The Impact of Human and Social Capital on Immigrants’ Employment and Occupational Status

Abstract

Although it has been hypothesized in the literature that human capital acquired in the host country and connections to natives are important for the economic performance of immigrants, few studies have examined these relations empirically. This study simultaneously examines the role of human and social capital in the economic incorporation of immigrants, using large-scale data on immigrants in the Netherlands. It appears that the returns to host-country specific human capital are much larger than to origin-specific human capital. The role of host-country specific human capital is largely direct, and cannot be explained by having more social contacts with natives. We find little support for the presumed positive outcomes of social capital. 

Introduction

It is well known in the literature that many immigrants in western countries are at a disadvantage in the labour market (Borjas, 1994; Chiswick, 1978; Portes and Rumbaut, 1996). Immigrants have more difficulties finding a job, they have longer periods of unemployment and, if they are employed, they often have lower prestigious jobs and lower earnings compared to natives (e.g. Alba and Nee, 1999; Borjas, 1994).

One explanation for ethnic inequalities is that immigrants are less skilled and less productive than natives. Because many immigrants come from developing countries, they are often lower educated than natives in western countries. Furthermore, several authors have argued that immigrants cannot rely on their human capital as natives do, because of problems to “transfer” their skills (Borjas, 1994; Duleep and Regets, 1999; Friedberg, 2000). Immigrants’ proficiency in the home language is of little usage when the official language in the host country is different. Similarly, authors have argued that educational qualifications and work experience obtained in the country of origin are not equally valued as qualifications and experience acquired in the host country (Friedberg, 2000).

Another explanation for ethnic inequality concentrates on social capital. It is argued that immigrants are disadvantaged in the labour market because they have less social capital than natives (Aguilera, 2003; Aguilera and Massey, 2003; Nee, Sanders and Sernau, 1994; Sanders, Nee and Sernau, 2002). It is assumed that immigrants not only have fewer contacts, but that they also have predominantly contacts with members of their own ethnic group, who know the host country labour market less well and have little information on job opportunities. 

In this paper we look at both human and social capital to study immigrants’ employment and occupational status in the Netherlands. We contribute to the existing literature on the economic incorporation of immigrants in two ways. First, although researchers have suggested that it is important whether immigrants’ human capital is obtained in the country of origin or the country of destination (Bratsberg and Ragan, 2002; Friedberg, 2000; Li, 2001; Zeng and Xie, 2004), few studies have examined such differential effects empirically. Several authors explain this omission by pointing out that the census of the United States and other widely used data sets in the immigration literature do not contain direct measures of human capital acquired in the country of origin and the country of destination (e.g. Chiswick, 1978; Sanders and Nee, 1996). Earlier work has therefore relied on indirect measures. Most notably, researchers have used information on people’s age of migration, total years of education and total years of labour market experience to construct measures of years of education and labour market experience before and after migration (Bratsberg and Ragan, 2002; Friedberg, 2000; Li, 2001; Zeng and Xie, 2004). As argued by Chiswick and Miller (1994), such indirect measures may lead to substantial measurement error. In our study, we have direct questions on pre- and post-migration schooling, and quite direct measures of pre- and post-migration labour market experience. We examine the effect of home and host country human capital, and hypothesize about differential effects by immigrant groups.

Second, we study the role of human and social capital simultaneously. We thereby follow suggestions in the more general literature on social capital (Bourdieu, 1986; Boxman, De Graaf, and Flap, 1991; Coleman, 1990; Lin, 1999), and unite research in the field of migration that has either examined the role of human capital or social capital. Whereas some studies on immigrants have focused exclusively on human capital (Bratsberg and Ragan, 2002; Friedberg, 2000; Li, 2001; Zeng and Xie, 2004), other studies have looked at social capital without including measures of home and host country human capital (Aguilera, 2005; Aguilera and Massey, 2003; Mouw, 2002; Nee, Sanders and Sernau, 1994). 

In this paper, we study both forms of capital simultaneously and in more detail. Similar to distinguishing origin-country specific human capital from destination-country specific human capital, we contrast social contacts immigrants have with co-ethnics with ties they maintain with natives. Are both kinds of contacts equally valuable for the economic performance, or are contacts with natives, for example, more relevant? Furthermore, by studying both human and social capital at the same time, we assess whether their effects are direct or indirect. For instance, Friedberg (2000) concluded that host-country specific human capital is far more important than origin-specific human capital. But does obtaining additional education in the host country directly leads to a better economic position, or do immigrants get to know more natives, who help them in finding (better) jobs?

We make use of immigrant surveys that have been collected in 1998 and 2002 among four large immigrant groups in the Netherlands: Turks, Moroccans, Surinamese and Antilleans. The surveys have been specifically designed to study these four ethnic minority groups. The groups are oversampled, bilingual interviewers are used, and extensive information on migration history and labour market outcomes is included. We study the effects of human and social capital on employment and occupational status. We examine in detail how immigrants found their job, and how job search technique affected their job status. 

Theory and Hypotheses

Social Capital

Within the last decades, considerable attention has been paid in the sociological literature to the role of social capital in people’s life chances (Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 1990; Flap, 1999; Granovetter, 1985; Ioannides and Loury, 2004; Lin, 1999; Portes, 1998). Although there is no single, coherent social capital theory, three assumptions are commonly made. It is argued that ego’s social capital depends on (1) the number of contacts, (2) alters willingness to offer help, and (3) the resources available to alters (De Graaf and Flap, 1988). Taken together, it is assumed that the more contacts people have, the more willing others are to help, and the better their resources, the better the economic position. The theory has been used to explain a variety of social outcomes, including “school attrition and academic performance, children’s intellectual development, sources of employment and occupational attainment, juvenile delinquency and its prevention” (Portes XE "Portes, Alejandro"  1998:9). 

In the sociology of migration, social capital theory has been mostly used to explain ethnic entrepreneurship (e.g., Flap, Kumcu and Bulder, 2000; Sanders and Nee, 1996). Few studies have used the social capital theory to explain ethnic inequality in unemployment and occupational status (or earnings). Exceptions are the studies that have been done on ethnic groups in the United States, most notably Aguilera (2005), Aguilera and Massey (2003), Nee, Sanders and Sernau (1994), and Sanders, Nee and Sernau (2002). Despite the important insights that are gained from these studies, they have paid little attention to the possible interplay between human and social capital, and to the distinction between ethnic versus native based social capital.

Following the U.S. studies on the role of social capital, however, we assume that immigrants profit from the resources of others, most notably information and influence. Within their social network, people may provide immigrants directly with information on a job that is available, and they can also inform about where to look for jobs in general, how to present themselves for employers, and how to behave on the job (Aguilera and Massey, 2003; Fernandez-Kelly, 1995). Furthermore, the contact person can influence the job-matching process by providing entree into desirable occupations (Mouw, 2003; Lin, 1999). We therefore hypothesize that immigrants who have more contacts with natives and immigrants are less often unemployed and have a higher occupational status than those who have fewer contacts with natives and immigrants (H1).

It can be questioned, however, whether the resources immigrants and natives possess are equally valuable. Most likely, information on the labour market is unequally distributed across natives and immigrants. Immigrants are less well-informed about specific job openings, they know less well in general how to find jobs, and they know less well how to present themselves to employers than natives. One reason for this difference in resources is that natives naturally have been exposed for a longer time to the host-country labour market than immigrants, and for that reason they have superior information. Another reason is that natives are less often unemployed, higher educated and have more prestigious jobs than immigrants. For both reasons, it is argued that having ties to immigrants is less helpful to find jobs than having contacts with natives. In this context, some authors have argued that connections to co-ethnics might even be detrimental to the economic mobility of immigrants. Wiley (1967) suggested that although the ethnic community protects immigrants by offering secured job opportunities, it also isolates them from the mainstream society. Because more lucrative jobs are outside the community, relying on ethnic ties would lead immigrants to find jobs of lower prestige (Li, 2004; Portes, 1998). It is therefore hypothesized that immigrants who have more contacts with natives than immigrants are less often unemployed and have a higher occupational status than those who have more contacts with immigrants than natives (H2).

Although natives information about the labour market might be superior to that of immigrants, one could argue that having contacts with both is in fact more beneficial for the career than relying on contacts with natives only. Several authors have argued that information ego obtains from a certain person becomes redundant when that person belongs to the same group as other persons in the network of ego (Burt, 1992; Granovetter, 1973; Lin, 1999). Thus, when immigrants have a network that predominantly consists of natives, information about possible jobs within their own ethnic community might go unnoticed. Similarly, and more common in reality, available jobs in the mainstream economy are unknown to immigrants who only have ties within their own ethnic group. Ethnic communities and the native majority are not well connected in the Netherlands, because of linguistic and religious barriers and differences in socio-economic status. Those immigrants who are connected to both ethnic and native social circles presumably are best informed about possible jobs. It is thus hypothesized that immigrants who have a social network consisting of both immigrants and natives are less often unemployed and have more prestigious jobs than immigrants that have predominantly contacts with either natives or immigrants (H3).

Human Capital

Next to the role of social capital, another important line of research on ethnic inequality focuses on human capital (Borjas, 1994). Human capital theory has been used to explain immigrants’ labour force participation (Bevelander and Veenman, 2004; Sanders and Nee, 1996), income (Chiswick, 1978; Zeng and Xie, 2004), occupational status (Raijman and Semyonov, 1995), and job tenure (Aguilera, 2003). Basically, human capital refers to the capability to work productively. According to the human capital theory the more talented, skilled and capable people have a better position in the labour market. In empirical research, human capital is often measured in terms of education, labour market experience and health. There is ample evidence that people with higher levels of education, work experience and who have a better health have a better position in the labour market. We thus hypothesize that human capital has a positive effect on employment chances and occupational status of immigrants (H4).

In the field of immigration, however, it is argued that human capital is not always perfectly transferable across national contexts (Bratsberg and Ragan, 2002; Chiswick, 1978; Friedberg, 2000; Zeng and Xie, 2004). Although talents, motivation and health seem to be rather context-independent (what we label as “general human capital”), knowledge and skills might be more or less specific to a certain context. This is certainly so for language skills. Knowledge of the official language of the country of origin (“origin-specific human capital”) is of little usage when the official language of the host country is different. With the exception of a few jobs, most occupations require knowledge of the native language (“destination-specific human capital”). There is ample empirical evidence that destination-language proficiency has a strong positive effect on labour market outcomes. Immigrants who speak the official language of the host country better are more likely to be employed and have higher earnings than those with fewer command of the host language (Chiswick and Miller, 1995, 2002). 

Education is also, to a certain extent, context specific. Qualifications obtained in the country of origin are difficult to transfer to the host country (Friedberg, 2000; Zeng and Xie, 2004). Employers may be reluctant to grant full recognition to foreign credentials as they are simply uncertain about the knowledge and skills that these credentials provide. By contrast, education obtained in the host country provides immigrants with credentials that are fully recognized in the host-country labour market. Employers are familiar with those diplomas and the education received in the host country more strongly matches with the needs of the labour market.

Likewise, the returns to labour market experience in the country of origin might be less strong than the returns to experience in the host country. Employers are less well-informed about the occupational career of immigrants before migration than about the experience immigrants obtained in the host country. Furthermore, the knowledge and skills immigrants acquire on the job in the country of origin are presumably less valuable for the labour market in the receiving country. Based on the foregoing, we hypothesize that the returns to host-country specific human capital are higher than the returns to origin-country specific human capital (H5). 

We examine the differential returns to origin and host country specific human capital in the Dutch setting. An important issue is the possible interplay between ethnic origin and the transferability of human capital (Friedberg, 2000). It could be argued that educational qualifications and labour market experience obtained in Suriname and the Dutch Antilles are stronger than similar qualifications and experience obtained in Turkey and Morocco. After all, Suriname and the Dutch Antilles were former colonies of the Netherlands and the educational system and the labour market more closely resembles that of the Netherlands. It is therefore hypothesized that the returns to origin-country specific human capital are stronger among Caribbean immigrants than among the Mediterranean groups (H6). 

Social Capital vis-à-vis Human Capital

In this article, we examine the role of human and social capital simultaneously. This enables us to assess whether the effects of both forms of capital are direct or indirect (or spurious). For example, it could be that the expected positive effect of host-country specific human capital is partly indirect, because acquiring such capital leads immigrants to come in contact with natives. Do immigrants who went to school after migration to the Netherlands have better chances in the labour market because their educational qualifications are more highly valued, or because they met Dutch friends in classroom, who helped them getting a (better) job? Immigrants who study and work in the host country not only increase their opportunities in the labour market because of human capital accumulation, but they also expand their chances to meet and make friends at work and at school, particularly with natives. Likewise, immigrants who know the host country language not only have more human capital, but it is also easier for them to come in contact with natives.


In a similar vain, one could argue that the (expected) positive effects of social capital are indirect (or even spurious). It could be that immigrants who have more connections, with natives in particular, more strongly improve their language skills, perform better in school and at work in the Netherlands than immigrants with fewer ties. In this way, social capital helps to produce human capital (Coleman, 1990). It could also be the case that immigrants have more social capital because they have more human capital. This would mean that those with more skills and knowledge have a larger network, which consists of more Dutch, but that over and beyond this selectivity social capital has no direct effect on immigrants’ employment chances and occupational status. Note that in this article, we cannot distinguish between indirect and spurious effects, since we do not follow individuals over time. Finally, when we find a direct impact of social capital, it means that the social network has a contextual effect that goes beyond the role of people’s own characteristics.

Job Search Technique

Next to studying the effects of human and social capital on the economic outcomes of immigrants, we also take a closer look at how they got their jobs. Following the literature (Lin, 1999), we distinguish jobs obtained through friends, family and acquaintances (“informal channels”) from jobs obtained through employment agencies, traineeship, vacancies, and so on (“formal channels”). We further distinguish informal channels by looking at the ethnicity of the contact (either co-ethnic or native). 

We expect to find a relation between immigrants’ social network and job search technique. Obviously, interpersonal relations could directly lead to a job when that specific relation is aware of the job vacancy and informs ego about that job opportunity. However, people in the network of ego could help in many other, more indirect ways. They can suggest going to an employment agency, doing a traineeship, and they can give suggestions how to present oneself for employers (Aguilera and Massey, 2003; Fernandez-Kelly, 1995). Because the vast majority of the jobs in the Netherlands is found through impersonal channels (De Graaf and Flap, 1988), it is reasonable to assume that Dutch contacts advice ego to use formal channels to look for work, rather than to use interpersonal ties, especially ethnic ties.  Thus, we hypothesize that immigrants who have more ties with natives more often find jobs through formal sources than through ethnic ties (H7). 


It is generally suggested in the literature that the quality of the resources of the contact person affects the quality of the job that is found (Lin, 1999). People who obtained a job through a person with a higher status find higher status jobs than those who were helped by a lower status person. And, likewise, impersonal contacts lead to higher status jobs than interpersonal ties (Lin, 1999). Thus, it is hypothesized that immigrants who find a job through ethnic ties have a lower occupational status than those who obtained a job through Dutch ties or formal channels (H8).

Data and Methods

The data used in the statistical analysis come from the Social Position and Use of Welfare Facilities by Immigrants survey (SPVA, 1998, 2002). Two waves were combined in order to increase the number of cases. SPVA is a large-scale, cross-sectional, immigrant-specific survey (Van Ours and Veenman, 2003). The data are unique in the sense that they contain detailed information on human and social capital. It provides a wide range of information on the socio-economic and the socio-cultural position of four large ethnic minority groups in the Netherlands: Turks, Moroccans, Surinamese and Antilleans. 

The data have some limitations too. One issue is its cross-sectional design. This makes it impossible to examine the causality between variables. For example, although we hypothesize that social contacts with Dutch increase the odds of employment, it may also be the opposite, namely, that having a job increases connections to natives. In consequence, the effects of human and social capital may be overestimated. Because the data are cross-sectional, we are also unable to examine the direction of the effects between human and social capital. Another issue is non-response. The non-response rate for the 1998 and 2002 waves was the lowest among the Turks (39 percent), and the highest among the Surinamese (56 percent) (Groeneveld and Weijers-Martens, 2003). These numbers are rather high when compared to surveys in other countries, but they are typical when compared to other surveys in the Netherlands (Van Ours and Veenman, 2001). Moreover, special measures were taken to include respondents that are less well-integrated culturally and economically (Groeneveld and Weijers-Martens, 2003; Martens, 1999). A final drawback of the survey is that the 2002 wave contains no native reference group, leading us to focus on the immigrant population only. 

The analysis is restricted to the economically active population of male immigrants between the ages of 25-60. Those who are employed, self-employed, unemployed or searching for a job are considered as economically active. Immigrants are defined as individuals born outside the Netherlands. The age category was chosen based on the presumption that individuals older than 24 have finished their studies and that individuals older than 60 have left the labour market as a consequence of (early) retirement (Bevelander and Veenman, 2004). Because information was only available for the heads of households our analysis is restricted to these members of the family. The focus is on males, because mostly men and only a few women are heads of households among the Turks and Moroccans. All in all, our analysis of employment and occupational status includes 3581 and 2811 respondents, respectively.

Dependent variables

We analyze the employment and the occupational status of immigrants. The dependent variables are measured as follows:

Employment: Respondents were asked about their employment status. Those who are employed, including self-employed, are contrasted with those who are unemployed (without work, currently available and seeking work).

Occupational status: Employed respondents were asked about the status of the current job. Occupational status is measured in terms of the International Socio-Economic Index (ISEI). The ISEI scale measures the hierarchical position of the occupation and is linked to education and income. To obtain ISEI scores for the occupations we use tools that convert the ISCO-88 classification into ISEI (Ganzeboom, De Graaf and Treiman, 1992).

Independent variables

We include measures of (ethnic and Dutch) social capital, (origin and host) country specific human capital, and controls. In order to obtain a more parsimonious model, we tested each variable measured on an ordinal level whether they may be entered as a continuous variable. When likelihood ratio tests show that dummy specification does not significantly improve the model, we chose the linear specification.

Human capital is measured by four indicators. Education: Respondents were asked about the highest level of completed education in their country of origin and in the Netherlands. In order to facilitate comparisons between education obtained in the country of origin and destination, we constructed five categories: (1) no education, (2) primary, (3) lower secondary, (4) higher secondary, and (5) tertiary. We include both education abroad and in the Netherlands as continuous variables. Work experience: The survey provides a direct measure of work experience in the Netherlands and a more indirect measure of experience abroad. A separate question asks respondents to report the number of years of work experience in the Netherlands. No such question is included for experience abroad. We therefore used information on age at migration and the total years of schooling in the country of origin. Experience abroad is measured as: age at migration – years of schooling abroad – 6. Thus, the survey contains information on actual work experience in the Netherlands and potential work experience in the country of origin. Health condition: Respondents were asked what their health condition is. The possible answers were: (1) very bad, (2) bad, (3) neutral, (4) good, and (5) excellent. Because very few people indicate that their health is very bad (1%) or bad (8%) we group categories (1) and (2) together. We use (5) as the reference category and include three dummy variables. Dutch language proficiency: Respondents were asked whether they experience difficulties with speaking the Dutch language. The possible answers were: (1) always problems with speaking Dutch, (2) sometimes problems with speaking Dutch, (3) never problems with speaking Dutch. We treat language proficiency as a continuous variable. 


We include several measures of social capital. Dutch contacts: We combine two questions that measure immigrants’ contacts with natives. Respondents were asked whether they are ever visited by Dutch friends or neighbours and whether they sometimes associate with Dutch in their free time. For both questions, respondents could choose between (1) never, (2) sometimes, and (3) often. Answers to these questions are highly correlated (Spearman correlation = .693; p =.000), and we therefore combined them by adding up the scores on the two items and dividing them by two. The factor and reliability analyses demonstrate that the two items make a reliable measure of contacts with Dutch. The explained variance is 85 percent and Cronbach’s alpha is .82. Ethnic composition: Next to an absolute measure of contacts with natives, we also include a variable that measures the number of contacts with Dutch relative to that of co-ethnics. Respondents were asked about the ethnic composition of their social contacts, and we constructed a variable with three categories: (1) most contacts with ethnics, (2) equal contacts with Dutch and ethnics, (3) most contacts with Dutch. We use (1) as the reference category and include two dummy variables. Partner: Respondents were asked about the country of birth of the partner. By including information on ethnic intermarriage we also have a measure of strong social ties. We constructed a variable with three categories: (1) single, (2) cohabiting/married with an ethnic partner, (3) cohabiting/married with a Dutch partner. We use (2) as the reference category and include two dummy variables. Membership organization: Respondents were asked whether they are a member of an organization and whether the organization is predominantly ethnic or Dutch. We constructed a variable with three categories: (1) no membership, (2) member of a predominantly ethnic organization, and (3) member of a predominantly Dutch organization. We use (2) as the reference category and include two dummy variables.

We also include several control variables. Migration motive: Respondents were asked about their reasons for migration. We constructed three categories of the main reasons: (1) work, (2) family, (3) other. Caribbean: We contrast immigrants from Turkey and Morocco (Mediterranean) with immigrants from Suriname and the Dutch Antilles (Caribbean). We combine immigrant groups to get a sufficiently large number of respondents (especially for the interactions), and because the groups are very homogeneous (e.g., language, religion, economic development). SPVA 2002: To control for survey effects, we include a dummy variable indicating the 2002 wave.

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the independent and dependent variables. We checked for high multicollinearity among the independent variables, but correlations do not exceed critical levels. Note, however, that for precisely this reason we do not include additional controls such as age, age at migration, or length of stay.

***TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE***

Results

We first discuss the results of the multivariate analyses of employment and occupational status, and subsequently the outcomes of job search technique.

Table 2 presents the results of the logistic regression analyses of employment vis-à-vis unemployment. Table 3 includes only the active population and shows the outcomes of the OLS regressions of occupational status. Because immigrants’ occupational status was estimated for only those who are employed, we tested for possible selectivity in the occupational status variable. The Heckman test for sample selection problem showed that there was no potential sample selection among employed immigrants as compared with those who were unemployed and searching for a job. In both Table 2 and 3, Model 1 includes only measures of social capital, Model 2 includes only human capital variables, Model 3 adds interactions between certain human capital variables and national origin, and Model 4 includes human and social capital variables simultaneously. We compare the coefficients of Model 1 and Model 3 to that of Model 4, in order to see whether the role of social (human) capital persists when human (social) capital is taken into account. We compare the coefficients of these different models by a method proposed by Clogg, Petkova and Haritou (1995). Note that in each model, we include controls for ethnic group, migration motive, and survey. 

***TABLES 2 and 3 ABOUT HERE***

Social Capital

We first of all look at the role of social capital. It was hypothesized that immigrants who have more contacts with natives and immigrants are less often unemployed and have a higher occupational status than those who have fewer contacts with natives and immigrants (H1). We examine this hypothesis by looking at the degree of social integration of immigrants in terms of contacts in free time (`friends`), membership of organizations, and marital status. When the hypothesis is true, one would find a better economic position among those who have more contacts with Dutch, who are a member of an organization, and who are married.

With respect to employment and occupational status, Model 1 shows the predicted positive outcomes of having ties to natives. The composite variable that directly measures the number of contacts with Dutch has a significant effect on the odds of employment and on the status of jobs. Those who have often contacts with Dutch in their free time and who are often visited by natives, have a (e .208*3) 1.866 higher odds of being employed than immigrants who have (almost) no contacts with natives. Similarly, in terms of occupational status, those with many contacts with Dutch have (3.272*3) 9.816 status points higher on average.


Looking at Model 1, we also find some evidence that being a member of an organization and being married positively affects the economic incorporation of immigrants. According to Table 2, those who are a member of an organization and who are married (or cohabiting) are more likely to be employed than those who are not a member of an organization and who are single. Table 3, Model 1, shows that membership of an organization is also associated with higher status jobs. All in all, when we focus on the results of Model 1, hypothesis 1 is confirmed: immigrants who have more ties generally have a better economic position.

The second and third hypotheses distinguished between the ethnicity of contacts people have. It was hypothesized that immigrants who have more contacts with natives are less often unemployed and have a higher occupational status than those who have more contacts with immigrants (H2), and that those with both ethnic and native connections are the best integrated economically (H3). We find some support for both hypotheses. We find that membership of a predominantly Dutch organization is significantly associated with a better economic position than those who are a member of an ethnic organization. According to the results of Table 2, Model 1, those who are a member of a Dutch organization have a (e .520) 1.682 higher odds of being employed and Table 3 shows that they score three status points higher than those who are member of a predominantly ethnic organization. We do not find clear differences between endogamous and exogamous marriages, however. Interestingly, Table 2 shows that immigrants who have more contacts with Dutch than with co-ethnics do not have significantly lower chances of being unemployed. Those who have about equal contacts with Dutch and co-ethnics, however, do significantly differ. 

The conclusions thus far are generally in line with expectations. However, do the effects of social capital persist when human capital is taken into account? To answer this question, we have to look at Model 4, in which measures of human capital are included. With respect to employment chances, Table 2 shows that the earlier positive effects of having contacts with Dutch and being a member of an organization become insignificant on the odds of being employed. This means that immigrants with more human capital have more contacts with Dutch and are more often a member of an organization, but that such connections do not have a direct effect on the odds of being employed. There is a direct effect of being married, although the effect is (significantly) reduced in strength. Moreover, the significant effect of living with a partner suggests the strength of a traditional notion of male breadwinner, rather than social capital itself (Bevelander and Veenman, 2004). With respect to the type of contacts, all effects have become insignificant. Thus, the effect of ethnic composition of the network, and the difference between being a member of an ethnic or Dutch organization on the employment chances of immigrants disappear once differences in human capital are considered.

With respect to occupational status we find two meaningful effects in Model 4. In particular, the number of contacts with Dutch remains highly significant according to Table 3. Although the effect significantly reduces in strength (from b = 3.272 in Model 1 to b = 1.403 in Model 4, chi2 = 46.46, p =.00), it clearly shows that immigrants who have more connections to Dutch have a higher occupational status, even after human capital is controlled. There is some evidence that, although it reduces in strength once human capital in controlled, membership of a Dutch organization also has such a direct effect. Those who are member of a Dutch organization score 1.660 higher on the ISEI scale than those who are member of an ethnic organization (t = 1.932, p = 0.053). Overall, our results do not support the idea that social capital directly affects the employment chances of immigrants (H1 to H3 disconfirmed). However, we do find some evidence that social contacts, particularly with natives, directly affect the occupational status of immigrants (H1 and H2 confirmed).

Human Capital

From the perspective of human capital theory we first of all hypothesized that “general,” “origin-specific,” and “destination-specific” human capital would all have positive effects on the odds of employment and on the status of the job (H4). This hypothesis is clearly confirmed in our study. Looking at the outcomes of Model 2, however, there are some differences between employment (Table 2) and occupational status (Table 3). With respect to general human capital, for example, we see that the health condition of immigrants significantly and strongly affects their employment chances, but it has no effect on the status of their jobs. Immigrants who report to be in an excellent health condition have a 6.309 times higher odds of being employed than those who have a bad or very bad health, but health has no impact on the quality of the jobs they find. 

Origin-specific human capital has positive outcomes on employment and occupational status. Higher educational qualifications obtained abroad increase the odds of being employed and the status of the jobs. Work experience in the country of origin has a positive effect on employment, but does not significantly affect the occupational status. The evidence for destination-specific human capital is most convincing. Here we find that all measures affect both employment and occupational status positively and significantly. Thus, immigrants who obtained higher diplomas and more work experience in the Netherlands, and who have more command of the Dutch language, are both more likely to be employed and to occupy the better jobs, than immigrants with lower Dutch qualifications, work experience and language skills.

We also formulated a more specific hypothesis, arguing that the returns to origin-specific human capital are lower than to destination-specific human capital (H5). To examine this hypothesis, we first look at the returns to the highest obtained education. Both education abroad and education in the Netherlands are measured on a five point scale, ranging from no education to tertiary education. Table 2 (Model 2) clearly shows that higher diplomas obtained in the country of destination (b = .256) more strongly increase the odds of employment than higher qualifications obtained abroad (b = .186), although the difference is not significant (chi2=1.16, p = 0.28). Furthermore, we find that for occupational status the returns to education obtained in the Netherlands are significantly higher (F [1,2799] = 86.26; p = 0.00). For each unit of increase in education, those who obtained their education in the Netherlands score (5.117 – 2.455 =) 2.662 status points higher than those who obtained a similar education abroad. 

The higher returns to host-country specific human capital can also be observed by looking at the effect of work experience. Table 2 shows that the odds of being employed increase with 1.107 for each year of work experience in the Netherlands, and only with 1.016 for each year of work abroad (chi2=74.87, p = 0.00). Regarding occupational status, work experience in the country of origin has no effect at all. By contrast, for each year of work in the Netherlands, immigrants have a 0.102 higher status score on the ISEI scale (F [1,2799] = 7.95; p = 0.01). It should be remembered, however, that whereas we have a direct measure of total work experience in the Netherlands, work experience abroad is estimated indirectly and actually refers to potential work experience (i.e., experience = age at migration – years of schooling abroad – 6). Despite this difference in measurement, it seems legitimate to conclude that work experience in the Netherlands yields higher returns than work experience abroad. Taken together with the finding of the differential returns to education, our study confirms the idea that the returns to host-country human capital are stronger than to origin-country human capital.

We further hypothesized (H6) that the returns to origin-country specific human capital would be larger among the Caribbean groups (i.e., Surinamese, Antilleans) than among the Mediterranean groups (i.e., Turks, Moroccans). In line with this hypothesis, we find a strong interaction among ethnic origin and education abroad on occupational status (Table 3). For every higher level of education obtained in Suriname or the Dutch Antilles, immigrants obtain 1.352 status points more than for every higher level of education obtained in Turkey or Morocco. With respect to employment there is no such interaction. We find no clear differences for work experience. Interestingly, the results show that education obtained in the Netherlands is especially beneficial for Turks and Moroccans in finding employment. We have no explanation for this finding, since it was assumed that qualifications obtained in the Netherlands are equally valued for all national origin groups.


It could be argued that the positive outcomes of human capital reported in Model 2 and 3 are (partly) the result of the positive outcomes of social capital. For example, the returns to host-country specific human capital could be higher than the returns to origin-specific human capital, because immigrants who obtained their education in the Netherlands and who have worked longer in the Netherlands have become more connected to natives. To see whether these ideas are true, we need to look at the results of Model 4. It is evident from the results that the suggestions are not confirmed in our study. All indicators of human capital remain highly significant, and the distinction between origin and destination specific human capital does not vanish: all differences between origin and host-country specific human capital are significant in Model 4, except for the impact of work experience on occupational status (Table 3). These findings suggest that immigrants who have more human capital are better incorporated economically. More specifically, it means that general, origin-specific and destination-specific human capital have direct effects on employment and occupational status of immigrants, and are not the result of higher social capital.

Although it is beyond the scope of our study, it is important to mention that even when we control for human and social capital characteristics (Model 4) Turkish and Moroccan immigrants are more often unemployed and have lower status jobs than the Caribbean groups, suggesting stronger discrimination against these Mediterranean groups.

Job Search Technique

We further examine the way by which immigrants got their job. We restrict ourselves to the SPVA 1998 survey, since only for that survey the appropriate information was available. Table 4 shows that among the employed male immigrant population 78 percent found their job by “formal sources” (e.g., labour office, internship, advertisement). Only a small fraction obtained their job by using informal ties. Among that subgroup, however, we see that the large majority used connections to co-ethnic family, friends and acquaintances (19%), and only a few found their job through Dutch people (4%). There are also important differences across national origin in job search techniques. Although all groups predominantly use formal channels to find jobs, Moroccans (25%) and especially Turks (37%) clearly rely more often on ethnic ties than Surinamese (10%) and Antilleans (5%).

***TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE***

An important question is whether using ethnic ties is related to immigrants’ social network and to their human capital, and, subsequently, how the job search technique affects immigrants’ occupational outcomes. Table 5 first of all shows the result of a logistic regression of finding a job through ethnic ties (=1) vis-à-vis finding a job through native ties or by more formal procedures (=0). To get a more parsimonious model, we excluded the social capital variables that were insignificant in Table 3, Model 1 (i.e., ethnic intermarriage and ethnic composition network). Note that we also changed the reference category for membership of an organization, to get a better understanding of the contrast between being member of a Dutch organization and not being member at all.

It was hypothesized that immigrants who have more ties with natives more often find jobs through formal sources than through ethnic ties (H7). Our results support the hypothesis. Those who have more contacts with natives are less likely to find a job through ethnic ties vis-à-vis through natives ties or formal procedure. Table 5 furthermore shows that host-country specific human capital leads to a lower likelihood of finding employment through ethnic ties. Those who obtained (higher) education in the Netherlands, and who speak the Dutch language better are more likely to find jobs through contacts with Dutch or by more formal procedures. 

Finally, we look at the effect of job search techniques on occupational status. It was hypothesized that immigrants who find a job through ethnic ties have a lower occupational status than those who obtained a job through Dutch ties of formal channels (H8). Table 5 presents the results of an analysis of the SPVA 1998 wave of occupational status, with and without job search technique. Table 5 indeed shows that those who found their job through ethnic ties score 2.597 lower on the ISEI scale than those who used formal procedures. There is no significant difference with finding a job by Dutch ties, possibly because the number of respondents within this category is small (N = 65). It should be noted that the lower status score for immigrants who found their job by the help of a co-ethnic could not be explained by differences in their own social capital and human capital, since they are taken into account. 

***TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE***

Conclusions and Discussion 

In this article, we looked at the role of human and social capital in the economic incorporation of immigrants. The main contribution to the literature is that we disentangled the effect of origin-specific human capital vis-à-vis destination-specific human capital, and, similarly, assessed the connections immigrants have within their own ethnic group vis-à-vis the ties they maintain with natives. Furthermore, we examined both human and social capital at the same time. Using a survey that is specifically designed to study immigrants, we studied the employment chances and occupational status of foreign-born males from four ethnic minority groups in the Netherlands: Turks, Moroccans, Surinamese and Antilleans. Several conclusions can be drawn from our study.

First of all, we find that human capital positively affects immigrants’ labour market position. More important, however, we find that the returns to origin-specific human capital are much lower than to destination-specific human capital. Immigrants who have obtained their education in the Netherlands and who have had experience in the labour market after migration, have a higher odds of being employed and have higher status jobs than immigrants who have obtained a similar education and work experience abroad. The positive outcomes of human capital obtained in the Netherlands are partly indirect: immigrants who have received schooling in the Netherlands have more contacts with natives, and they more often find jobs through formal means (instead of the help of co-ethnics). Most of the relationship is direct, however, which means that employers value qualifications and experience obtained in the Netherlands higher than those obtained abroad. In line with this interpretation, we find that the returns to origin-specific human capital are higher among Caribbeans, whose education is better recognized and more valued by Dutch employers, than Mediterraneans. In summary, immigrants in the Netherlands particularly improve their economic standing when they learn the Dutch language, attend school in the Netherlands, and obtain experience in the local labour market. The benefits of such host-country specific skills are to a small degree related to an increasing number of ties to Dutch, and to a large degree to their increasing productivity and transferability of skills.

The impact of social capital on immigrants’ outcomes is much less pronounced. Not taking human capital into account, we find that immigrants who have a larger network are less often unemployed and more often have a higher status job. In particular, we find that ties to natives are more beneficial than ties with co-ethnics, and there is some evidence that having contacts with minority and majority members to the same degree yields the best information on job opportunities. However, much of these effects disappear when we take human capital into account. We only find significant results for contacts with Dutch and membership on occupational status. Immigrants who have more contacts to Dutch, and who are a member of a Dutch organization have a job with a higher occupational status than immigrants with fewer contacts to natives and who are not a member of an organization. These effects of social capital are direct, over and above the effects of human capital. 

Except for these two effects on occupational status, we find no direct effects of social capital on immigrants’ employment chances. These results could mean, first, that social capital produces human capital (Coleman, 1990), and that social ties have no direct effect on their employment. For example, immigrants who have more ties to natives more easily learn the Dutch language and they more often complete school successfully. In this way, the effect of social capital is indirect: the social network of an immigrant helps him to invest in host-country specific human capital. Alternatively, however, our results mean that the effect of social capital is spurious. Immigrants with more (host-country) specific human capital are more likely to join a (Dutch) organization, they have more contacts to natives, and they are more often married (to a Dutch). With the cross-sectional data we have used, we are unable to say more about this issue. Future research is encouraged to analyze immigrants’ investments in human capital and the formation of social networks simultaneously in a dynamic design. 

Why do we find only a small positive effect of having contacts with natives on occupational status? And why does the use of impersonal methods leads to lower status jobs? With respect to the quality of jobs obtained, most studies find that nonpersonal methods lead to better jobs. This has been shown in the comparative research of De Graaf and Flap (1988), and in other studies as well (Lin, 1999). It has also been observed in research on immigrants in the United States, although findings are somewhat mixed. The research on Asian immigrants of Sanders, Nee and Sernau (2002) shows that jobs found through personal ties often have a lower occupational prestige than jobs found by formal channels. Aguilera and Massey (2003) found that jobs obtained through personal ties do not affect the sector of employment and the wages of legal Mexicans. With respect to undocumented Mexicans, however, informally obtained jobs are more often in the formal sector, which, in turn, leads to higher wages. Aguilera and Massey (2003) furthermore report that, even when the job search technique is controlled, there are some positive outcomes of social capital on wages. 

We find only a small direct effect of ties to natives on occupational status. This direct effect is explained by immigrants being more likely to use formal sources. Those who found a job through ethnic ties have a lower prestigious job than those who used formal sources. Thus, the small positive effect of ties to natives that remains after human capital is controlled is due to the usage of more formal search methods. Presumably immigrants learn that the better jobs are accessed not by impersonal methods, but by formal procedures.

Comparing the contributions of human and social capital in our study, it seems safe to conclude that what matters most is human capital, and host-country specific human capital in particular. Is this conclusion related to the context in which we studied these relations, the Netherlands? In a comparative study of the general population, De Graaf and Flap (1988) suggest that social capital is less important in the Netherlands than in other countries, particularly the United States. They found that in the Netherlands in 1982, 32 percent obtained their current or last job via informal sources, as against 43 percent in Germany in 1980 and 59 percent in the United States in 1975. 

Our study on immigrants in the Netherlands in 1998 shows that only 22 percent found a job through social connections. In a study of immigrants from China, Korea and Philippines in Los Angeles in 1989-90, Sanders, Nee and Sernau (2002) reported that 35 percent of the jobs were obtained with the assistance of interpersonal ties. Aguilera and Massey (2003) found that 60 percent of documented and 71 percent of undocumented Mexican immigrants in the United States after 1987 got a job through friends or relatives. Although different ethnic groups are compared across countries, these figures suggest that not only among the general population (De Graaf and Flap, 1988), but also that among immigrants it is less common in the Netherlands than in the United States to find jobs through interpersonal connections. That would explain why social capital has a positive effect on the odds of employment in the United States (Aguilera, 2002), whereas there is no direct effect of social capital on the employment chances of immigrants in the Netherlands. Further research is encouraged to study why and under what conditions social capital affects immigrants’ economic incorporation in different countries.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Independent and Dependent Variables
	
	Range
	Mean (or %)
	S.D.

	Dependent variables
	
	
	

	  Employed
	1/0
	.82
	.38

	  Occupational status
	16-88
	37.71
	15.22

	
	
	
	

	Independent variables
	
	
	

	Contacts with Dutch
	0-2
	.96
	.67

	Ethnic composition network
	
	
	

	    More with ethnics
	1/0
	.57
	.50

	    Equal
	1/0
	.28
	.45

	    More with Dutch
	1/0
	.15
	.36

	Partner
	
	
	

	    Ethnic 
	1/0
	.69
	.46

	    Dutch 
	1/0
	.13
	.33

	    Single
	1/0
	.19
	.39

	Membership organization
	
	
	

	    Ethnic
	1/0
	.15
	.36

	    Dutch
	1/0
	.14
	.35

	    No membership
	1/0
	.70
	.46

	Education abroad (mean centered)
	-1.33-2.67
	.00
	1.14

	Education in the Netherlands (mean centered)
	-1.07-2.93
	.00
	1.37

	Work experience abroad (mean centered)
	-8.89-38.11
	.00
	7.74

	Work experience in the Netherlands (mean centered)
	-12.52-31.48
	.00
	8.55

	Language proficiency
	1-3
	2.34
	.75

	Health
	
	
	

	Bad or very bad
	1/0
	.09
	.29

	Neutral
	1/0
	.16
	.37

	Good 
	1/0
	.51
	.50

	Excellent 
	1/0
	.24
	.42

	Caribbean
	1/0
	.36
	.48

	Migration motive
	
	
	

	Work 
	1/0
	.28
	.45

	Family 
	1/0
	.44
	.50

	Other
	1/0
	.28
	.45

	Survey 2002
	1/0
	.39
	.49


Table 2: Logistic Regression of Immigrants’ Employment in the Netherlands, 1998 and 2002 (log odds ratio’s) 
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3 
	Model 4

	
	B
	S.E.
	B
	S.E.
	B
	S.E.
	B
	S.E.

	Contacts with Dutch
	.208*
	.096
	
	
	
	
	-.017
	.104

	Ethnic composition 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    More with ethnics
	Ref.
	
	
	
	
	
	Ref.
	

	    Equal
	.274*
	.132
	
	
	
	
	.251
	.142

	    More with Dutch
	.111
	.193
	
	
	
	
	-.033
	.207

	Partner
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Ethnic 
	Ref.
	
	
	
	
	
	Ref.
	

	    Dutch 
	-.065
	.183
	
	
	
	
	.058
	.197

	    Single
	-.855**
	.119
	
	
	
	
	-.682**
	.131

	Membership organization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Ethnic
	Ref.
	
	
	
	
	
	Ref.
	

	    Dutch
	.520*
	.208
	
	
	
	
	.368
	.220

	    No membership
	-.101
	.131
	
	
	
	
	.047
	.140

	Education abroad (centered)
	
	
	.186**
	.048
	.187**
	.055
	.166**
	.056

	Education in the Netherlands (centered)
	
	
	.258**
	.055
	.383**
	.076
	.383**
	.077

	Work experience abroad (centered)
	
	
	.016*
	.008
	.021*
	.009
	.019*
	.009

	Work experience in the Netherlands (centered)
	
	
	.102**
	.008
	.096**
	.008
	.090**
	.009

	Language proficiency
	
	
	.168*
	.076
	.134*
	.079
	.137*
	.081

	Health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bad or very bad
	
	
	-1.842**
	.176
	-1.849**
	.177
	-1.844**
	.180

	Neutral
	
	
	-1.067**
	.156
	-1.059**
	.156
	-1.074**
	.159

	Good 
	
	
	-.107
	.137
	-.110
	.137
	-.120
	.139

	Excellent 
	
	
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	

	Caribbean (versus Mediterranean)
	1.036**
	.138
	.469**
	.146
	.629**
	.173
	.697**
	.179

	Caribbean*Education abroad
	
	
	
	
	.006
	.112
	.010
	.114

	Caribbean*Education in the Netherlands
	
	
	
	
	-.296*
	.008
	-.281*
	.013

	Caribbean*Experience abroad
	
	
	
	
	-.015
	.016
	-.011
	.016

	Caribbean*Experience in the Netherlands
	
	
	
	
	.036
	.019
	.033
	.018

	Migration motive
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Work 
	-.526**
	.104
	-.749**
	.126
	-.701**
	.129
	-.654**
	.130

	Family 
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	

	Other
	-.236
	.136
	-.312*
	.149
	-.316*
	.150
	-.282
	.152

	Survey 2002
	.472**
	.099
	.258*
	.106
	.260*
	.106
	.272*
	.108

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	1.248**
	.150
	2.008**
	.221
	2.106**
	.232
	2.063**
	.263

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nagelkerke R2
	.121
	
	.266 
	
	.271
	
	.285
	


Table 3: OLS Regression of Immigrants’ Occupational Status in the Netherlands, 1998 and 2002, Unstandardized Coefficients

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	
	B
	S.E.
	B
	S.E.
	B
	S.E.
	B
	S.E.

	Contacts with Dutch
	3.272**
	.549
	
	
	
	
	1.403**
	.491

	Ethnic composition 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    More with ethnics
	Ref.
	
	
	
	
	
	Ref.
	

	    Equal
	.138
	.719
	
	
	
	
	-.287
	.641

	    More with Dutch
	.871
	.995
	
	
	
	
	.315
	.889

	Partner
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Ethnic 
	Ref.
	
	
	
	
	
	Ref.
	

	    Dutch 
	1.506
	.863
	
	
	
	
	.030
	.775

	    Single
	.454
	.733
	
	
	
	
	-1.064
	.656

	Membership organization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Ethnic
	Ref.
	
	
	
	
	
	Ref.
	

	    Dutch
	2.998**
	.972
	
	
	
	
	1.660
	.859

	    No membership
	-2.394**
	.741
	
	
	
	
	-1.125
	.658

	Education abroad (centered)
	
	
	2.455**
	.221
	2.050**
	.282
	1.885**
	.282

	Education in the Netherlands (centered)
	
	
	5.117**
	.208
	5.002**
	.311
	4.786**
	.312

	Work experience abroad (centered)
	
	
	-.025
	.038
	.027
	.052
	.033
	.051

	Work experience in the Netherlands (centered)
	
	
	.102**
	.030
	.116**
	.041
	.103*
	.041

	Language proficiency
	
	
	1.052**
	.391
	1.157**
	.408
	.982*
	.411

	Health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bad or very bad
	
	
	-1.308
	1.082
	-1.297
	1.081
	-.933
	1.077

	Neutral
	
	
	-1.231
	.786
	-1.197
	.785
	-.774
	.784

	Good 
	
	
	-.735
	.558
	-.775
	.558
	-.474
	.557

	Excellent 
	
	
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	

	Caribbean (versus Mediterranean)
	5.154**
	.678
	2.489**
	.605
	2.240**
	.624
	1.646*
	.648

	Caribbean*Education abroad
	
	
	
	
	1.352**
	.440
	1.563**
	.440

	Caribbean*Education in the Netherlands
	
	
	
	
	.135
	.409
	.136
	.408

	Caribbean*Experience abroad
	
	
	
	
	-.145*
	.073
	-.132
	.071

	Caribbean*Experience in the Netherlands
	
	
	
	
	-.041
	.056
	-.057
	.057

	Migration motive
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Work 
	-3.816**
	.660
	.080
	.666
	-.394
	.681
	-.215
	.680

	Family 
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	

	Other
	1.600*
	.687
	.791
	.651
	.391
	.660
	.519
	.657

	Survey 2002
	2.613**
	.533
	1.364**
	.481
	1.369**
	.480
	1.292
	.479

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	32.387**
	.861
	33.119**
	1.066
	33.028**
	1.111
	32.754**
	1.246

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adjusted R2
	.179
	
	.353
	
	.356
	
	.363
	


Table 4: Job Search Technique of Employed Immigrants in the Netherlands, 1998

	
	Turks
	Moroccans
	Surinamese
	Antilleans
	Average

	Formal sources
	60.1
	72.4
	86.0
	90.0
	77.6

	Family, friends, acquaintances
	
	
	
	
	

	Dutch 
	2.9
	3.5
	4.1
	5.4
	3.7

	Ethnic 
	37.0
	24.5
	9.5
	5.0
	18.6

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100


Note: Analysis refers to SPVA 1998 only. N = 1749. 

Table 5: Logistic Regression of Getting Job through Ethnic ties, and OLS Regression of Immigrants’ Occupational Status in the Netherlands, 1998, Unstandardized Coefficients

	
	Logistic regression

Y = Job through ethnic tie
	OLS 

Y = occupational status
	OLS 

Y = occupational status

	
	B
	S.E.
	B
	S.E.
	B
	S.E.

	Job search technique
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Formal source
	
	
	
	
	Ref.
	

	Dutch tie
	
	
	
	
	-.858
	1.573

	Ethnic tie 
	
	
	
	
	-2.597**
	.745

	Contacts with Dutch
	-.366**
	.111
	.988*
	.496
	.871
	.496

	Membership organization
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Ethnic
	-.131
	.182
	1.048
	.835
	1.017
	.833

	    Dutch
	-.308
	.228
	2.006*
	.845
	1.934*
	.843

	    No membership
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	

	Education abroad (centered)
	-.048
	.070
	2.166**
	.352
	2.141**
	.351

	Education in the Netherlands (centered)
	-.440**
	.096
	4.523**
	.394
	4.353**
	.396

	Work experience abroad (centered)
	-.006
	.012
	.057
	.064
	.056
	.064

	Work experience in the Netherlands (centered)
	-.004
	.010
	.116*
	.053
	.117*
	.053

	Language proficiency
	-.233*
	.099
	1.221*
	.504
	1.077*
	.504

	Health
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bad or very bad
	-.032
	.269
	-.405
	1.289
	-.416
	1.286

	Neutral
	.135
	.218
	-.468
	1.034
	-.404
	1.031

	Good 
	.166
	.163
	-.841
	.698
	-.809
	.696

	Excellent 
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	

	Caribbean (versus Mediterranean)
	-.982**
	.202
	2.410**
	.807
	2.061*
	.811

	Caribbean*Education abroad
	-.127
	.153
	1.424**
	.539
	1.402**
	.537

	Caribbean*Education in the Netherlands
	.195
	.149
	.368
	.505
	.512
	.505

	Caribbean*Experience abroad
	.000
	.022
	-.200*
	.090
	-.201*
	.089

	Caribbean*Experience in the Netherlands
	-.014
	.020
	.000
	.075
	-.003
	.075

	Migration motive
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Work 
	.061
	.164
	-.174
	.844
	-.132
	.842

	Family 
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	
	Ref.
	

	Other
	.191
	.199
	.751
	.833
	.822
	.831

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-.419
	.288
	31.018**
	1.404
	32.148**
	1.437


Note: analysis refers to SPVA 1998. N = 1749.
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