old. These three indicators of migrant concentration were originally measured as 

ratio variables but were then divided in quartiles and transformed into categorical variables with four 

categories to identify possible non-linear relationship patterns (c.f., Mossaad et al. 2018, 5). We test the 

empirical validity of these proxies by linking our register-based neighborhood network proxies with 

 
мо We also performed similar regression models using an alternative measure of persons of migrant background and 
co-nationals. In contrast with our main models, we coded this time immigrants’ descendants born with a Dutch parent 
according to the country code of their foreign parent. Using this alternative measurement did not substantially change 
the value of our estimates (Table A.15). 
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certain characteristics that could be related to their determination to integrate into the host society and, 

hence, to their propensity to naturalise. In order to ensure that an observed association between 

neighbourhood characteristics and the propensity to naturalise does not reflect an omitted variable that 

relates both to residence and naturalisation, it is therefore necessary to control for selection into 

neighbourhoods. Beyond Mossaad et al. (2018), who only look at refugees precisely because their place of 

residence is randomized, we are not aware of any study on residential characteristics and naturalisation 

propensity that includes such a control. In this paper we control for self-selection into neighbourhood due 

to observed characteristics using an inverse probability of treatment weighing method (IPTW); (Austin & 

Stuart, 2015). IPTW estimation is based on individuals’ propensity scores to receive the treatment 

(understood here as the level of migrant concentration of the neighbourhood upon arrival). We estimate 

the propensity scores with a multinomial regression in which the exposure to the treatment variable is 

regressed on a range of observed covariates. In this paper, we follow the suggestion of Caliendo and 

Kopeinig (2008, p. 6) and only include in our propensity score model variables that influence simultaneously 

the treatment variable (the level of migrant concentration of a neighbourhood) and the outcome variable 

(naturalisation). The propensity score regression therefore controls for socio-demographic characteristics 

(age at arrival, gender, number of children within the household), for economic factors (employment status, 

and standardized household income), for origin countries’ characteristics (EU citizenship and level of 

development of the origin country) and for various indicators of integration (citizenship status of the partner 

and home ownership). It is important to note that propensity scores are only measured on the basis of 

observed characteristics. Bias may therefore remain if unobserved characteristics causing self-selection into 

neighbourhoods are also linked to naturalisation propensity16. 

 

 

 
мс More information on how the IPTW were constructed can be found in the final section of the supplementary 
materials (Table A.20; Table A.21; Table A.22). In order to check for the robustness of these findings, we also run the 
regression models with another measure of IPTW that takes into account neighbourhoods’ proportion of co-nationals. 
The outcome of these regressions can be found in the supplementary materials (Table A.16 and Table A.17). 
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Figure 2.2 Effect of neighbourhood concentration of persons with a migrant background (in quartiles from 

lowest to highest concentration) on the risk of naturalisation among immigrants in the Netherlands. Dots 

denote hazard ratios and horizontal lines correspond to 95% CIs, from Cox regression with shared frailty 

and IPTW. Model 1 excludes control for share of co-nationals and share of same-aged persons of migrant 

background; otherwise both models include full controls and are stratified by migrant cohort. Full model 

output in Table A.11. 
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Figure 2.3 Heterogeneous effects of neighbourhood characteristics on the risk of naturalisation among 

immigrants in the Netherlands, full sample and subsamples (migrants from Turkey and Morocco, resp. 

Belgium and Germany excluded). Dots denote hazard ratios from Cox regression and horizontal lines 

correspond to 95% CIs. All models include full controls and are stratified by migrant cohorts. Full model 

output in Table A.11 and Table A.12 

 

 

There may also be heterogeneity across different types of immigrants and, more specifically, between 

immigrants who came to the Netherlands with different migration permit types or derived motives. To 

account for this heterogeneity, we ran separate analyses for sub-groups of the three main registered 

migration types. The results of these analyses reveal that living in a neighborhood with a high concentration 

of co-nationals was negatively associated with immigrants’ naturalization propensity for family and labor 

immigrants (Figure 2.4, M5, M7). For asylum migrants, we observe a negative effect of living in a 
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neighborhood with a high share of co-nationals, but not with medium-high or medium low levels (second 

and third quartile, Figure 2.4, M6). This may be due to overall high rates of naturalisation among asylum 

migrants, who typically are more prone to receive legal advice as part of the asylum determination procedure 

and thus may be less subject to local network effects, especially at intermediate levels of network density. 

An explanation, however, may reside in the fact that refugees are, on average, more mobile than other 

groups (Table A.9) and may, therefore, not be impacted by their local community to the same extent as 

other immigrant groups (cf. De Hoon et al. 2020). To check whether indeed residential mobility among 

asylum migrants explains why network density is relevant only at higher, but not at intermediate levels, we 

conducted an additional analysis based only on asylum migrants who stayed in the same location during the 

whole observation period. We find a significant, but weak negative effect of neighborhood co-national 

density among these immobile asylum migrants (HR: 0.95-0.97; Table A.13, M9), suggesting that greater 

residential mobility is only a limited part of reduced relevance of intermediate levels of social density network 

for naturalization propensity. Living in a neighborhood with a higher share of migrants in the same age 

category was negatively associated with naturalization propensity, regardless of the migration type (Figure 

2.4), although the magnitude of this association was stronger for labor migrants (Figure 2.4, M7). Overall, 

this sub-group analysis shows that our findings are largely consistent across groups of immigrants by 

migration type.  

 Next, we look at the relevance of higher proportions of naturalized immigrations in the 

neighborhood. First, we observed that immigrants were more likely to acquire destination-country 

citizenship if they live in a neighborhood with a higher proportion of naturalized migrants. As shown in 

Table 2.2 (Model 10), immigrants living in a neighborhood with a high proportion of naturalized migrants 

(fourth quartile) were 74 percent more likely to naturalise than immigrants who live in neighborhoods where 

less than half of immigrants have acquired Dutch citizenship (0 – 52% of naturalised migrants).  

 Subsequently, we interacted this measure of the proportion of naturalized migrants with our 

measure of migrant concentration to test whether the positive association between the proportion of 

naturalized migrants and naturalization was conditioned by migrant concentration (Table 2.2, M11 and 

M13). We measure here migrant concentration, alternatively, with the proportion of persons with an 

immigrant background and the proportion of co-nationals. For simplicity’s sake, we recode both measures 
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into dichotomous variables and set the cut-off points to the median values. This analysis shows that when 

the share of naturalised immigrants is low, immigrants living in a neighbourhood with a high proportion of 

persons with an immigrant background and a high proportion of co-nationals are, respectively, 10% (model 

11) and 34% (model 13) less likely to naturalise, compared to when they reside in less migrant concentrated 

areas. However, looking at the interaction coefficient we can see that this negative effect of immigrant 

concentration decreases in neighbourhood with a higher share of naturalised immigrants. Thus, immigrants 

living in a neighborhood with a high concentration of persons with an immigrant background and a high 

share of naturalised migrants (fourth quartile) are 13% (model 11) more likely to naturalise in comparison 

to immigrants living in a neighborhood with a high concentration of persons with an immigrant background 

and a low share of naturalised migrants (first quartile). Similarly, immigrants living in a neighborhood with 

a high proportion of co-nationals and a high proportion of naturalised migrants (fourth quartile) are 24% 

(model 13) more likely to naturalise compared to immigrants living in a neighborhood with a high 

proportion of co-nationals and a low proportion of naturalised immigrants (first quartile). 

 Overall, these findings suggest that living in areas with higher proportions of naturalized immigrants 

can offset the overall negative effect of migrant concentration. This compensation effect of high 

proportions of naturalized immigrants is stronger for immigrants residing among high proportions of co-

nationals (Table 2.2, Model 13).  These findings support hypothesis H2 and suggest that immigrants’ 

propensity to acquire destination country citizenship is positively affected by the presence of other 

immigrants who have successfully completed the naturalization procedure. As stated in the theoretical 

section, this finding may be driven by the fact that naturalized migrants can share information about the 

naturalization procedure but also by the fact that those living among naturalized individuals may be more 

likely to perceive the host society as being inclusive (Abascal 2015). Future studies will need to disentangle 

these two mechanisms. 
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Figure 2.4 Heterogeneous effects of neighbourhood characteristics on the risk of naturalisation among 

immigrants in the Netherlands, subsamples by registered migration motive (Family migrants/Asylum 

applicants/Labour migrants). Dots denote hazard ratios from Cox regression and horizontal lines 

correspond to 95% CIs. All models include full controls and are stratified by migrant cohorts. Full model 

output in Table A.13. 
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immigrants who have regular contacts with naturalized migrants are more likely to view the host society as 

being inclusive, which could stimulate their identification process and their desire to naturalize.  

  Altogether, these findings reveal a complex picture that contrasts with often de-contextualized 

cost-benefit theories applied in much of the literature on citizenship acquisition (Yang 1994). This article 

emphasizes the need to move beyond individual predictive factors and suggests that we should turn 

attention to the broader residential context in which immigrants are embedded. More specifically, just as it 

is well established that people are influenced by those they meet on a daily basis or live close by (Elder 

1994), our analyses show that immigrants’ living environment has a significant impact on their likelihood to 

become a citizen in the destination country. We find that greater migrant concentration in the neighborhood 

is associated with lower naturalization rates, especially among two large immigrant groups from the Middle 

East and North Africa, providing support for the migrant enclosure hypothesis. This negative effect can, 

however, be offset by a positive spillover of higher rates of naturalized migrants in the neighborhood. 

 This article not only contributes to the literature on the determinants of citizenship acquisition but 

also speaks to a broader debate on the potential effect of neighborhoods’ migrant concentration for 

immigrant integration (Musterd, 2003; Bolt et al., 2010). We encourage future studies at the cross-section of 

these fields to add to our work by addressing some of its limitations. First, while we are the first to address 

potential endogeneity between residential environment and naturalization outcomes explicitly, our empirical 

strategy only allowed us to control for self-selection due to observed characteristics (Mossaad et al. 2018). 

Second, while we were able to link our administrative data to survey data and partially validate our two 

proxies of social networks availability at the neighborhood level, in our main analyses, we did not directly 

measure immigrants’ social contacts. In a similar way, we were not able to directly measure the relationship 

between inter-group contacts and in-group identity. Future research could test these mechanisms, using 

indicators of personal relationships, including, for instance, the frequency of contacts with other immigrants 

or with natives, as well as survey data related to identity. Nevertheless, we think that the whole-population 

and detailed household information from administrative registers used here have a strong appeal in terms 

of generalizability, large samples, and longitudinal nature. 

 Third, in this era of big-data analysis, we look forward to seeing studies using more dynamic 

contextual units, such as GPS-activity data, that can record people’s activities and routes more systematically. 
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Such data would provide a finer-grained measure of immigrants’ social networks and test the theoretical 

mechanisms developed in this article in a more dynamic manner. Finally, neighborhoods with large 

immigrant communities may be more likely to have active immigrant civil organizations or more welcoming 

local politicians and bureaucrats that could help immigrant groups during the naturalization process. As our 

data do not allow teasing out these mechanisms, further studies are needed to better understand this 

relationship. 

 This study fills an important gap in the study of citizenship acquisition and neighbourhood context. 

By applying a design that uses low-scale fine-grained geographical units and controls for self-selection into 

concentrated neighborhoods, we are able to overcome a number of limitations identified in previous studies 

and able to test several alternative hypotheses in a robust manner. These findings speak both to the study 

of immigrant naturalisation propensity as well as the migration literature at large, by contributing to a better 

understanding of the role played by residential context within immigrants’ post-migration settlement 

process. Third, in this era of big data analysis, we look forward to seeing studies using more dynamic 

contextual units, such as GPS-activity data, that can record people’s activities and routes more systematically. 

Such data would provide a more fine-grained measure of immigrants’ social networks and allow testing the 

theoretical mechanisms developed in this paper in a more dynamic manner. 

 Finally, neighbourhoods with large immigrant communities may be more likely to have active 

immigrants civil organisations or more welcoming local politicians and bureaucrats that could help 

immigrant groups during the naturalisation process. As our data do not allow teasing out these mechanisms, 

further studies are needed to better understand this relationship.
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Citizenship acquisition and spatial stratification   |   63   

 
 

assumptions that immigrants will first settle in migrant-concentrated neighbourhoods and that changes in 

integration will affect their residential preferences. Previous studies have confirmed that spatial assimilation 

explains housing inequalities and ethnic concentration to a substantial degree (Andersen, 2016; Logan & 

Alba, 1993). Focusing on the Netherlands, Zorlu & Mulder (2008) found that immigrants tend to settle 

upon arrival into migrant-concentrated neighbourhood and move towards less concentrated 

neighbourhoods if they are in a better socio-economic position. Bolt & van Kempen (2010) reached a similar 

conclusion regarding immigrants’ relocation. 

Yet, disparities in residence patterns between ethnic groups often remain even after accounting for 

factors related to spatial assimilation (Vogiazides, 2018). This has led scholars to question some of the 

assumptions of the assimilation theory and consider two alternative explanations. First, immigrants may not 

all share the desire to leave migrant-concentrated neighbourhood and may hold a preference for ethnic 

enclaves (Bolt & van Kempen, 2010; Vogiazides, 2018). Second, even when spatial assimilation takes place, 

it can be disrupted by cultural prejudice and discrimination in the housing market, a phenomenon that is 

defined as spatial stratification (Alba & Logan, 1991).  

Housing market discrimination can take place at different stages of a person’s search for housing, 

and involves different types of actor, including mortgage lenders, real estate agents, landlords, and local 

authorities (Bengtsson et al., 2012; Bolt & van Kempen, 2010; Bosch et al., 2010; Dill & Jirjahn, 2014; Ross 

& Tootell, 2004). Scholars traditionally distinguish between two types of housing market discrimination: 

taste-based discrimination and statistical discrimination (Van der Bracht et al., 2015). Taste-based 

discrimination usually involves preferences for certain ways of doing things and prejudices against certain 

minority groups. Statistical discrimination, on the other hand, occurs when economic actors have imperfect 

information about an individual’s characteristics and compensate for this lack of information with 

stereotypes or group averages. 

No study has, to our knowledge, analysed the relevance of citizenship acquisition to immigrants’ 

residential mobility and to housing market discrimination in the Netherlands. While it is hard to see how 

citizenship acquisition could be relevant in regard to taste-based discrimination, there are reasons to believe 

that naturalisation may help to reduce several types of statistical discrimination encountered in the Dutch 

housing market. Starting with the rental market, we can expect citizenship acquisition to positively affect 
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the risk-calculation of landlords and real estate agents. Because rent in neighbourhoods with low numbers 

of migrants is often relatively expensive, lessors and real estate agents may prevent immigrants from entering 

such neighbourhoods if they expect them to have problems paying the rent. Naturalisation may, however, 

send a positive signal to landlords and estate agents and be considered a marker of economic integration 

into the host country. Moreover, naturalisation is often associated with permanent settlement and an 

intention to stay in the host country which may suggest greater long-term commitment for landlords and 

real estate agents. Finally, landlords may perceive naturalised immigrants as more traceable if they leave the 

Netherlands with a rent debt which may also be taken into consideration in the risk calculations of landlords 

and real estate agents. 

Naturalisation may also positively affect the chances of immigrants to be granted a mortgage and 

can therefore facilitate immigrants’ mobility through homeownership. As outlined in previous studies, 

discriminatory practices can be observed among mortgage lenders who believe that persons with a migrant 

background present a future risk of non-payment, a process that is sometimes defined as ‘redlining by 

ethnicity’ (Aalbers, 2007). But possessing the citizenship of the host country may signal to lenders an 

intention to invest resources in that country and greater integration into the labour market. Naturalisation 

may, therefore, favourably weigh on the risk calculations of lenders (Peters, 2019). Naturalisation, then, is 

important to explanations of spatial mobility. Because we expect citizenship acquisition to act as a positive 

signal for real estate actors, we expect naturalised citizens to be more likely to move outside of migrant 

neighbourhoods. This leads us to the first hypothesis of this paper: 

H1 – Citizenship acquisition has a positive effect on the probability of moving out of migrant-concentrated 

neighbourhoods. 

Other factors complicate the issue, however. Real estate agents, landlords and lenders apply strict 

financial standards that may hinder the mobility of the most vulnerable immigrant groups. It is therefore 

important to make a distinction between immigrants who are in a precarious economic situation and 

immigrants who are financially stable. Because financial stability is a very important criterion for housing 

market actors when it comes to risk calculation, it is probable that housing applicants who have a very low 

income, and therefore fall within the category of high risk applicants, will see their loan or rent application 

turned down, regardless of their nationality. Similarly, naturalisation may be viewed by landlords and lenders 
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as less important for immigrants who have a high income as these immigrants represent a very low risk. On 

the other hand, we might expect mid-risk applicants to see their applications fall under stronger scrutiny, 

hence increasing the risk of arbitrary assessment and statistical discrimination (Aalbers, 2007). Possessing 

Dutch citizenship may therefore matter more for them than for others. This leads us to our second 

hypothesis: 

H2 – The positive effect of naturalisation on the probability of moving out of migrant-concentrated 

neighbourhoods is stronger for immigrants whose household income is situated around the median value. 

Household income is not the only criterion taken into account in risk-assessments. Mortgage 

lenders, landlords and real estate agents often also assess an applicant’s job contract, as this offers additional 

information about the source and security of their income. Being employed on a permanent contract 

suggests financial stability over the long term, while a fixed contract provides less insight into a person’s 

future. Previous research shows that having a permanent job contract increases the odds of securing a 

mortgage (Aalbers, 2007, p. 8). A similar mechanism may also apply to actors in the rental market. Following 

this line of reasoning, we argue that applicants with a permanent contract are less likely to be in the high-

risk category and are therefore more likely to see their housing applications approved. This leads to our 

third hypothesis: 

H3 – The positive effect of naturalisation on the probability of moving out of migrant-concentrated 

neighbourhoods is stronger for immigrants who have a permanent job contract. 

As mentioned, we have reasons to believe that citizenship acquisition can help reducing housing 

market discrimination. Yet, a common view is also to consider naturalisation a marker of cultural integration. 

If this is the case, we would expect, in line with spatial assimilation theory, naturalised immigrants to leave 

concentrated neighbourhood not only because they face a lower degree of housing market discrimination, 

but also because they share a desire to break away from migrant-concentrated neighbourhoods. While we 

cannot entirely rule out this possibility, we use different strategies to control for immigrants’ cultural 

integration and self-selection into naturalisation. This is further discussed in the method section. 
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First generation immigrants are defined in this paper as immigrants who are born abroad and have 

two parents born abroad. We exclude immigrants born in Suriname before 1975 and those born in the 

Dutch Antilles, since these immigrants are Dutch citizens by birth. We also do not include EU citizens who 

may be less subject to discrimination in the housing market than other immigrant groups. Because we are 

interested in individuals who move outside of migrant-concentrated neighbourhoods out of their own 

initiative, we reduce the possibility of including immigrants living with their parents by looking only at 

individuals who are 25 years old or older. Given the way we measure the concentration of immigrant 

neighbourhoods (percentage of individuals with an immigrant background living in a specific area), we also 

exclude immigrants living in a neighbourhood with fewer than 100 individuals in order not to categorize 

neighbourhoods with few immigrants as concentrated. In order to limit cases of informed right-censoring, 

we additionally exclude immigrants who left migrant-concentrated neighbourhoods by leaving the 

Netherlands entirely. Finally, since we are interested in immigrants’ first move outside of immigrant-

concentrated neighbourhoods, we only take into consideration immigrants who moved to a concentrated 

neighbourhood upon arrival. In total, we have data on 29,400 individuals, spanned across 234,912 

observations, including 64,240 observations censored after a person moved out of a migrant-concentrated 

neighbourhood (our ‘event’ of interest). 

The unit of measurement of the neighbourhoods is the buurt. The buurt is the second smallest spatial 

unit in the Dutch population register data. It is composed on average of 1,300 inhabitants and is sufficiently 

small to be able to zoom into specific economic and social processes taking place in individuals’ close 

environment. We measure migrant concentration by looking at the proportion of persons of migrant 

background living in a specific neighbourhood. This means that our measure of migrant concentration 

covers not just first-generation migrants but also individuals of migrant descent (so called ‘second 

generation’). We chose to include individuals of migrant descent in our measurement of ethnic 

concentration because they significantly differ from the Dutch population in terms of socio-economic 

outcomes (Statistics Netherlands, 2018). The threshold we use to determine concentrated neighbourhoods 

is set at the average proportion of individuals with an immigrant background living in the Netherlands over 

time in our data (20%). Thus we define a ‘migrant-concentrated neighbourhood’ as one in which at least 
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Table 3.1 Variable description 

Variable name Description 
Citizenship 0 = Not Naturalised 

1 =Naturalised 
Income 1 = Income within the first quartile of the immigrant population 

2 = Income within the second quartile of the immigrant population  
3 = Income within the third quartile of the immigrant population 
4 = Income within the fourth quartile of the immigrant population  

Type of job contract 1 = Unemployed 
2 = Temporary contract 
3 = Permanent contract 

Gender 1 = Male 
2 = Female 

Settlement year 1 = 2003 
2 = 2004 
3 = 2005 

Age at arrival 1 = 25 – 34 years old 
2 = 35 – 44 years old 
3 = 45 – 59 years old 
4 = 60 years old or older 

Migration motive 1 = Family migration 
2 = Asylum 
3 = Labour migration 
4 = Student migration 

Type of housing 1 = Home owner 
2 = Rent with housing benefits 
3 = Rent without housing benefits 

Number of children living in the 
household 

0 = No children 
1 = One child 
2 = Two Children 
3 = Three children 
4 = More than three children 

Partner status 0 = No Partner 
1 = Dutch partner 
2 = Non-Dutch partner 

Citizenship dummy 0 = Did not naturalise during the observation period 
1 = Naturalised during the observation period 

Mobility Number of neighbourhoods in which an individual has lived  
Human Development Index Level of human development of the origin country  
Employment rate Proportion of employment in a neighbourhood 

Income level  Average income in the neighbourhood 

Homogeneity of the immigrant 
community 

Proportion of individuals with a migration background from the same 
country of origin in a neighbourhood 

Municipal immigrant 
concentration 

Proportion of individuals with a migration background living in the 
municipality 

Urbanisation 1 = < than 500 inh. per sq. km. 
2 = Between 500 and 1000 
3 = Between 1000 and 1500 
4 = Between 1500 and 2500 
5 = > than 2500  
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Figure 3. 1 Proportion of individuals who move outside of concentrated neighbourhoods 

 

 

This is confirmed with the outcome of the first regression (model 1) that suggests that naturalisation is 

positively associated with mobility outside of migrant-concentrated neighbourhoods. Overall, being a Dutch 

citizen increases the odds of mobility by 50 percent, ceteris paribus. Looking at inter-group differences, it is 

interesting to note that possessing Dutch citizenship is particularly relevant for Turkish and Moroccan 

immigrants (model 2 and 3), the two largest immigrant groups in our data base. While our analysis does not 

allow us to draw any inferences on why this is the case, one explanation could be that Turkish and Moroccan 

immigrants are more likely to be confronted with discrimination (Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en 

Koninkrijksrelaties, 2019). Excluding members of the Turkish and Moroccan communities leads to a 

reduction in the effect naturalisation has on mobility out of migrant-concentrated neighbourhoods (Hazard 

ratio: 1.29); (model 4). However, the effect remains positive and statistically significant, thus suggesting that 

naturalisation is also relevant for other immigrant groups. 

Models 5 and 6 take this analysis one step further by focusing on how this mobility is actually 

achieved. For this, we distinguish between two types of mobility: mobility via homeownership and mobility 
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via renting. The outcome of these two models indicates that naturalisation is relevant for mobility in the 

rental market (1.51) but also for mobility achieved by purchasing a home (1.44). Additionally, we perform 

two separate competing risk models in which we distinguish immigrants who receive housing benefits to 

help pay the rent from those who do not. Although we are not able to draw a clear line between renting in 

the private or public sector, we assume here that immigrants who receive housing benefits will be more 

likely to be renting in the social housing sector.  As noted earlier, we expect discrimination to occur more 

prominently in the private sector than in the social housing sector. Model 7 confirms this assumption and 

shows that naturalisation does not have a significant effect on mobility for those renting with housing 

benefits, while model 8 shows that naturalisation is particularly relevant for immigrants who rent a place 

without housing benefits. Overall, this analysis confirms our assumption that naturalised immigrants are 

more likely to move out of concentrated neighbourhoods (hypothesis 1), with the exception of immigrants 

who benefit from housing benefits after they achieve mobility through renting (Figure 3.2).  

Figure 3. 2 Hazard ratios (Model 1 to 8) 
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To further analyse the effect of naturalisation on residential mobility, we test whether the importance of 

naturalisation holds for all income groups and all types of job contract (Table 3.2). We start our analysis 

with two Cox proportional hazard models (models 9 and 10), pooling together both types of mobility. For 

individuals with a low income (first quartile), model 9 suggests that naturalisation does not have a significant 

effect on mobility. However, the effect of naturalisation increases for individuals who are situated in the 

low-medium and high-medium income categories in comparison to individuals who are in the first quartile 

(interaction term of respectively 1.47 and 1.59). This is in line with our second hypothesis. Regarding type 

of job contract, model 10 shows that the effect of naturalisation is positive and statistically significant for 

unemployed individuals (HR: 1.42). Yet, it becomes stronger for individuals holding a permanent contract 

(interaction term of 1.20).  This lends support to our third hypothesis.  

Looking at specific forms of mobility gives a more nuanced picture. As shown in model 11, 

naturalisation does not seem to matter for low income individuals who have made the transition out of 

migrant-concentrated areas through homeownership (HR: 1.03). In line with our hypothesis, the value of 

the interaction term indicates that the importance of naturalisation increases for individuals situated in the 

second category of income (interaction term of 2.18). However, contrary to our expectations, the effect of 

naturalisation on mobility through homeownership is not conditioned by the type of job contract held by a 

migrant (model 12). Put together, these two findings may suggest that income is viewed by mortgage lenders 

as a better indicator of low financial risk than the type of job contract one holds. Regarding mobility through 

renting, model 13 shows that naturalisation does not have a significant effect on mobility for individuals 

who are within the lowest income quartile. However, it becomes more relevant for individuals situated 

within the second and third income quartiles (interaction coefficients of respectively 1.42 and 1.74). As 

regards type of job contract, the effect of naturalisation rises significantly for individuals who have a 

permanent contract (model 14). Overall, these findings corroborate our second hypothesis. Our third 

hypothesis is however only validated for individuals who have moved within the renting sector. 
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Table 3.2 Cox proportional hazard model – Mobility outside of concentrated neighbourhoods 

 Model 9 and 10: All types 

of mobility 

Model 11 and 12: Mobility 

through homeownership 

Model 13 and 14: 

Mobility through renting 

  Exp(Coeff)  

(std. err.) 

Exp(Coeff) 

(std. err.) 

Exp(Coeff) 

(std. err.). 

Exp(Coeff) 

(std. err.) 

Exp(Coeff) 

(std. err.) 

Exp(Coeff) 

(std. err.) 

Naturali

sation 

Not naturalised Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Naturalised 1.17 

(0.08) 

1.42*** 

(0.11) 

1.03 

(0.29) 

1.51*** 

(0.20) 

1.26 

(0.11) 

1.52*** 

(0.14) 

Income  Low income (first quartile) Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Medium-low income 

(second quartile)  

0.62*** 

(0.02) 

0.63*** 

(0.03) 

1.00 

(0.11) 

1.10 

(0.11) 

0.59*** 

(0.02) 

0.61*** 

(0.02) 

Medium-high income (third 

quartile) 

0.67*** 

(0.02) 

0.69*** 

(0.03) 

1.18* 

(0.11) 

1.24* 

(0.11) 

0.60*** 

(0.03) 

0.63*** 

(0.02) 

High income (fourth 

quartile) 

0.82*** 

(0.03) 

0.82*** 

(0.03) 

1.53*** 

(0.14) 

1.56*** 

(0.14) 

0.70*** 

(0.03) 

0.70*** 

(0.03) 

Type of 

contract 

Unemployed Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Temporary contract 0.91* 

(0.03) 

0.91* 

(0.03) 

1.05 

(0.07) 

1.08 

(0.08) 

0.91* 

(0.04) 

0.89* 

(0.04) 

Permanent contract 0.92* 

(0.03) 

0.92* 

(0.03) 

1.20* 

(0.07) 

1.20* 

(0.08) 

0.84*** 

(0.04) 

0.83*** 

(0.04) 

Income 

*Natura

lisation 

Nat*Low income (first 

quartile) 

Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Nat*Medium-low income 

(second quartile) 

1.47*** 

(0.21) 

- 2.18* 

(0.72) 

- 1.42* 

(0.23) 

- 

Nat*Medium High income 

(third quartile) 

1.59*** 

(0.21) 

- 1.48 

(0.46) 

- 1.74*** 

(0.27) 

- 

 Nat*High income (fourth 

quartile) 

1.12 

(0.16) 

- 1.23 

(0.37) 

- 1.19 

(0.21) 

- 

Type of 

contract 

*Natura

lisation

  

 

Nat*Unemployed Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Nat*Temporary contract - 1.00 

(0.11) 

- 0.79 

(0.15) 

- 1.18 

(0.16) 

Nat*Permanent contract - 1.20* 

(0.12) 

- 1.00 

(0.16) 

- 1.22* 

(0.16) 

 Obs. = 140,783 

Events = 8,568 

Obs. = 186,736 

Events = 2,034 

Obs. = 156,333 

Events = 6,534 

The models additionally control for gender, age at arrival, settlement year, mobility, number of children, migration 
motive, type of housing, legal status of the partner, naturalised within the examination period, level of development of 
the origin country, homogeneity of the immigrant community in the neighbourhood, neighbourhood’s employment 
rate, urbanisation rate, average income of the neighbourhood and the size of the immigrant community in the 
municipality (see appendix C).  
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individual’s economic situation depends on the kind of housing market actors the person has to deal with. 

It also suggests that income may be considered by mortgage lenders a better indicator of economic stability 

than the type of job contract.  

Our results corroborate previous studies that have found evidence of the existence of a citizenship 

premium in the Dutch housing and labour market (Peters et al., 2018; Peters, 2019). The paper also 

contributes to the literature on immigrant mobility in the Netherlands (Bolt & van Kempen, 2010; Zorlu & 

Mulder, 2008). Overall, our findings support the idea that naturalisation should not only be viewed as the 

crown of the completed integration process but should also be considered a facilitator of integration. At a 

time when the Netherlands is considering to increase the language requirement for naturalisation, which 

may significantly delay the naturalisation procedure for already vulnerable immigrants, these findings raise 

questions regarding the appropriateness of such restrictions. 

 This paper is the first to analyse the relation between naturalisation and immigrants’ propensity to 

move out of migrant-concentrated neighbourhoods. We have outlined an original theoretical framework, 

drawn from prior literature on citizenship and residential mobility. Further research will be needed to refine 

the argument we have developed in this paper. It would be interesting, for instance, to see if the relation 

between naturalisation and mobility holds in the long run for naturalised immigrants who leave concentrated 

neighbourhoods but decide at a later point to return to live among members of their own ethnic community. 

Moreover, it is important to point out that, due to data restrictions, we do not control for several factors 

that can possibly affect immigrants’ moving decision, such as market buoyancy, public services provision, 

and crime rates. We also do not include information on the range of possible destinations as it is traditionally 

done in the literature focusing on market equilibrium (Kuminoff et al., 2013). Finally, the empirical strategy 

of this paper aims to analyse the extent to which hypothesized relationships are in line with the data but is 

not geared towards causal inference. Hence we invite further research to establish the causal effect of 

citizenship on residential mobility among immigrants.
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these studies have come to contradictory conclusions (Bolt & van Kempen, 2003; Lersch, 2013; Schaake et 

al., 2014; Vaalavuo et al., 2019; Wessel et al., 2017), depending on the institutional context, on immigrants’ 

countries of origin and on empirical strategies. In this paper, we investigate one source of potential 

heterogeneity that has so far received limited attention in studies on earnings and residential mobility: the 

conditioning role of immigrants' citizenship status. We build on the recent observation that immigrants' 

residential mobility may be obstructed by discrimination on the ground of nationality (Peters, 2020). In this 

context, we argue that becoming a Dutch citizen can potentially reduce housing market discrimination in 

the Netherlands and can, as a result, condition the relationship between immigrants’ income and their 

upward residential mobility. If naturalised immigrants are less exposed to housing market discrimination, 

they should benefit more from income gains than non-naturalised migrants. The contribution of this paper 

is therefore twofold. First, this paper engages with the literature on residential mobility and offers a new 

perspective on how the residential divide between immigrants and natives could be reduced in the 

Netherlands. Second, this paper offers evidence of the relevance of naturalisation for immigrants’ 

integration in the housing market and, by doing so, contributes to a growing field of literature that views 

citizenship as a catalyst for further integration (Hainmueller et al., 2017; Peters et al., 2020; Peters et al., 

2018), rather than as the crown on an already completed integration process.  

Our empirical strategy draws on approaches implemented in studies on the effect of naturalisation 

on immigrants’ economic integration that use individual fixed effect regressions to control for potential bias 

due to unobserved time invariant characteristics (Bratsberg et al., 2002; Peters et al., 2018). Using register 

data from statistics Netherlands, we follow individuals who arrived in the Netherlands in 2003 and 2004 

and track them for a maximum period of 12 years.  

 We focus on the Netherlands for three reasons. First, the Netherlands is a country with a significant 

proportion of persons with a migrant background19 (Salentin & Schmeets, 2017) and where immigrants are 

often considered to hold a disadvantaged position in the housing market (OECD, 2015). Second, there is 

growing evidence that taste-based and statistical discrimination do take place in the Netherlands in the 

private renting sector but also mong mortgage lenders (Aalbers, 2007; De Groene Amsterdammer, 2018; 

 
19 Persons with a migration background (first generation migrants and persons born in the Netherlands with two 
parents born abroad) account for 17.42% of the Dutch population in the Netherlands. This number goes up to 23.6% 
if we include persons born in the Netherlands with one foreign parent only. 
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cross-sectional designs that do not control for unobserved heterogeneity at the individual level (Bolt & van 

Kempen, 2003; Schaake et al., 2014). On the contrary, studies that have analysed this relation outside of the 

Netherlands have used longitudinal data analyses (Lersch, 2013; Vaalavuo et al., 2019; Vogiazides, 2018). 

 Notwithstanding their contribution to the literature, one source of potential heterogeneity that is 

typically overlooked is immigrants’ citizenship status; i.e. these studies tend not to differentiate between 

naturalised and non-naturalised migrants20. Yet, there are reasons to believe that the effect of income on 

spatial mobility may not be the same for naturalised and non-naturalised immigrants. As argued by Peters 

(2019), becoming a citizen of the host country can act as a positive signal of integration for various housing 

market actors. By doing so, it can reduce the risk of discrimination on the ground of nationality and thus 

the risk of spatial stratification. This paper aligns with this line of argumentation and claims that naturalised 

immigrants run a lower risk of being exposed to housing market discrimination as they are more likely to 

translate income gains into greater spatial mobility. Hence, we expect that the positive effect of income gains 

on immigrants’ propensity to live in higher-income neighbourhoods is stronger for naturalised migrants 

(H1). 

If naturalisation affects the relation between income and residential mobility by reducing the risk 

of discrimination on the basis of nationality, this implies that immigrants who are more at-risk of being 

discriminated would benefit more from citizenship acquisition. We test these mechanisms by zooming into 

two additional factors that we think condition immigrants’ exposure to nationality-based discrimination in 

the Dutch housing market, namely the type of housing market actors that immigrants have to deal with and 

immigrants’ country of origin.  

Starting with housing market actors, we expect, in line with spatial stratification theory, that 

discrimination on the ground of citizenship derives from attitudes among actors in the homeownership 

market as well as in the private renting sector. Concerning homeownership, we expect naturalisation to 

reduce the risk of discriminatory practices among mortgage lenders, a process sometimes defined as 

‘redlining by ethnicity’ (Aalbers, 2007). Because naturalisation is a sign of economic integration but also the 

indication of an intention to invest resources in the host country; it may favourably influence the risk-

 
20 The only exception is Vogiazides (2018) who controls in her regression for immigrants’ citizenship status. 
However, she does analyse the potential moderating role of citizenship in the effect of income on mobility. 
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calculation of lenders (Aalbers, 2007; Peters, 2020). Regarding the rental market, we expect citizenship 

acquisition to have a positive influence on the risk-calculation of landlords and private real estate agents. 

First, lessors and real estate agents may prevent immigrants from entering reputable neighbourhoods if they 

associate them with a risk of non-payment. In this context, naturalisation may be considered a marker of 

economic integration into the host country and may affect the decision of landlords and real estate agencies. 

Second, citizenship acquisition also signals an intention to stay in the host country. Finally, landlords may 

expect naturalised immigrants to be easier to track if they leave the Netherlands without paying their rent. 

We only expect to observe these patterns of discrimination in the private renting sector as there is no 

evidence of discrimination on the basis of nationality in the Dutch social housing sector (Sociaal en Cultureel 

Planbureau, 2009). This could be explained by the fact that the allocation of social dwellings is more strictly 

regulated. Due to data restrictions, we are however not able to distinguish individuals renting in the private 

renting sector from individuals renting in social housing. Given that social housing occupies a very large 

section of the Dutch rental sector, this entails that the interaction coefficient of naturalisation will certainly 

be underestimated in the case of immigrants moving in the rental market. As a result, we expect the positive 

effect of income gains on immigrants’ propensity to live in wealthier neighbourhoods to be stronger for 

naturalised migrants who move through homeownership than for naturalised migrants who remain in the 

renting sector (H2). 

We argue that immigrants’ propensity to be confronted with nationality-based discrimination also 

depends on their country of origin. More specifically, we argue that immigrants coming from non-EU 

countries will be more likely to face discrimination in the housing market. The logic for this is threefold. 

First, non-EU immigrant may be more stigmatized in the housing market, either because they are associated 

with a risk of non-payment or because of taste-based discrimination. Second, landlords and real estate agents 

dealing with EU citizens may be less concerned with potential lack of traceability. This can weigh favourably 

in the decision of housing market actors. Third, EU citizens can benefit from anti-discrimination disposition 

in EU law and are therefore less at risk to suffer from discrimination. Overall, we therefore expect the 

moderating effect of naturalisation to be stronger for non-EU migrants than for EU migrants (H3). 
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point growth in terms of share of high-income residents in a neighbourhood. Among naturalised 

immigrants, however, mobility from the fifth to the tenth income decile results in a 2.5 percentage point 

increase of high-income residents in a neighbourhood which shows a higher degree of residential mobility25. 

Altogether, these findings validate our first hypothesis (H1). 

In order to investigate whether naturalisation matters more for individuals moving within the 

homeownership sector, we distinguish between individuals who have never become homeowner, and 

therefore remained in the renting sector during the whole observation period, and individuals who became 

homeowner at some point during the observation period. Our sub-group analysis shows that naturalisation 

significantly moderates the relationship between income and residential mobility for individuals who have 

become homeowners (Figure 4.1; Model 2). Similarly with what we observed with the whole population, 

our marginal effects plot shows that the effect of income on residential mobility becomes stronger for 

naturalised migrants after the fifth decile of income. Overall, moving from the fifth to the highest income 

decile leads to a residential mobility of 2.11% for naturalised immigrants who have become homeowners. 

As expected, citizenship status does not appear to play a significant role for immigrants who stayed in the 

renting sector (Figure 4.1.; Model 3). Although, income mobility seems to be associated with greater 

residential mobility in the case of naturalised immigrants, the difference remains very marginal. The direction 

of the slopes, which diverge in favour of naturalised immigrants after the fifth deciles of income, seems to 

suggest that naturalisation matters more for high income individuals, who are also more likely to rent in the 

private sector. This is in line with the idea that citizenship-based discrimination is more likely to occur in 

the private rental sector and leaves interesting avenues for further research. Altogether, these findings 

corroborate our second hypothesis (H2).  

 

 

 

 
25 Although a growth of 2.5% in terms of share of high-income residents in a neighbourhood may seem marginal, it 
can have important implications for the well-being of the individuals moving. According to our data, moving to a 
neighborhood with 52% to 55% of high income residents was also correlated  in 2016 with a decrease of 5% of criminal 
rate (measured here as crime against goods). 
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Figure 4. 1 Prediction of neighbourhood’s percentage of high income residents by income decile for non-

naturalised and naturalised migrants with 95% CI – Whole population 
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Figure 4. 2 Prediction of neighbourhood’s percentage of high income residents by income decile for non-

naturalised and naturalised migrants with 95% CI – Homeowner/Not Homeowner/EU/Non-EU 
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likely to be discriminated in the housing market and may therefore benefit to a larger extent from citizenship 

acquisition.  

Figure 4. 3 Prediction of neighbourhood’s percentage of high income residents by income decile for non-

naturalised and naturalised migrants with 95% CI - EU 15 and EFTA/EU Post-2004/Turks and 

Moroccans/ Non-EU migrants Turks and Moroccans excluded 

 

 

Overall, these findings confirm that the relationship between income and residential mobility is conditioned 

by immigrants’ citizenship status. This suggests that immigrants are better able to translate their income 

gains into greater residential mobility if they have acquired Dutch citizenship. This provides evidence of 

spatial stratification but also shows the signalling potential of citizenship acquisition in the Dutch housing 

market. These findings however also indicate that this relationship is not straightforward. In line with our 

second hypothesis, we found that the effect of income on mobility is only conditioned by citizenship status 

for immigrants who have become homeowners during the observation period, which may suggest that 

citizenship-based discrimination is less prominent in the renting sector. Moreover, becoming a Dutch citizen 
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housing market discrimination to be more prevalent among actors in the private sector, this may lead to an 

underestimation of our interaction coefficient. Further research should therefore distinguish between 

private and social housing in order to shed more light on this particular phenomenon. Finally, our analysis 

shows that naturalisation matters only for non-EU migrants. This is in line with the idea that immigrants 

coming from stigmatized countries tend to benefit the most from citizenship acquisition.  

 Overall, our findings have several implications. First, they suggest that immigrants’ spatial 

assimilation is obstructed by housing market discrimination, hence giving support to the spatial stratification 

theory. This corroborates previous studies that also reached similar conclusions (Vaalavuo et al., 2019; 

Vogiazides, 2018). Second, these findings bring a new perspective on the relation between immigrants’ 

income gains and residential mobility by showing the importance of controlling for the moderating effect 

of immigrants’ citizenship status, something that has always been overlooked in the literature (Bolt & van 

Kempen, 2003; Lersch, 2013; Vaalavuo et al., 2019; Vogiazides, 2018; Wessel et al., 2017). Third, our analysis 

provides new evidence of a citizenship premium in the housing market. This is in line with previous studies 

that have identified the signalling potential of citizenship in the Dutch housing market (Peters, 2020) but 

also speaks to a growing field of research that views citizenship acquisition as a catalyst for further 

integration rather than as the crown on the integration process (Hainmueller et al., 2017; Peters et al., 2018). 

 This study is the first to analyse the complex relationship between income gains, naturalisation and 

spatial mobility. In order to do so, we have developed an original analytical framework that we hope unites 

two separate fields of research – studies of immigrants’ residential mobility and citizenship studies – that 

seldom engage with one another. More research will be needed to further develop this argument and to 

overcome some of the limitations of this paper. First, the use of register data comes at the expense that we 

have no subjective information on individuals’ housing preferences and on individual’ cultural capital. 

Variables such as preferences for renting versus homeownership or language proficiency could for instance 

help understanding some of the between group differences we identified in our analysis. Second, given that 

previous studies have found no evidence of discrimination in the Dutch public housing sector, it is 

important for future research to accurately distinguish between renting in the private and the public sector. 

Third, it must be noted that the design of this paper does not allow to directly measure housing market 

discrimination. Future research could therefore measure the effect of citizenship acquisition on housing 
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market discrimination using experimental designs (Ahmed & Hammarstedt, 2008; Bosch et al., 2010; Van 

der Bracht et al., 2015).  
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from compositional characteristics. Using administrative register data from Statistics Netherlands, we 

control for two types of socio-economic resources that arguably drive, at least to a considerable degree, the 

relation between neighbourhoods’ poverty and immigrants’ health, namely immigrants’ household income 

and citizenship status. Hence, we argue that economically deprived neighbourhoods tend to be populated 

by individuals with lower financial capabilities, who in turn are confronted with stressors that are associated 

with poorer health outcomes (Matthews & Gallo, 2011). Moreover, following a spatial assimilation 

approach, we argue that immigrants residing in poor neighbourhoods may be less likely to be Dutch citizens. 

This is relevant because, as shown in the literature, having a secured legal status may decrease some of the 

psychological stressors immigrants are confronted with (Aranda et al., 2014; Bernhard et al., 2007; 

Robertson & Runganaikaloo, 2014) and may also facilitate their use of health care services and thus 

determine their health outcomes. 

 We follow immigrants who have arrived in the Netherlands between 1985 and 1995 at an age 

between 18 and 60 years old and track them for a maximum period of 31 years. We measure exposure to 

neighbourhood’s deprivation by looking at the proportion of unemployment benefits recipients of the 

neighbourhood in which individuals reside at a certain year. This is measured at the buurt level, a small-scale 

spatial unit of measurement that captures the immediate residential environment. We operationalise 

immigrants’ health by looking at all-cause mortality. This measure is commonly used in the literature to 

analyse the long-term structural health effect of economic deprivation (Denney et al., 2018; Li et al., 2015; 

Marcus et al., 2016; Marinacci et al., 2017).  

We focus on the Netherlands for two reasons. First, the Netherlands is a country with a significant 

number of foreign born nationals (Salentin & Schmeets, 2017) and where first generation immigrants tend 

to be concentrated in low-income neighbourhoods (OECD, 2015). Second, the richness of Dutch 

administrative register data allows us to track immigrants over a long period and to use accurate micro-level 

administrative data to control for potential compositional characteristics. 

 The paper is structured as follows. The paper starts with a literature review and outlines a theoretical 

framework and our main hypotheses. This is followed by a data and method section. We then discuss the 

results of our statistical models, including a set of robustness checks. In the conclusion we reflect on the 
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the relation between neighbourhood deprivation and mortality among immigrant groups outside of the 

Netherlands typically rely on self-reported measures of income (Denney et al., 2018; Hajat et al., 2010). In 

the context of this study, we argue that the relevance of neighbourhoods’ deprivation on immigrants’ 

mortality may be partly driven by two types of socio-economic resources that are likely to be associated with 

immigrants’ location decision and health, namely immigrants’ household income and citizenship status.  

Because housing prices tend to be lower in economically disadvantaged areas, these 

neighbourhoods are predominantly populated by low-income individuals. Yet, individuals with low financial 

capabilities are at greater risk of being exposed to stress and adversity (Matthews & Gallo, 2011). Having a 

low income is often associated with substandard housing conditions and family turmoil (Evans, 2004) and 

is also related to stress and distress in the workplace (Wamala et al., 2000). These factors have been 

associated in the literature with poorer mental health outcomes, such as depression and anxiety, and with 

major physical health issues (Matthews & Gallo, 2011). They are also linked to unhealthy life styles including 

excessive alcohol consumption and smoking (Mainous et al., 2010). Looking at the Dutch context, Knoops 

and van den Brakel (2010) have found discrepancies in healthy life expectancy across income categories. As 

they observe, individuals in the lowest income class tend to live 17.9 years shorter in good perceived health 

than individuals in higher income categories. Kalwij et al. (2013) came to a similar conclusion and found 

that the life expectancy of 65 years old Dutch men and women with a low income was 2.5 years less than 

that of high-income individuals. The effect of poverty on health outcomes may be particularly strong for 

foreign-born persons who are often confronted with important pre- and post-migration stressors and who 

are on average likely to show higher rates of post-traumatic disorders and depression (Li et al., 2016). 

Therefore, we argue, that controlling for immigrants’ household income is required to isolate the unique 

relevance of neighbourhood’s poverty. 

Besides household income, we argue that immigrants’ citizenship status is another potentially 

important socio-economic confounder of the relation between neighbourhood deprivation and health 

outcomes, as immigrants residing in disadvantaged areas are less likely to be Dutch citizens. From a spatial 

assimilation perspective, this can be explained by the fact that immigrants tend to move out of poor 

neighbourhoods as they integrate socially, economically and culturally in the destination country (Andersen, 

2016). This upward mobility is at least partially associated with higher employment and earnings that can be 
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2017), we follow individuals from their 10th year of residency onwards to ensure that the observation period 

starts at the same moment for each cohort. Individuals are tracked until the moment of their death or until 

the end of the observation period in 2016 which implies that earlier cohorts are on average observed for a 

longer period. This results in a maximum follow up period of 31 years after the year of migration. Individuals 

who leave the Netherlands before the end of the observation period, and therefore drop out of our data 

base, are right-censored. Individuals who leave during the first 10 years, either due to outmigration or 

because of death, are not observed. Immigrants from Suriname are excluded since these individuals may 

benefit from a facilitated access to citizenship. We also exclude persons from the Dutch Antilles, which is 

part of the Kingdom of the Netherlands and whose residents typically have Dutch citizenship at migration. 

 Our event of interest is all-cause mortality. Mortality is a traditional measure of health that has often 

been used to study the relation between neighbourhoods’ conditions and health in the US (Do et al., 2013; 

Marcus et al., 2016; Mode et al., 2016) and in Europe (Marinacci et al., 2017; Van Lenthe, et al., 2005; White 

et al., 2016). In contrast with survey measures of health, mortality has the advantage of being an objective 

measure of health that it is well-suited to study the long-term effects of health factors. Furthermore, it is a 

measure that can be unambiguously identified with register-based data. We construct this variable based on 

the date of death of individuals who passed away during their stay in the Netherlands.  

Our main independent variable is neighbourhoods’ deprivation. Neighbourhoods are measured at the 

buurt level, which refers to the second smallest spatial unit in the Dutch registry system. Smaller than 

municipalities, but also larger than street level-units of measurement, neighbourhoods include on average 

1,300 inhabitants. Using this small-scale unit of measurement allows us to have a good understanding of the 

economic and social dynamics taking place in individuals’ immediate living environment. We measure 

neighbourhoods’ deprivation by looking at the percentage of unemployment benefits recipients living in the 

neighbourhood in which immigrants reside at a specific year, a measure that has been used in the past to 

capture neighbourhood effect (Agyemang et al., 2007). To achieve an even distribution, we cut this variable 

across quartiles and treat it in our analysis as a categorical variable. As a robustness check, we use two 

alternative measurements of deprivation, the percentage of individuals with paid employment living in the 

neighbourhood, an indicator that we measure from high employment level – low deprivation – to low 
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employment level – high deprivation, and the percentage of individuals in a neighbourhood situated within 

the lowest four deciles of Dutch household income27. 

We control for two types of socio-economic resources: standardized household income and citizenship 

acquisition. We measure immigrants’ household income with a time invariant measure, adjusted for 

differences in household size and composition, indicating individuals’ average standardised disposable 

household income overtime. We use the mean household income measured over the whole observation 

period in order to capture the long-term health effects of neighbourhood deprivation and structural socio-

economic resources.28. Standardized household income is an objective measure provided by the Dutch tax 

authorities that aims to capture financial capabilities beyond the mere income from employment and 

encompasses immigrants’ savings. Using such measure, we distinguish ourselves from previous studies that 

have mostly used survey-based measures of income (Agyemang et al., 2007; Klijs et al., 2016). Such measure 

may be biased among low-income individuals (Figari et al., 2012) and sensitive to income volatility. 

Citizenship acquisition is measured with a time constant dummy variable referring to whether individuals 

have acquired Dutch citizenship within their first 10 years of residency.  

We add several control variables at the individual, household and neighbourhood level29. At the 

individual level, we control for time constant socio-demographic measures that have been found to be 

important predictors of health: age – measured with age at migration – and gender. Following spatial 

assimilation theory, we expect immigrants living in deprived neighbourhoods to show a lower degree of 

cultural integration. Yet, cultural integration has been shown to be associated with health in various ways 

(Riosmena et al., 2015). We control for this potential cofounding factor using a time variant indicator of 

whether immigrants are in a partnership with a Dutch citizen. Furthermore, we add a time variant measure 

of type of housing, a variable that captures household wealth beyond income and which has been found to 

be related with mortality (Laaksonen et al., 2009). This variable distinguishes between immigrants who are 

 
нт Due to missing information about income before 2003, we impute this information for the years 1995-2002 based 
on neighbourhoods’ income level in 2003. 
ну Due to data restrictions, we are only able to measure immigrants’ household income from 2003 onwards. Immigrants 
who arrived earlier will therefore have resided for a longer period of time in the Netherlands at the time when income 
measures become available. Since this may lead to an upward bias as they will have a higher average income due to 
better integration in the job market, we add a control for year of settlement. 
нф More information on the variables, their operationalization and descriptive statistics can be found in the 
supplementary materials (Table D.1 – Table D.3). 
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quartile of household income show the highest risk of mortality (10.8%) and individuals in the highest 

income category the lowest risk of mortality (2.3%). Immigrants who have naturalised within 10 years also 

show a low rate of mortality (5.1%) in comparison to individuals who have not naturalised within 10 years 

(6.2%). We now proceed with outlining how our design takes into account the longitudinal and nested 

structure of our data. 

Table 5. 1  Standardised disposable household income level and naturalisation rates across categories of 

neighbourhood deprivation 

 Low economic 
deprivation 
(< 1.09%) 

Medium-low 
economic 
deprivation 
(1.09 – 1.51%) 

Medium-high 
economic 
deprivation 
(1.51 – 1.99%) 

High economic 
deprivation 
(> 1.99%) 

Total (%) 

First quartile 
income 
( < 13,595 eur) 

19.6 24.5 26.9 28.9 100 

Second quartile 
income 
(13,595 – 17,574 
eur) 

21.4 24.6 26.3 27.7 100 

Third quartile 
income  
(17,574 – 23,056 
eur) 

24.7 24.9 25.0 25.5 100 

Fourth quartile 
income 
(> 23,056 eur) 

34.3 25.9 21.8 18.0 100 

Not naturalised 
within 10 years 

26.5 25.1 24.6 23.8 100 

Naturalised within 
10 years 

24.1 25.0 25.2 25.7 100 
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Figure 5. 2 Effects of alternative operationalizations of neighborhood’s deprivation on all-cause mortality 
risk among immigrants in the Netherlands, univariate models (models 1, 6, 8) and models with full controls, 
incl. socio-economic resources (models 5, 7, 9). Dots denote hazard ratios from Cox regression and 
horizontal lines correspond to 95 per cent CIs. See Tables D4-D5 for full model output, including additional 
stepwise models 

 

 

Beyond differences in the operationalization of deprivation, stepwise models indicate that household 

income is a main confounder of the relation between living in a deprived neighbourhood and immigrants’ 

mortality (Table D.4. M2). This suggests that patterns of mortality in deprived neighbourhoods are driven 

by individuals’ low financial resources rather than by contextual factors. Focusing on the coefficients of 

household income, we observe that the risk of mortality is much higher for immigrants with a household 

income situated within the first quartile. This aligns with previous studies that have observed a higher risk 

of mortality for low income categories in the Netherlands (Kalwij et al., 2013; Knoops & van den Brakel, 

2010)33. Moving to citizenship status, we see that having acquired Dutch citizenship after 10 years diminishes 

 
33 The association between income and mortality may however be overestimated due to the fact that we do not control 
for immigrants’ education level, a variable that has been associated in the literature with unhealthy behaviours including 
smoking, alcohol consumption and drug use (Miech et al., 2011). As income and education are likely to be colinear, it 
is plausible that the strong coefficient of household income is partly driven by the fact that individuals with a low 
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the risk of mortality by 23% (Table D.4. M3), the strength of this coefficient slightly decreases after we add 

all the other control variables (Figure 5.2. M5). This suggests that having a secured legal status is positively 

associated with immigrants’ health, ceteris paribus, and aligns with previous studies that have stressed the 

relevance of citizenship status for immigrants’ health outcomes (Minsart et al., 2013; Riosmena et al., 2015). 

The coefficients for income and citizenship acquisition remain virtually similar across the models with 

different operationalization of neighbourhood deprivation (Figure 5.2. M7, M9, Table D.5. M7, M9) 

Living in a deprived neighbourhood may not affect all immigrant groups equally. More specifically, 

the relation between neighbourhood’s economic deprivation and health may be conditioned by psycho-

social stressors that immigrants are confronted with before, during and after the migration process. 

Immigrants who are put under greater psychological strain may be more susceptible to suffer from 

contextual factors related to insecurity, high criminality and lack of social cohesion. Immigrants’ exposure 

to psycho-social stressors may partly be related to their migration motive and their country of origin. As 

shown in the literature, asylum seekers are more at risk of experiencing traumas before and during the 

migration process (Karunakara et al., 2004; Silove et al., 1997; Steel et al., 2002) and often show higher rates 

of psychological disorders such as post-traumatic stress, anxiety, and depression (Silove et al., 1997). 

Exposure to post-migration stressors may also depend on whether immigrants are in possession of an EU 

citizenship. EU citizens are allowed to permanently stay and work in the Netherlands and may be less at 

risk of being confronted with discriminatory practices. When running equivalent analyses on sub-samples 

of these migrant groups, our findings remain consistent across all sub-groups. As shown in model 10 to 13 

(Figure 5.3, Table D.6. supplementary materials), we observe that living in a deprived neighbourhood is not 

significantly related with mortality, either for EU and non-EU immigrants or for refugees and non-refugees. 

Similarly, having a higher household income is consistently associated with a lower risk of mortality in all 

four sub-groups. However, when looking at the relevance of socio-economic resources, we find that 

citizenship acquisition is not significantly associated with mortality risk among EU migrants. This may be 

due to the fact that EU citizens have a secure legal status and are allowed to permanently stay and work in 

 
income are more likely to have a low education level. The reason for not controlling for education level in our main 
model is that our measure of education includes a high number of missing values (87.2%). However, based on a sub-
sample of more recently arrived migrants for which this information is available, we control for education level in a 
robustness check to check the extent to which the coefficient of income may be driven by education. We observe that 
adding education into the model does not alter the value of the coefficients for household income (Table D.8. Model 
A.3 and A.4).  
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could be driving the relationship between neighbourhoods’ deprivation and mortality and follow foreign 

born residents for a maximum period of 31 years. 

 We find that, once potential confounders are taken into account, living in a deprived neighbourhood 

does not increase the hazard of mortality. These findings hold irrespective of our measurements of 

neighbourhood deprivation and remain consistent across sub-groups. Overall, this suggests that patterns of 

mortality may be driven by the fact that individuals living in such neighbourhoods have fewer financial 

resources, while citizenship acquisition does not seem to act as a confounding factor of the relationship 

between neighbourhoods’ deprivation and health. These results are in contrast with previous studies that 

have observed a positive association between deprivation of the residential context and immigrants’ 

mortality in the US (Denney et al., 2018) and in New Zealand (Hajat et al., 2010).  

This discrepancy may be partly due to methodological limitations of previous studies that, we argue, 

our paper is able to overcome, and partly also to the specific empirical context of our study. First, previous 

studies have used self-reported measures of income, a type of measurement that is prone to measurement 

error, especially among low-income individuals (Figari et al., 2012). By measuring income as well as 

household wealth more generally with register data, we are able to determine immigrants’ financial means 

more accurately. Second, in contrast with previous studies that only used a cross-sectional approach 

(Denney et al.; Hajat et al., 2010), we are able to follow individuals for a significant period of time and could 

therefore account for potential bias to due informative censoring.  

Third, these different results could also be explained by institutional factors and, more specifically, 

by the nature of the Dutch welfare state. The Netherlands, in general, has a low rate of people at risk of 

poverty or social exclusion by European standards (Eurostat, 2018), which means that even in the relatively 

most deprived areas, individuals still enjoy (absolutely) high living standards. For example, the potential 

relevance of neighbourhoods’ contextual factors may be attenuated by the fact that all immigrants living in 

the Netherlands have access to health care and this at a relatively low cost. This may explain findings that 

contrast with those from, e.g., the US context. Further research conducted in European countries would, 

however, be needed to confirm to what extent these findings hold across other contexts with highly 

developed welfare states. In addition, we find that having a higher standardized household income strongly 

decreases the risk of passing away during the examination period. This confirms the results of previous 
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studies that have identified important differences in mortality rates across income categories (Kalwij et al., 

2013; Knoops & van den Brakel, 2010). We also find that becoming a Dutch citizen significantly decreases 

the risk of death for non-EU migrants. This is in line with our theoretical expectations and highlights the 

detrimental role played by legal status precariousness on health outcomes. Further research is needed to 

better understand and measure the mechanisms driving this relationship. 

 This paper constitutes one of the first attempts to study the relation between neighbourhood 

deprivation and immigrant mortality in a European country using register data and, by doing so, contributes 

to both the literature on neighbourhood effects and immigrant health. We engage with the literature on 

neighbourhood effects by showing that the geographic patterns of mortality in deprived neighbourhoods in 

the Netherlands are on average limited and mainly driven by the fact that immigrants living in such 

neighbourhoods have fewer socio-economic resources. It also contributes to a better understanding of 

immigrants’ health in the Netherlands and stresses the relevance of immigrants’ individual socio-economic 

resources as regards health outcomes. This, however, does not necessarily imply that neighbourhood 

characteristics do not matter for immigrants’ health. First, due to data restrictions, we were not able to 

identify immigrants’ cause of death. Further research making the distinction between natural, accidental, 

homicidal and self-inflicted death should help to better understand the mechanisms driving the patterns we 

observed in this paper. Moreover, using mortality, it is likely that we were not able to identify all the health 

effects of contextual factors. Previous studies based in the Dutch context have shown that living in a 

deprived neighbourhood may be related to immigrants psychological well-being (Drukker & van Os, 2003; 

Klijs et al., 2016), obesity rates (De Wilde et al., 2019) and blood pressure and hypertension (Agyemang et 

al., 2007). 
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When looking at the immigrant naturalisation literature, it is difficult to escape the impression that 

citizenship acquisition is mostly a story of individual-level factors. The decision to naturalise is traditionally 

considered through a cost-benefits analysis in which immigrants assess the pros and cons of naturalisation 

before to decide on whether or not they want to engage in the procedure (Yang, 1994). Following this line 

of reasoning, the literature puts emphasis on individual determinants of naturalisation such as age at arrival, 

socio-economic status and length of stay in the destination country (Peters et al., 2016; Yang, 1994). 

Moreover, studies that investigate the effect of citizenship acquisition on immigrants’ settlement process 

explore the relation between naturalisation and individual-level indicators of economic integration. 

Following the citizenship premium argument, it is often argued that naturalised immigrants are less likely to 

be confronted with statistical discrimination and are therefore better able to integrate into the job market 

(Hainmueller et al., 2019; Peters et al., 2018; Peters et al., 2020).  

Yet, individuals do not live in isolation. Rather, their life choices are influenced by the social 

structures in which they are embedded. This includes the family context (Helgertz & Bevelander, 2017), the 

institutional conditions of the destination country (Peters et al., 2016) and the characteristics of the living 

environment. In this thesis, I argue that important resources, which are relevant for immigrants’ post-

settlement trajectory, can be found at the neighbourhood level (Ryan et al., 2008). As shown in the literature, 

the type of neighbourhood in which immigrants live conditions the type of social interactions immigrants 

have on a daily basis which matters for immigrants social and economic integration (Bolt & van Kempen, 

2010; Bouma-Doff, 2007; Gijsberts & Dagevos, 2007; Musterd & Ostendorf, 2009; Pinkster, 2007, 2009). 

Moreover, the residential context may also be associated with immigrants’ well-being and health outcomes 

which can also affect immigrants’ post-settlement process (Agyemang et al., 2007; Chang et al., 2012; 

Denney et al., 2018; Hajat et al., 2010; Pruitt et al., 2016; Raphael et al., 2020). In this context, I develop a 

framework that moves beyond the individual-level and explores the question of naturalisation in relation to 

immigrants’ residential context; a perspective that, with a few exceptions (Abascal, 2017; Hochman, 2011; 

Liang, 1994; Yang, 1994), is generally overlooked in the literature. With that aim, this dissertation addressed 

the following research question: How do the residential environment and immigrant naturalisation interrelate in 

immigrants’ post-settlement process in the Netherlands? 
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This thesis investigates the relation between immigrants’ residential environment and naturalisation 

within the framework of spatial assimilation theory, a theoretical framework that has been used in the past 

to study immigrants’ residential mobility and various dynamics of ethnic segregation. Using this framework, 

I look at three aspects of this relation, namely the relevance of neighbourhoods for immigrants’ propensity 

to naturalise, the relevance of naturalisation for immigrants’ residential mobility and the endogenous role of 

naturalisation in the study of neighbourhood effects. 

This study focuses on first generation immigrants living in the Netherlands. The mechanisms are 

tested using register data from Statistics Netherlands which allows to follow almost all foreign-born 

individuals residing in the Netherlands for a significant period of time. 

 

6.1�� Summarizing the empirical results 

��

Findings from the four empirical chapters 

The research question is answered in four empirical chapters. Chapter 2 investigates the effect of 

neighbourhoods’ migrant concentration on immigrants’ propensity to naturalise. This chapter contributes 

to a growing field of literature that explores the individual and neighbourhood-level determinants of 

citizenship acquisition (Liang, 1994; Logan et al., 2012; Mossaad et al., 2018; Peters et al., 2016). Using 

register data from Statistics Netherlands, I can overcome most of previous studies’ limitations and offer a 

design that allows to accurately estimate the effect of neighbourhoods’ factors. This chapter tests two 

theoretical approaches that have been developed in the literature to explain the relation between migrant 

concentration and naturalisation. The first theoretical argument tested in this chapter, the ethnic enclosure  

hypothesis, argues that living in a concentrated neighbourhood reduces the frequency of contacts with 

Dutch natives and increases the chances of within-group interactions which can negatively affect 

immigrants’ likelihood to become citizens (Liang, 1994). The second argument tested in this paper is labelled 

the naturalisation diffusion hypothesis. This hypothesis takes a different position and argues that immigrants 

living in migrant concentrated neighbourhoods are more likely to gather information about the ins and outs 

of the naturalisation process and more likely to perceive the host country as more inclusive if these 

neighbourhoods also include a high share of naturalised immigrants (Abascal, 2015; Logan et al., 2012). This 
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immigranten wonen. Bovendien onderstreept dit proefschrift opnieuw het belang van naturalisatie voor het 

vestigingstraject van immigranten door aan te tonen dat het Nederlanderschap de kans op discriminatie op 

basis van nationaliteit binnen de woningmarkt kan verminderen. Dit druist in tegen de opvatting dat het 

verkrijgen van het Nederlanderschap moet worden beschouwd als het eindpunt van het proces van 

integratie, en plaatst vraagtekens bij de recente hervormingen van de Nederlandse nationaliteitswetgeving 

gericht op het verder aanscherpen van de eisen voor naturalisatie. Door de toegang tot het 

Nederlanderschap restrictiever te maken kan het naturalisatieproces aanzienlijke vertraging oplopen en de 

integratie van immigranten achterblijven.
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