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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

Do higher earnings translate into better living conditions for
immigrants? While spatial assimilation theory argues that
residential patterns reﬂect economic assimilation, place
stratiﬁcation theory states that immigrants face structural
obstacles in their search for better housing, including housing
market discrimination. Existing scholarship does not facilitate
distinguishing between these contrasting perspectives as
analyses typically compare across immigrant groups and natives.
By contrast, we focus in this paper on legal status discrimination
within the immigrant population in the Netherlands, by testing
whether citizenship acquisition provides a positive signal towards
housing market actors and moderates the eﬀect of income on
residential mobility. We analyse this relation using administrative
microdata and using ﬁxed-eﬀects models to control for selection
into naturalisation due to unobserved time-invariant
heterogeneity. We ﬁnd that the relation between income gains
and immigrants’ propensity to live in wealthier neighbourhoods
is stronger for naturalised immigrants. These results corroborate
the place stratiﬁcation argument and suggest that naturalisation
may help reduce nationality based discrimination.
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1. Introduction
Foreign born individuals hold a precarious position in the housing market and are more
likely to live in poorer neighbourhoods (OECD 2015). This may aﬀect their post-settlement trajectory in various ways. First, neighbourhood poverty may be an important
determinant of immigrants’ well being. Neighbourhood poverty is often associated
with an insuﬃcient provision of public services and a substandard physical living
environment (Wen, Browning, and Cagney 2003; Stuart, Mudhasakul, and Sriwatanapongse 2009; McKenzie et al. 2013). It is also related to poorer health outcomes (Hajat
et al. 2010; Chang et al. 2012; Denney, Saint Onge, and Dennis 2018; Raphael et al.
2020). Yet, deprived neighbourhoods are also likely to be areas with large immigrant
communities and with an important level of social cohesion, a factor that has been
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found to have a protective eﬀect on immigrants’ health (Das-Munshi et al. 2010; Bécares
et al. 2012). Second, neighbourhoods’ economic characteristics may also inﬂuence immigrants’ economic integration. On the one hand, living in a poor neighbourhood may
negatively aﬀfect immigrants’ labour market performance by limiting their access to
job information and their contacts with educated and aﬄuent people that could help
them escape their precarious position (Pinkster 2009). The lack of role models may
also stimulate the development of deviant norms that negatively aﬀect residents’
chances of employment (Pinkster 2007). On the other hand, immigrants living in
deprived neighbourhoods may also be able to capitalise on their local ethnic network
to ﬁnd a job if the neighbourhood also includes a large immigrant community (Edin, Fredriksson, and Åslund 2003; Bevelander and Pendakur 2012).
There is a rich literature on the factors inﬂuencing immigrants’ ability to live in wealthier neighbourhoods. Proponents of the spatial assimilation theory argue that immigrants tend to initially locate in poor neighbourhoods before to move to wealthier
locations as they integrate economically in the host country (Andersen 2016). Yet, this
argument is only partially validated in the literature and studies show that immigrants
remain more likely to live in deprived areas even after controlling for assimilation
related factors (Vogiazides 2018). According to the place stratiﬁcation theory, this can
be explained by the fact that immigrants have to overcome important barriers in their
search for better housing (Alba and Logan 1993), such as discrimination from mortgage
lenders and rental agents (Bosch, Carnero, and Farré 2010; Bengtsson, Iverman, and Hinnerich 2012; Dill and Jirjahn 2014).
In order to contribute to this debate, several studies have compared the eﬀect of
income mobility on the residential mobility of immigrant groups and natives (Bolt
and van Kempen 2003; Lersch 2013; Vaalavuo, Van Ham, and Kauppinen 2019). If
the spatial assimilation theory holds truth, income gains should lead to a comparable
propensity to live in wealthier neighbourhoods for both immigrants and natives, net
of other assimilation factors. Conversely, a greater eﬀect of income among natives
would be an indication of place stratiﬁcation. Overall, these studies have come to contradictory conclusions (Bolt and van Kempen 2003; Lersch 2013; Schaake, Burgers, and
Mulder 2014; Wessel et al. 2017; Vaalavuo, Van Ham, and Kauppinen 2019), depending
on the institutional context, on immigrants’ countries of origin and on empirical strategies. This paper investigates one source of potential heteregoneity that has so far
received limited attention in studies on earnings and immigrants’ residential mobility:
the conditioning role of immigrants’ citizenship status. I build on the recent observation
that immigrants’ housing trajectory may be obstructed by discrimination on the ground
of nationality (Peters 2020) and argue that becoming a Dutch citizen can potentially
reduce housing market discrimination in the Netherlands. As a result, it may condition
the relationship between immigrants’ income and their ability to live in wealthier neighbourhoods. 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
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as a catalyst for further integration (Hainmueller, Hangartner, and Pietrantuono 2017;
Peters, Vink, and Schmeets 2018; Peters, Schmeets, and Vink 2020).
As I am not able, due to data restrictions, to directly measure housing market discrimination, I test these mechanisms using data that correlate with immigrants’ propensity to be discriminated. In that regard, the aim of this paper should be distinguished
from that of previous studies that determine housing market discrimination with experimental designs (Ahmed and Hammarstedt 2008; Heylen and Van den Broeck 2016).
Our empirical strategy moreover 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, Ragan, and Nasir 2002; Peters, Vink, and Schmeets 2018). Using register data from statistics Netherlands, I follow individuals who arrived in the Netherlands
in 2003 and 2004 and track them for a maximum period of 12 years.
I focus on the Netherlands for three reasons. First, the Netherlands is a country with a
signiﬁcant proportion of persons with a migrant background1 (Salentin and 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; Sociaal en Cultureel Planbureau
2009; De Groene Amsterdammer 2018). Third, I can beneﬁt from the richness of the
Dutch register data base that includes information on a range of individual and neighbourhood characteristics.
This paper starts with a theoretical framework outlining the link between income, citizenship acquisition and immigrants’ spatial mobility. This is followed with a short discussion of the Dutch context and a section focusing on the data and methods used in
the analysis. Results of the analysis as well as a discussion of the ﬁndings are presented
in the empirical section and the conclusion.

2. Theoretical framework and hypotheses
- Understanding immigrants’ spatial mobility: spatial assimilation and place stratiﬁcation
theories

Immigrants’ residential mobility has for long been understood through the lens of the
spatial assimilation theory. This theory, whose premice can be traced back to the work
of the Chicago School, initially argued that newcomers would locate upon arrival in
densely populated, ethnically concentrated and low-income neighbourhoods that are
situated at the centre of urban areas. They would subsequently move to neighbourhoods
with more amenities, which are often areas with a higher proportion of natives and highincome individuals, as they integrate socially, culturally, and economically in the host
country (Alba and Nee 1997). This process of spatial dispertion and incorporation
into native society may happen throughout immigrants’ life time but may also be
stretched out over several generations. Hence, immigrants’ descendants, who speak the
local language and are embedded in the local culture, are more likely to be integrated
in society and should also achieve greater spatial assimilation (Edgar 2014).
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Spatial assimilation theory has been used in the literature to explain the dynamics of
ethnic and economic segregation among immigrant groups (Vogiazides 2018; Vaalavuo,
Van Ham, and Kauppinen 2019) in American and European cities. Following the spatial
assimilation argument, ethnic and economic segregation should be entirely explained by
cultural and socio-economic factors. In other words, immigrants who are socially and
culturally embedded in the host society and are more integrated in the job market
should show similar housing outcomes as natives. Several studies focusing on ﬁrst generation immigrants have observed that cultural and socio-economic factors are associated with a greater mobility outside of migrant concentrated and economically
distressed neighbourhoods, hence ﬁnding support for the spatial assimilation argument
(Zorlu and Latten 2009; Andersen 2016; Vogiazides 2018). Yet, immigrants remain on
average more likely to live in distressed neighbourhoods, even after controlling for
spatial assimilation related factors (Vogiazides 2018; Vaalavuo, Van Ham, and Kauppinen 2019).
Scholars have advanced alternative explanations to explain these persistent patterns
of segregation. First, the spatial assimilation theory assumes that minority groups want
to assimilate into the dominant culture and share a desire to move to predominantly
native and wealthier neighbourhoods. Yet, this assumption may not be generalisable
to all immigrant groups. According to the ethnic enclave model, some immigrants
maintain a strong bond with their migrant community and actually have a preference
for ethnic clustering. Second, scholars have put emphasis on structural constraints that
minority groups have to face in their search for housing, and more speciﬁcally on
housing market discrimination. This perspective, that is labelled in the literature as
place stratiﬁcation, was ﬁrst developed to explain the housing history of Black communities in the US. It has since been used to describe the diﬃculties experienced
by minority groups in European housing markets (Bolt and van Kempen 2010; Van
der Bracht, Coenen, and Van de Putte 2015). The place stratiﬁcation theory argues
that because minority groups are often exposed to discrimination from all housing
actors, they may not able to move to desirable neighburhoods even if they show a
higher degree of integration. This implies that the locational return received from cultural, social and human capital may be lower for minority groups than for natives but
may also diﬀer across minority groups. The literature traditionally distinguishes
between two types of housing market discrimination: taste-based discrimination and
statistical discrimination (Van der Bracht, Coenen, and Van de Putte 2015). Tastebased discrimination takes place when housing market actors hold prejudices
against certain minority groups. These prejudices can be based on skin colour
(Ondrich, Ross, and Yinger 2003), ethnicity (A. M. Ahmed and Hammarstedt 2008;
Bengtsson, Iverman, and Hinnerich 2012) and religious aﬃliation (Wright et al.
2013). Statistical discrimination, on the other hand, occurs when housing market
actors have insuﬃcient information about an individual and compensate with statistical information about the group they belong to. Housing market discrimination may
occur at diﬀerent stages of the housing process and may have diﬀerent motivations
(Bosch, Carnero, and Farré 2010; Bengtsson, Iverman, and Hinnerich 2012; Dill
and Jirjahn 2014) and may be particularly prevalent in the case of expensive rental
oﬀers (Ondrich, Ross, and Yinger 2003; Ahmed and Hammarstedt 2008).
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- Testing spatial assimilation v. place stratiﬁcation: how citizenship conditions immigrants’
propensity to live in higher income neighbourhoods

Scholars that have aimed at testing this theoretical framework have traditionally looked at
intergenerational mobility, investigating whether each new generation moves one step
closer to full assimilation (Alba and Nee 1997; Edgar 2014). In contrast, some studies
have also adopted a narrower perspective on spatial assimilation and have only explored
the assimilation process of ﬁrst generation immigrants. This is usually done by comparing the role played by income in the spatial mobility of immigrants and natives. Following the spatial assimilation argument, the relation between income and immigrants’
residential context should be the same for immigrants and natives. Yet, if immigrants
are obstructed in their housing trajectory by housing market discrimination, they may
not be able to live in higher income neighbourhoods, even if they gain more income.
In this case, one would expect the eﬀect of income to be greater for natives than for
foreign individuals. Studies that have analysed this question in the European context
have reached conﬂicting conclusions. In the Netherlands, no evidence of place stratiﬁcation was found. Bolt and van Kempen (2003) note a stronger eﬀect of income among
Turkish, Moroccan and Surinamese migrants than among Dutch natives while
Schaake, Burgers, and Mulder (2014) did not identify any statistical signiﬁcant diﬀerences between Caribbean, Moroccan and Turkish immigrants and Dutch natives. Similarly, in the German context, Lersch (2013) found no signiﬁcant diﬀerences between
immigrants and Germans. Focusing on Stockholm and Malmo, Vogiazides (2018) identiﬁed a stronger eﬀect of income for natives than for immigrants, hence suggesting evidence of place stratiﬁcation. In the same vein, Vaalavuo, Van Ham, and Kauppinen
(2019) found that that the eﬀect of income is larger among Finish natives than among
immigrants. Finally, Wessel et al. (2017) showed that income gains translate into
diﬀerent residential mobility patterns for natives and immigrants across Nordic cities.
These inconsistent ﬁndings can partly be explained by the fact that these studies look
at diﬀerent institutional contexts and focus on diﬀerent immigrant groups. Moreover,
they also implement various empirical strategies and therefore diﬀer in the way they
approach the question of causality. Studies that have analysed this relation in the
Dutch context only focus on the biggest immigrant groups and use cross-sectional
designs that do not control for unobserved heterogeneity at the individual level (Bolt
and van Kempen 2003; Schaake, Burgers, and Mulder 2014). On the contrary, studies
that have analysed this relation outside of the Netherlands have used longitudinal data
analyses (Lersch 2013; Vogiazides 2018; Vaalavuo, Van Ham, and Kauppinen 2019).
One source of potential hetereogenity that is typically overlooked is immigrants’ citizenship status; i.e. these studies tend not to diﬀerentiate between naturalised and nonnaturalised migrants.2 Yet, there are reasons to believe that the relation between
income and immigrants’ ability to live in higher-income neighbourhoods may not be
the same for naturalised and non-naturalised immigrants. As argued by Peters (2020),
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 place 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. Hence, I expect that the relation
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between income gains and immigrants’ propensity to live in higher-income neighbourhoods is stronger for naturalised migrants (H1).
If naturalisation aﬀects the relation between income and immigrants’ propensity to
live in higher-income neighbourhoods 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. I test these mechanisms by
zooming into two additional factors that may condition immigrants’ exposure to nationality based discrimination in the Dutch housing market, namely the type of housing
market actors immigrants have to deal with and immigrants’ country of origin.
Starting with housing market actors, I ﬁrst expect discrimination on the ground of citizenship to occur among actors in the homeownership market. 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-calculation of lenders (Aalbers 2007;
Peters 2020) and may reduce the risk of discriminatory practices among mortgage lenders,
a process sometimes deﬁned as ‘redlining by ethnicity’ (Aalbers 2007). Naturalisation may
also matter to actors in the private renting sector. 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. However, there is no evidence
that such patterns of discrimination exist in the 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 and is based on a set of clear and objective criteria, such as income
or length of residence in the municipality, which leaves little rooms for arbitrary decisions.
Due to data restrictions, I am not able to distinguish between inviduals 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 only a
limited part of immigrants renting a dwelling are at risk of suﬀering from nationality
based discrimination, which may lead to an underestimation of the relevance of citizenship
acquisition.3 As a result, I expect the positive relation between income gains and immigrants’ propensity to live in higher-income neighbourhoods to be stronger for naturalised
migrants who have become homeowners than for naturalised migrants who remain in the
renting sector (H2).
I argue that immigrants’ propensity to be confronted with nationality-based discrimination also depends on their country of origin. More speciﬁcally, I 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 stigmatised
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, I therefore expect the moderating role of naturalisation to be stronger for non-EU migrants than for EU migrants (H3).
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3. Institutional context
The Netherlands has a fragmented housing market with both a large share of public
housing and a substantial proportion of homeowners. In the private renting sector, the
rules for the allocation of dwellings remain rather ﬂexible and landlords and real
estate agencies have some discretion when it comes to choosing potential tenants. This
is diﬀerent from the public sector in which dwellings are allocated on the basis of transparent local and national criteria. Such criteria include income, length of residency,
family situation and degree of urgency. Banks, on the other hand, should in theory
base the decision to grant a mortgage solely on economic factors. Additional criteria,
such as the possession of a permanent residence status, are required in the case of a mortgage backed by the Dutch National Mortgage Guarantee (NHG). In practice, studies
found however that banks may sometimes use arbitrary criteria such as ‘judgment, routines, common knowledge, rules of thumb’, (Aalbers 2007, 8).
There is growing evidence that taste-based and statistical discrimination exist in the
Netherlands. Regarding the homeownership sector, previous studies suggest that immigrants are sometimes exposed to statistical discrimination when seeking to secure a mortgage (Aalbers 2007). The situation is however more nuanced as regards the renting
sector. While there is no evidence of discrimination in the public housing sector
(Sociaal en Cultureel Planbureau 2009), reviews of legal cases also suggest that tastebased discrimination on the basis of ethnic origin, skin colour and faith occurs in the
Dutch private rental market (College voor de Rechten van de Mens 2016b, 2018). This
was recently conﬁrmed by a study showing that discrimination in the private rental
market based on ethnicity may be substantial (De Groene Amsterdammer 2018).
Discrimination on the ground of citizenship in the ﬁeld of housing is strictly prohibited in the Netherlands by the General Equal Treatment Act (Algemene Wet Gelijke
Behandeling). Yet, applicants often need to provide information about their nationality
when applying for a dwelling or a mortgage. Mortgage lenders usually request a copy of
the ID/passport before every stage of the process. This is explicitly mentioned for
instance on the webpage of ABN-AMRO, one of the biggest banks in the Netherlands
(ABN AMRO 2021). Real estate agencies also request similar information, either in
order to complete registration (Amsterdam Housing n.d.) or in order to book a
viewing or before to sign the rental agreement (City Housing Amsterdam n.d; A&N
Real Estate 2021). While it remains to be seen how this information is used by various
actors in the housing sector, recent legal cases show that landlords, real estate agencies
and mortgage lenders may use nationality as a ground for direct discrimination.4
However, there is no evidence of such practices in the social housing sector.

4. Data and method
This paper uses Dutch register data from Statistics Netherlands. This analysis focuses
on foreign born immigrants who were born from two foreign parents and arrived in
the Netherlands in 2003 and 2004. Individuals are tracked for a maximum period of
12 years. Both cohorts could naturalise under the same conditions, namely the conditions set out by the reform of April 2003. The analysis includes individuals who
were between 25 and 65 years old upon arrival in the Netherlands. This is done with
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the aim of focusing on immigrants who are part of the active labour population. Following the same logic, I also remove immigrants who came to the Netherlands for
study related purposes. Moreover, I do not include immigrants born in Suriname
before 1975 and those born in the Dutch Antilles as these immigrants acquired
Dutch citizenship by birth. Finally, I restrain this analysis to immigrants who remained
in the Netherlands for a duration that is at least long enough to become eligible for
naturalisation. Overall, the population includes 30 442 individuals spanned across
215 027 observations.
The dependent variable is the high-income nature of neighbourhoods in which
migrants reside at a particular year, measured by the percentage of all residents of a
neighbourhood who are situated within the top six income deciles in the Netherlands.
This measure has the advantage of directly controlling for inﬂation and is therefore an
accurate measure of a neighbourhood’s economic situation at a certain point in time.
Neighbourhoods (‘buurt’, in Dutch) here refer to spatial units that are composed on
average of 1.300 individuals and correspond to mid-size areas that are delimited
around clear geographical lines. The main two predictors used in the analysis are household income and naturalisation. Household income refers to immigrants’ average disposable household income in a particular year. It is a standardised measure of income that
accounts for the number of individuals living in the household. In order to have an even
distribution, I divide this measure of income into ten categories, cut across deciles, and
use in the regressions this recoded variable as a continuous measure. Naturalisation is a
dummy variable indicating whether someone is a Dutch citizen in a particular year.
Additionally, I control for a range of variables that are measured at the individual,
household and neighbourhood level5. First, I control for additional individual-level predictors of spatial assimilation that could be related to both citizenship acquisition and the
characteristics of the neighbourhood in which immigrants live. These include three
measures of social and cultural integration, namely immigrants’ partner status,
number of children living in the household and number of years since migration, and
one measure of economic integration, namely immigrants’ job status. Second, as stated
in the ethnic enclave model, some immigrants may have preferences for living in a neighbourhood with members of their own immigrant group which can aﬀect their propensity
to live in higher income neighbourhood. These preferences may be stronger among
newly arrived migrants, who are also less likely to be Dutch citizens, who may need
the support of their local community to navigate the host society. In order to control
for this potential bias, I include two proxies of neighbourhood immigrant concentration:
neighbourhoods’ concentration of persons with an immigrant background and neighbourhoods’ proportion of co-nationals6. As regards the second hypothesis, I distinguish
immigrants who have become homeowners at some point during the observation period
from those who always remained in the renting sector throughout the observation
period. In order to test the third hypothesis, I divide the population into several geographical groups. I ﬁrst make a distinction between EU and non-EU migrants. Yet, as
I expect these two groups to be heterogeneous as regards the risk of exposure to discrimination, I also investigate separately immigrants coming from countries that joined the
EU before and after 2004 and immigrants coming from Turkey and Morroco, two
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groups that have been highlighted in the literature as being likely to suﬀer from discrimination (Verkuyten 2002; Ramos, Thijssen, and Coenders 2019).
I test the hypotheses with an individual ﬁxed eﬀects design. Individual ﬁxed eﬀects
models are panel data regression models that observe individuals at various points in
time and focus exclusively on the’ within-individual variance over time (Allison 2009).
By doing so, individual ﬁxed-eﬀect models have the distinct advantage of controlling
for unobserved time-invariant heterogeneity. However, because ﬁxed eﬀects regressions
do not estimate the eﬀect of higher level variance, including variance between individuals, this method is unable to assess the eﬀect of time-invariant variables. For an individual i at time t, where Yit expresses the high income nature of the neighbourhood in which
an individual lives, Xit is the value of individuals’ household income, Nit is a dummy variable referring to whether an individual possesses Dutch citizenship, Zit is a set of control
variables and m1 is the individual ﬁxed eﬀects. The main coeﬃcient of interest is
a2 , which measures the eﬀect of interaction between income and naturalisation on
the share of high-income residents of an immigrants’ residential neighbourhood.
Given that housing market actors apply strict ﬁnancial standards to futures renters
and homeowners, I expect the eﬀect of income to be weaker for low income individuals.
In order to capture this non-linear relationship, I include a quadratic term of income
(a3 ). Overall, the econometric equation reads as follows:
Yit = a0 Xit + a1 Nit + a2 Xit Nit + a3 Xit2 + a4 Xit2 Nit + dZit + m1 + 1t

(1)

This empirical strategy controls for various endogeneity biases. Immigrants who intend
to naturalise need to complete a civic integration test in which they will be tested on both
their knowledge of the Dutch language and their knowledge of the Dutch society. In this
context, one could argue that the moderating eﬀect of naturalisation is actually driven by
a higher degree of social and cultural integration rather than by a lower risk of being
exposed to housing market discrimination. In order to account for this potential bias,
I include in the models a variable indicating whether someone is in a partnership with
a Dutch national, a measure of the number of children living in the household as well
as a measure of duration of stay. These measures are commonly used in the literature
to control for social and cultural integration (South and Crowder 1998; Macpherson
and Strömgren 2013; Vogiazides 2018). Moreover, it is important to mention that,
since January 2010, immigrants who apply for a permanent residence permit or for a
temporary residence permit for family reuniﬁcation purposes, also need to complete a
civic integration exam. Naturalised immigrants may therefore not show a higher level
of integration than other immigrants who had to pass a similar test in a diﬀerent
context. Social and cultural integration are however not the only form of biases related
to self-selection into naturalisation. Given the complexity of the naturalisation procedure, it is also plausible that individuals who complete the procedure have particular
personal traits, such as a higher resilience and a higher motivation to integrate into
Dutch society, that could be related to immigrants’ propensity to live in wealthier neighbourhoods. The individual ﬁxed eﬀect strategy partly accounts for this bias by controlling
for unobserved time-constant heterogeneity.
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Figure 1. Predicted percentage of high-income residents in neighbourhood, by immigrants’ household income (per decile), for non-naturalised and naturalised immigrants with 95% CIs. Total immigrant population. See Table A.6 for full output (appendices).

5. Analysis
The analysis starts with a model that looks only at the relation between income gains and
immigrants’ propensity to live in higher income neighbourhoods (Table A.5; Model 1 in
appendices). I observe that immigrants with a higher income tend to live in neighbourhoods with a greater proportion of residents situated in the top six deciles (coeﬃcient of
0.15). This is in line with the spatial assimilation argument. In order to see whether this
coeﬃcient becomes stronger after naturalisation, I interact income with citizenship
status. I ﬁnd that immigrants having a higher income are more likely to live in higher
income neighbourhoods if they have acquired Dutch citizenship (Table A.5, Model 2
in appendices). I visualise this interaction based on the marginal eﬀects of income and
predict neighbourhood’s wealth by income for naturalised and non-naturalised immigrants. As displayed in Figure 1 (Model 3), the two slopes between non-naturalised
and naturalised immigrants start to diverge for individuals who have an income situated
above the ﬁfth income decile which suggests that naturalisation becomes particularly relevant above a certain income threshold (in this case for an income higher than 15 460
euros per year). This may be a reﬂection of the fact that housing market actors apply
strict ﬁnancial standards impeding immigrant groups who are in an insecure ﬁnancial
position. As a result, immigrants with a low income may see their housing application
being denied regardless of their citizenship status. Overall, among non-naturalised immigrants, moving from the ﬁfth to the tenth income decile only results in a one percentage
point growth in terms of share of high-income residents in a neighbourhood. Among
naturalised immigrants, however, moving from the ﬁfth to the tenth income decile
leads to an increase in the predicted percent of high income individuals living in the
neighbourhood of 3% percentage point. Although a growth of 3.% may seem marginal,
it can have important implications for the individuals’ well-being. An increase from 52%
to 55% of high income residents was correlated in 2016 with a signiﬁcant decrease in
criminal rate (Table A.3 in appendices). Altogether, these ﬁndings validate the place stratiﬁcation hypothesis (H1).
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Figure 2. Predicted percentage of high-income residents in neighbourhood, by immigrants’ household income (per decile), for non-naturalised and naturalised immigrants with 95% CIs. Homeowner
v. No Homeowner and EU v. Non-EU. See Tables A.8 and A.10 for full output (appendices).

In order to investigate whether naturalisation matters more for individuals moving
within the homeownership sector, I make a distinction between individuals who have
never become homeowners, and therefore remained in the renting sector during the
whole observation period, and individuals who became homeowners at some point
during the observation period. Sub-group analyses shows that naturalisation signiﬁcantly
moderates the relationship between income and immigrants’ propensity to live in higher
income neighbourhoods for individuals who have become homeowners (Table A.7,
Model 5, in appendices). Similarly with what I observed with the whole population,
the marginal eﬀects plot shows that the coeﬃcient of income becomes stronger for naturalised migrants after the ﬁfth decile of income (Figure 2, Model 8). Overall, naturalised
immigrants who have become homowners live on average in a neighbourhood with a
higher predicted percent of high income individuals (+2.79%) when they move from
the ﬁfth to the highest decile of income. As expected, citizenship status does not
appear to play a signiﬁcant role for immigrants who remained in the renting sector
(Table A.7; Model 7, in appendices). Looking more closely at the plot, I can however
observe that the direction of the slopes diverge more clearly in favour of naturalised
immigrants after the ﬁfth decile of income which seems to suggest that naturalisation
matters more for high income individuals. Given that high income individuals are less
likely to be eligible for social housing 7 this could be an indication of the fact that naturalisation matters only to individuals renting in the private sector(Figure 2; Model 9).
Overall, this is in line with the idea that non-naturalised migrants are more likely to
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face obstacles in their search for housing if they stay in the private rental sector and leaves
interesting avenues for further research. Altogether, these ﬁndings corroborate the
hypothesis that place stratiﬁcation varies by housing type (H2).
As noted in the theoretical section, I also expect naturalisation to matter more for
immigrants coming from stigmatised countries. In order to test the hypothesis that
place stratiﬁcation varies by immigrant origin groups as they are not equally exposed
to housing market discrimination (H3), I run sub-group analyses of EU and non-EU
immigrants. The results of these analyses show that the interaction coeﬃcient of naturalisation is only statistically signiﬁcant in the case of non-EU migrants (Table A.9, Model
10 and 11, in appendices). This is also reﬂected in the interaction plots that show a clear
diﬀerence between naturalised and non-naturalised immigrants in the case of non-EU
immigrants (Figure 2, Model 13). This is in contrast with EU immigrants for which
the conﬁdence intervals mostly overlap (Figure 2; Model 12).
Of course, EU and non-EU immigrants do not constitute homogeneous groups,
especially when it comes to exposure to discriminatory practices. While all EU immigrants are protected by EU law against discrimination on the ground of nationality,
immigrants coming from poorer and more stigmatised EU countries may be more at
risk to face discrimination in the housing market. Similarly, some non-EU country
groups may be more exposed to discrimination than others. In order to look at this
potential heterogeneity, I conduct an additional subgroup analysis in which I

Figure 3. Predicted percentage of high-income residents in neighbourhood, by immigrants’ household income (per decile), for non-naturalised and naturalised immigrants with 95% CIs. EU 15/EFTA
v. EU Post-2004 and Turkey/Morocco v. Non-EU migrants excl. Turkey/Morocco. See Table A.12 for
full output (appendices).
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diﬀerentiate immigrants originating from countries that joined the EU before 2004 or are
members of the European Free Trade Association from countries that joined the EU after
2003 (Table A.11 & Table A.12, in appendices). As regard the non-EU group, I also pay
particular attention to Turkish and Moroccan immigrants, the two biggest immigrant
groups in my data base, that are considered to be among the most discriminated
groups in the Netherlands (Verkuyten 2002; Ramos, Thijssen, and Coenders 2019).
The analysis partly conﬁrms my assumptions. As expected, the coeﬃcient of income is
not conditioned by citizenship acquisition for immigrants coming from countries that
were part of the EU before 2004 and EFTA countries (Figure 3, Model 18). Conversely,
the slopes for naturalised and non-naturalised migrants seem to diverge after the seventh
income decile in the case of immigrants coming from countries that joined the EU after
2004 (Figure 3, Model 19). However, the relation between income gains and neighbourhoods’ economic characteristics remains limited even for naturalised immigrants.
Looking at Moroccan and Turkish migrants, I observe an important diﬀerence
between naturalised and non-naturalised immigrants. As shown in ﬁgure 3 (Model
20), the association between immigrants’ household income and immigrants’ propensity
to live in higher income neighbourhoods remains marginal for Moroccan and Turkish
immigrants who do not acquire Dutch citizenship. The opposite situation can be
observed for naturalised Turkish and Moroccan immigrants who are expected to live
in a neighbourhood with a rate of high-income individuals of 43.30% if they have a
very low income and in a neighbourhood with a rate of high-income individuals of
45.99% if they have a very high income. These ﬁndings suggest that Turks and Moroccans are more likely to be obstructed in their housing trajectories and may therefore
beneﬁt to a larger extent from citizenship acquisition.
Overall, these ﬁndings conﬁrm that the relationship between income and immigrants’
propensity to live in higher income neighbourhoods is conditioned by immigrants’ citizenship status. This suggests that immigrants who gain more income are more likely to
live in higher income neighbourhoods if they have acquired Dutch citizenship. This provides evidence of place 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 the second hypothesis, I found that the
relation between income and neighbourhoods’ wealth is only conditioned by citizenship
status for immigrants who have become homeowners during the observation period,
which may suggest that immigrants have to face fewer obstacles in the renting market.
Moreover, becoming a Dutch citizen seems to play a stronger role for immigrants
coming from countries that tend to be more stigmatised in the housing market.
Finally, it also seems to be particularly relevant for individuals who have an income situated above the Dutch median value. This illustrates the diﬃculties that low-income
immigrants face in their housing trajectory.

6. Conclusions
Understanding immigrants’ ability to live in aﬄuent neighbourhoods is key to understanding their well-being and integration process. This paper relates to this discussion
by analysing the relation between income gains, naturalisation and immigrants’ propensity to live in higher income neighbourhoods. By doing so, this paper contributes to the
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literature on income and residential mobility (Bolt and van Kempen 2003; Lersch 2013;
Wessel et al. 2017; Vogiazides 2018; Vaalavuo, Van Ham, and Kauppinen 2019) but also
engage with previous studies that identiﬁed the signalling potential of citizenship acquisition in the Dutch housing market (Peters 2020). This paper argues that the relation
between income gains and immigrants’ neighbourhoods economic characteristics is conditioned by immigrants’ citizenship status. Because naturalisation can act as a positive
signal to housing market actors, naturalised immigrants face fewer obstacles in their
housing trajectory and are, therefore, more likely to live in better neighbourhood if
they have a higher ﬁnancial position. I hypothesise that this signalling potential of naturalisation applies particularly to immigrants moving within the homeownership sector
sectors and to non-EU immigrants.
Although I observe that income mobility is generally positively related to a greater propensity to live in a wealthier neighbourhood, I ﬁnd this relation to be stronger after naturalisation, and this especially for those who are above a certain level of income. This could
indicate that housing market actors often apply strict ﬁnancial requirements that obstruct
low income immigrants in their search for better housing, regardless of their citizenship
status. As hypothesised, the moderating role of citizenship acquisition is only signiﬁcant
for immigrants who have become homeowners at some point during the observation
period. This could be due to the fact that I am not able to identify whether immigrants
rent in the public or private sector. As it is expected that housing market discrimination
would be more prevalent among actors in the private sector, this may lead to an underestimation of the interaction coeﬃcient. Further research should therefore distinguish
between private and social housing in order to shed more light on this particular phenomenon. Finally, the analysis shows that naturalisation matters only for non-EU migrants.
This is in line with the idea that immigrants coming from stigmatised countries tend to
beneﬁt the most from citizenship acquisition.
Overall, these ﬁndings have several implications. First, although I was not able to
directly measure housing market discrimination, these ﬁndings support the idea that
immigrants’ assimilation trajectory is obstructed by structural factors, hence giving
support to the place stratiﬁcation theory. This corroborates previous studies that also
reached similar conclusions (Vogiazides 2018; Vaalavuo, Van Ham, and Kauppinen
2019). Second, these ﬁndings bring a new perspective on the relation between immigrants’ income gains and ability to live in wealthier neighbourhoods by showing the
importance of controlling for the moderating role of immigrants’ citizenship status,
something that has always been overlooked in the literature (Bolt and van Kempen
2003; Lersch 2013; Wessel et al. 2017; Vogiazides 2018; Vaalavuo, Van Ham, and Kauppinen 2019). Third, this 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 (Hainmueller, Hangartner, and Pietrantuono 2017; Peters, Vink, and Schmeets
2018). This contrasts with the view, often held by policians on the right-side of the political spectrum, that citizenship should merely be considered the crown on the integration process and casts doubts on the appropriateness of such a discourse.
This study is the ﬁrst to analyse the complex relationship between income gains, naturalisation and the economic wealth of the neighbourhood in which immigrants reside. In
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order to do so, this paper develops an original analytical framework that hopefully
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 there is 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 I identiﬁed in this 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, because the design of this paper does not allow to directly
measure housing market discrimination, one should remain careful with drawing
strong conclusions about the role of citizenship acquisition in reducing housing
market discrimination. Future research should aim at conﬁrming these ﬁndings
using experimental designs (A. M. Ahmed and Hammarstedt 2008; Van der Bracht,
Coenen, and Van de Putte 2015; Bosch, Carnero, and Farré 2010). Fourth, it must be
noted that this paper relies on a rather narrow perception of spatial assimilation that
only focuses on the assimilation trajectory of ﬁrst generation migrants. Future
studies could expand this view by exploring the role played by citizenship acquisition
in the housing trajectory of immigrants’ children (the so-called 1.5 and 2nd generation
immigrants). Finally, one could argue that the security brought by citizenship acquisition may induce citizens to feel more conﬁdent about the future. This could translate
into a greater desire to invest in the host country, especially through homeownership
(Kauppinen, Andersen, and Hedman 2015). More research will be needed to understand the extent to which this mechanism is related to immigrants’ residential mobility.

Notes
1. 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 I include persons born in the Netherlands with one foreign parent only.
2. 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.
3. This is particularly relevant in the context of this research as foreign born nationals have on
average a lower income than natives and are therefore more likely to meet the income
requirement for social housing. According to my data, 70% of Dutch nationals had an
income situated under the threshold required for social housing (35 739 euros) in 2016, a
number that goes up to 80% for foreign born nationals.
4. The Netherlands Institute for Human Rights has found several cases of discrimination on
the ground of nationality over the last years. These cases involved rental companies
(College voor de Rechten van de Mens 2011, 2012), landlords (College voor de Rechten
van de Mens 2019) and mortgage lenders (College voor de Rechten van de Mens 2016a).
5. Collinearity diagnostics are included in the appendices (Table A.13). As shown by the
overall VIF value, our models do not suﬀer from any issue related to multicolinearity
6. More information on the variables can be found in the appendices (Tables A.1–A.3).
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7. 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
(Government of the Netherlands n.d).
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