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The Effects of Mobility on Neighbourhood Social Tis

Non-technical summary

In the social sciences there exists a long histdrglaims that residential

mobility, access to different types of public anivate transport (dubbed

physical mobility), and availability of modern cormamications technologies

(dubbed virtual mobility) have a negative effect meighbourhood social

ties. Using data derived from the German Socio-ecoo Panel Study

(SOEP), this research provides some empirical egeleon changes in

mobility in the period 1994 to 2004 and investigabew these changes are

associated with changes in people’s social tiels thigir neighbours.

The results suggest that all three forms of mgbildve increased over time
and are negatively associated with visiting neigltboThe most substantial
negative impact on visiting neighbours is obsered increases in
residential mobility. With further increases in nid, close neighbours
may become less relevant. Nevertheless, presdmlyncidence of visits
with neighbours is sizeable; in contrast to theyjdent assertion in the

literature that the neighbourhood is of no impoctan
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Abstract

This research examines the strength of peoplesswiéh close neighbours
and the sensitivity thereof to changes in resi@éntobility, access to
modes of public and private transport, and changehe availability of
modern communications technologies using the Ger@agio-economic
Panel Study (SOEP). All forms of mobility have ieased over time and are
negatively associated with visiting neighbours. Witirther increases in
mobility, close neighbours may become less relevawevertheless,
presently the incidence of visits with neighbowgssizeable; in contrast to
the frequent assertion in the literature that tleggmbourhood is of no
importance.
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1. Introduction

The concern that the local community may disappuker to increases in
mobility has been prevalent for many decades. B work of Tonnies
(1887), Durkheim (1893) and Simmel (1908) we alyefidd the argument
that urbanization, specialization, and bureaucatibn lead to socially more
heterogeneous and physically more mobile soci@tieghich the sense of
community and solidarity is los$t.A few decades later, Wirth (1938)
predicted that with larger shares of the populatigimg in metropolitan
than in rural areas and with rural lifestyles irasiagly mirroring urban
lifestyles, the larger and more heterogeneous uploaalations will make it
possible for people to choose their social contdised on common
interests rather than common locality, underminsgagial interactions
among neighbours. More recently, access to publosportation and
telecommunications have been argued to make destass of a constraint
in maintaining contacts to like minded people whaynmot live next door
(Aronson, 1971; Wellman, 1979, 200l1a). This amgdifithe original
prediction that the sense of community will disaegpdWellman and
Leighton 1979), suggesting that social contactsralvewill remain
important in the future, but neighbours will not.

The erosion of the importance of place is alsoguickp in the debate about
the effects of globalization (Bauman, 2000; Bec83@; Giddens, 1991;

Sennett, 1998). People are increasingly expectedoie to where the jobs



are and often have to leave their familiar envirenmmwhich means it
becomes more difficult to establish social tiegha neighborhood because
of these frequent moves and the high likelihoodha¥ing to move yet
again. Looked at the matter from a different anglese ties to particular
places may represent an obstacle to employmenbtaalinlocations offer
the same opportunities. Moreover, a fast growingyhaf literature suggests
that it is not only employment but also educatibealth and deviant
behaviours that may be affected detrimentally &yrteighbourhood context
(for reviews see, e.g., Dietz, 2002; Durlauf, 20B8gdrichs et al., 2003;
Sampson et al., 2002). This may lead us to conclidd breaking
neighbourhood ties is something positive, lowerthg disincentive for
people to move to more promising neighbourhoodswéder, being
embedded in the community has positive effects efi-leing (Argyle,
1999; Diener et al., 1999; Layard, 2005) and a$ sl@serves our attention,
even if we question the quality of the local netkvdvioving from distressed
neighbourhoods may improve the lot of those who endwut the fluctuation
in the neighbourhood population — if the theoryight — may mean net
reductions in the population well-being becausgmadurhood social ties
are being undermined.

Given the long history of claims that residentiabbility and access to
transport and modern communication technologieg laanegative effect on

neighbourhood social ties, the agenda of this rekeia to provide some



empirical evidence on the relative importance afheaf these. There is in
fact a long and rich tradition of research in tloeial sciences devoted to
describing and explaining social participation. d&#s have looked at the
effects on social participation of residential nibpi(e.g., Kasarda and
Janowitz, 1974; Sampson, 2001), physical mobilitye—ithe effects of
access to private or public transport—(e.g., Kengbal., 2003), and virtual
mobility—i.e., the effects of modern communicatitechnologies (e.g.,
Shklovski et al., 2004). Much less is known, howeabout the joint impact
of these aspects on people’s ties with their lcoahmunity, and the relative
importance of each. While we may expect that residke mobility and
physical mobility increased gradually, communicatiechnology use can
be expected to have produced the most marked afuksieffect on social
interactions—mainly because of the speed with wihineh Internet entered
peoples’ lives. Has the Internet affected peopt@sial relations with their
neighbours over and above other changes in mobiigt may have
occurred? Furthermore, are there differential ingpasf mobility on the
social relations with neighbours than on relatiopstwith other people as
suggested by (Wellman, 2001a)?

The structure of this paper is as follows. We Wit review empirical
studies that have looked at the predictors of r@ghing in general and at
its associations with residential, physical andtuar mobility more

specifically (Section 2). Section 3 describes tthatta used and Section 4



details the methodology employed. Empirical reswdte presented in

Section 5. The paper concludes with a discussidgheofesults.

2. Literature Review

Neighbourhood social ties have been studied extelysior their role in

shaping the social structure of societies (e.g.yila 1958; Park and
Burgess, 1925; Warner et al.,, 1963) and also feir thotential role in

delivering support (e.g., Etzioni, 1993; Jacobsb®36; Sampson et al.,
1999; Schmitt, 2005; Unger and Wandersman, 1988inr@on indicators
of social ties with neighbours in the quantitatilieerature are the
prevalence of support provided by neighbours andvisits between
neighbours. Lee and Campbell (1999, p.127) foramst, find that
neighbours sometimes “(borrow) something small l&kecup of sugar”,
“(receive) assistance in a minor emergency”, “(ggthand with home
repairs”, or “(obtain) needed information”. Visigth neighbours are less
common (Schmitt, 2005), but may be regarded as ralcator that

neighbourhood ties may be strong enough to functewen in

(emotionally/financially) more difficult situationthan these. Among the
characteristics that have been shown to influemgiing are the size of the
local community, population density, social clemsd stage in the lifecycle

(Kasarda and Janowitz, 1974; Sampson, 2001; Vieredk72).



2.1 Residential Mobility and Neighbourhood Social ies

A number of studies have examined the effects t Incicro- and macro-
level residential mobility on neighbourhood sociis (Kasarda and
Janowitz, 1974; Sampson, 2001; Vierecke, 1972).yTbperationalise
residential mobility as length of residence and Bownership status. If
communities form naturally as a by-product of daibytines (Logan and
Spitze, 1994, p. 458), the argument goes, people kdve lived in the
neighbourhood for longer have invested more inllties and this lowers
the probability to be residentially mobile (BelatchErmisch, 2006). Recent
(and frequent) movers not only have had little titneget to know their
neighbours but they maintain ties to friends anailfa living elsewhere
(Kling and Liebman, 2004; Pelizaus-Hoffmeister, 20&hklovski, 2007).
Homeowners, due to the expected length of residameg be willing to
invest more in nurturing contacts with new neighisa{Iobey et al., 1990).
Already existing ties to a particular neighbourhgdar instance, family,
relatives or friends living in the area) as wellthe perceived density of
social ties in the neighbourhood may also playle o the choice process.
A person willing to buy a house may, for instartedte the homeownership
rate in the neighbourhood as an indicator of nesgindd willingness to

invest in neighbourhood social ties .



2.2 Physical Mobility and Neighbourhood Social Ties

Of the three mobility-related aspects that are yesal here in their impact
on social interactions between neighbours, peopleEsess to public
transport and/or to a private mode of transpomafsuch as an own car) is
the least-researched subject. Kenyon, Raffertylamhs (2003) tackle the
subject indirectly when they look at the effects tBnsportation
inaccessibility on social exclusion. Lack of accpsavents people from a
wide range of activities and allows them to engageactivities less
frequently and with a greater likelihood in thegighbourhood. People with
good access to private or public transport — swglmdividuals in higher
professions (Mayntz, 1958) - will travel greatestdnces, other things being
equal, and thus be away from their immediate neighioods more ofteh.
The risks of social exclusion due to lack of accasdransportation is
particularly marked for the elderly, low-wage warke children and

teenagers in low-income families (Pickup and Gnia2005).

2.3 Virtual Mobility and Neighbourhood Social Ties

There has been a plethora of research into thealsogpercussions of
Internet use but without providing stringent resuftor a review of this
literature see Nie, 2001; Shklovski et al., 2008)particular, there is little
empirical evidence on the effects of Internet usesocial interactions

between neighbours. Wellman (2001b; 2001a), fotamse, investigates



whether communities have disappeared due to Irterse (which is not
confirmed by the empirical evidence) but relaxe® ttefinition of
‘community’ to include a non-physical dimension.heTeffects of virtual
mobility may be quite complex. Internet use maydjierihe establishment
and nurturing of social contacts with neighboussgaggested by Matei and
Ball-Rokeach, 2001). However, there is the riskt tbaline social ties
substitute for face-to-face interactions with peopVho are principally
within physical reach. We might not expect any dffef Internet use on
social interactions with neighbours. If anythinge wight expect (heavy)
Internet users to simply have less time for persoomatact.

3. Data

This research is based on data derived of the GeBnaio-Economic Panel
Study (SOEP), a continuing longitudinal generalidagocial survey of the
population living in Germany. The salient featumdsthe survey include
household composition, employment, well-being amohd standards. The
survey started in 1984 and individuals and theusatolds were followed
annually.

This analysis focuses on information on socialtsigiith neighbours which
was collected in 1994, 1999 and 2004. The questads “Do you have
neighbours with whom you get on so well that yositveach other?” If
answered affirmatively, the response to the questibow often do you
visit each other usually?” is also recorded. Ther fanswer categories are

almost daily, at least once a week, at least onoerth, and less than once



a month. Some other key information required fas #malysis - including
information about access to Internet at home am@ésscto a number of
modes of transport - is not available for the savages (see Table 1) so |
pooled data of consecutive waves (1994 & 1995, 19899, and 2003 &
2004). To assure that the information on visitingighbours and the
mobility portfolios refer to the same location tiade in my sample only
those individuals who lived in the same place atrttonth of the interviews
for the respective pooled waves.

Sample members in 1999 and 2004 have lived in géighbourhood for at
least a year when they provide information on wmigitneighbours (because
this information is collected in the second of tiwe consecutive waves). In
contrast, sample members in 1994 may have movédetmeighbourhood
very recently. If there is a correlation betweea thsiting propensity and
the length of residence, we may observe a dechneisiting neighbours
from 1994 to 1999 because of the different sampleé aot because of
greater mobility. We can ignore this potential peob for two reasons:
First, the problem can only be marginal becausea¥erall number of
moves within any year is low in Germany. Secondabse SOEP does not
provide information on all kinds of mobility in 199 can only use data for
1999 and 2004 for multivariate analyses. In thesterltwo years the

problem does not exist.



Table 1
Availability of data on social interactions with néghbours and of mobility
indicators in the SOEP 1994-2004

. 1994 1999 2004

Indicator 1994 1995 1998 1999 2003 2004
Visiting neighbours X n.a. n.a. X n.a. X
Visiting family X n.a. n.a. X n.a. X
Residential mobility X (x) (x) X (x) X
Physical - Private n.a. X X n.a. X n.a.
mobility - public n.a. n.a. X n.a. X n.a.
Virtual mobility n.a. n.a. n.a. X* X n.a.
Neighbourhood
characteristics X n-a. n-a X n-a. X
Individual characteristics X x) ) X x) X

Notes: The denotation is as follows: x = indicattihat are available. (x)=
available but not used; n.a. = not available inrdspective year; * Constructed on
the basis of data collected in 2001.

Pooling of data from two consecutive waves of taagb study also implies
that only individuals who have provided informationthose two years will

be included in the analysis. Finally, between 199@ 2004 the SOEP
introduced two new samples (Sample F and Sampleespectively). To

keep the 1999 and 2004 samples comparable | exthese samples from
the 2004 sample.

Further descriptions and summary statistics ofvalliables used in this

analysis can be provided by the author on request.



3.1 Setting the Scene: The Prevalence of Visitingid Mobility

The data indicate that the prevalence of visitirgghbours is sizeable
(Table 2). 57 percent of the population visits witkighbours at least
occasionally and the share of visitors has remdiiaiely constant over time.
The share of people claiming to visit neighboursenthan once a month
has significantly fallen. This implies that peophay still visit neighbours
as they become more mobile but that this actiwgtdres in their diaries
less often. This idea is supported by the distidoubf the frequency of
visits for only those people who do visit neighlm@pottom part of Table

2).

Table 2
Percent of the population that visits neighbours, ¥ frequency of visits 1994,
1999 and 2004

All 1994 1999 2004
Never 42.0 43.2 43.5
less than once a month 13.2 13.5 15.4
at least once a month 16.6 15.6 17.0
at least once a week 20.2 21.5 19.3
almost daily 8.0 6.2 4.8
Visitors only 1994 1999 2004
less than once a month 22.8 23.8 27.2
at least once a month 28.6 27.4 30.2
at least once a week 34.9 37.9 34.1
almost daily 13.7 10.9 8.5

Source: SOEP 21. Author’s calculations.
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With respect to changes in mobility, the data iatkahat the population has
become more residentially, physically and virtuattpbile (Table 3). The

share of the population that lived in the neighbood for at least 5 or 10
years has declined by 4 percentage points. Patalkbis, more people had
good access to transportation in 2004 than in 2994 most measures of
physical mobility there have been increases oéastl 3 percentage poirits.
Yet the greatest rise has occurred in terms o@iairtmobility. In 1999, 16

percent of the population had access to the Intexnbome. In 2004 this

figure was 42 percent. This represents an increb260 percent.

Table 3
Residential, physical and virtual mobility, 1994, 999 and 2004.
Percent of the
population
1994 1999 2004
Lives in rented accommodation 54.9 52.8 51.6

at least two
Reside.r!tia] Lived in the ye:_ars 92.5 89.5 91.5
Mobility neighbourhood atleastfive o, Soo 754
for years

at least tenyears 57.0 55.2 53.3
not available 31.3 31.9 28.0

Car occesondly 444 153 g5
available
Physical alwaysavailable 57.6 57.7 62.4
Mobility® Bus available - 86.3 87.8
Metro available - 18.7 21.9
Train available - 36.2 41.1
Taxi available - 11.0 18.2
I\\/I/ 'Orgﬁﬁly Internet users - 15.9 42.1

Source: SOEP 21. Author's calculations.
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Table 4
Percentage of the population that frequently visitsneighbours by
residential, virtual and physical mobility

Visits Neighbours
1994 1999 2004

Residential Mobility
Homeownership non-owner 27.5 25.7 22.1
owner 29.1 29.8 25.9
Lessthantwo 5,5 517 206

years

atleast twoyears 29.0 28.5 24.4
lessthan fiveyears 26.6 24.7 21.0
at least fiveyears  28.8 29.0 25.3
lessthantenyears 26.3 25.7 221

atleasttenyears 29.8 29.4 25.8

Length of stay in the
neighbourhood

Physical Mobility
not available 32.9 31.4 25.7

Car occasonally 79 557 944

available
alwaysavailable 25.9 25.9 23.3
BUS not ava?lable - 25.1 26.6
available - 28.1 23.8
Metro not ava@lable - 28.5 25.7
available - 23.6 18.6
Train not ava?lable - 28.5 25.8
available - 26.2 21.6
Taxi not ava@lable - 27.7 24.0
available - 27.6 24.9

Virtual Mobility

Internet non- users - 29.9 25.3
users - 21.8 22.3

Entire Population
28.2 27.4 24.0

Source: SOEP 21. Author's calculations.

Table 4 shows how these changes in mobility arecést®d with changes in
the visiting behaviour. For all types of mobilithet data suggest that
individuals who may be regarded more mobile areéesyatically less likely

to be frequent visitors with their neighbours. Téleare of visitors has
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declined among both residentially more mobile ass$ Imobile people, but
more among the former. Among physically mobile peape also observe
an over-proportionate decline in visiting peoplenpared to the entire
sample. Finally, the results for virtual mobilityggest that a lower share of
Internet users visits with neighbours than nonssém contrast to the
general trend there is no decline in visiting nbiglrs for Internet users,
while the share of non-users that visit neighbobes fallen by four
percentage points. In other words, it may not lgeviltually mobile people

who changed their visiting behaviour, but the ather

4. Methodology
This research investigates whether mobility-reladsgects of life have a

negative impact on social visits with neighboursl do what extent. |
estimate multivariate models to examine the infagerof residential,
physical and virtual mobility while at the same ¢imontrolling for other
things associated with visiting. In the absenceaaf formally stated
theoretical model that could indicate which addiibsocio-economic and
demographic characteristics have to be in the madglstrategy is to first
estimate models with as few explanatory variablegassible. | then add
more controls in order to absorb as much heteroyeag possible.

Along the lines of empirical findings and theoratiarguments reviewed in
Section 2, the hypotheses regarding the effectsnobility on visiting

neighbours are as follow&esidentially mobile individuals visit less with

13



neighbours because their past investment into treéghbhourhood
community is lower and the perceived costs of ®itumvestments are
higher. Physically mobile individuals visit less with neighbours because
higher mobility allows greater independence frora tbcal environment.
Virtually mobile individuals have less face-to-face contact witlginieours
because Internet use takes time away from theioheay that could be spent
visiting.

The statistical approach is as follows. The dependariable is dummy
variable which equal one if an individual visitstiwihis/her neighbours
frequently and zero otherwise. Appropriate modaices are the logit or

the probit model where the dependent varigpbtan take two values, here

0 =does not visit with neighbours frequently
' |1=does visit with neighbours frequently

The logit model can be derived as a latent varialedel, a linear
probability model or as a discrete choice modelni.@nd Freese, 2003,
p.110f.). In the terminology of the latent varialmtedel, we assume that

there is an unobserved propensity of an individaalisit frequently with
neighbours, denote;a, which takes any value between and +o. Let yi*

be defined as a function of a set of charactesstitat stand for an

individual's residential, physical and virtual mbty, denoted Zi =2y

other characteristics of the individual, denobeid and characteristics of the

14



neighbourhood, denotelsli , that have been suggested to be determinants
of social interactions between neighbours.
Vi =@+ BX 4y 2y 402y +cZy +NN, *e
Apart from yi* and the error term, all variables are observee. Mbdel can
be estimated when we link the latent variab:fewith the observed binary

outcomes in our dataset. We hereby assume that vasepositive values

of yi* are observed ag =1 and cases with non-positive valuesﬁf are

observed ay =0. Put mathematically

The probability of observing a positive outcomeréfiere equals:

Pr(Yi =1 X,,Zy,2Z5,2Z5, Ni)

=Pr(yi* >O|Xilzli’22i’23i'Ni)

Long and Freese (2003) show that the probabilitg positive outcome is
the cumulative density function of the error tergimgen the values of the
independent variables:

Pr(Yi =1 X,,Zy,2Z5,2Z5, Ni)

=F(a+ﬁxi +yZ]j +cFZ2i +<Z3i +n Ni)

15



The cumulative density function can be specifiedai®wing the normal
(probit model) or the logistic (logit model). We ploy the logistic
cumulative density function.

Estimation of these models then is straightforward] we hypothesize that

if increases in mobility prevent social interacgomith neighbours, the, o

and ¢ -coefficients should be negative and statisticsigyificant.

4.1 Endogeneity Problems

The results may be problematic because of endagepeiblems with the
mobility measures. If individuals have chosen t@ lin a neighbourhood
with good access to public transportation in ortdebe able to ‘get away’
from the neighbourhood, it may not be access tdiptiansport per se that
causes less contact with neighbours but the indaligl location preference.
People may also have chosen to move away fromghipeirhood in which
they did not make friends among the neighboursraayg then have moved
to a neighbourhood in which they think the chanaemaking friends are
higher (because the neighbours appear to be almilédr social
interactions). Conversely, people who prefer toehtdeir privacy may have
consciously chosen to live in a neighbourhood inctvithe neighbours
appear to be particularly mobile and not interestegbcialising.

To isolate some of these selection effects | tasthypothesis that physical

and residential mobility effects in models for mduals, who may not have

16



chosen the neighbourhood in which they live, mirtbat of the entire
sample. | will assume that this is the case foividdals that are aged 16-29
and who are still living in their parent’s househol

The problem of selection may also exist for virtoability. Early users of
the Internet may be systematically different frdme test of the population
which is problematic if these differences also detee the visiting
behaviour. In Germany, early adopters of the I@emainly live in West
Germany, are male (ARD/ZDF-Arbeitsgruppe Multimedi@99), ‘young’,
i.e., aged 16-29 (van Eimeren and Gerhard, 2008], lsave an upper
secondary school-leaving degree (ECIN, 2002). Tifexts of Internet use
of the particular user type can be separated fimeneffect of Internet use
per se by interacting Internet use with those attarstics that are over-
represented in the online community at 1999. lec#bn is driving the
virtual mobility effect, the effect of Internet usa visiting neighbours will

change substantially.

4.2 Unobserved Heterogeneity

The longitudinal structure of the dataset permustlling for some of

those unobserved characteristics of the individhat do not change over
time. | estimate random effects models which usih llee cross-sectional

and the longitudinal information in the data. Fostatistical representation

17



of the models see (Frees, 2004). We expect thantislity-related effects

on visiting neighbours remain negative in the panedels.

4.3 Effects of Mobility on Visiting Family

A particular feature of this study is that we dilgcompare the effects of
mobility on visiting neighbours with that on visij family. This
comparison is valuable because theory predictstiiea¢ffects of residential
and physical mobility work in opposite directiores (long as the relevant
family member does not live in the same neighboodhas is the case for
the vast majority of the population in Germany)edtrent and recent
movers have been shown to maintain close linkbeo families (by phone,
email and post) rather than establishing contaxtsetv neighbours (e.qg.,
Pelizdus-Hoffmeister, 2001), and poor access tdipuansport prohibits
face-to-face interactions with family members thHate outside the
neighbourhood (e.g., Kenyon et al., 2003). Theot$f@f virtual mobility,
on the other hand, should be in the same diredtinat,is, Internet use takes
away time from the individual to engage in facddoe interactions with
both neighbours and family. Thus, unless the resflour baseline models
are confounded due to some unobserved charaatetfisti affect visiting
neighbours and not visiting family, we can be moomfident with the
identified mobility effects if these effects tumm the opposite sign when we

switch the dependent variable from visiting neiginsao visiting family.
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4.4 Extension: The Impact of Having Mobile Neighbots

The decision over how much time to allocate totwigi also depends on
how much time the others are willing to allocate this activity (see
Sampson, 1988; 2001). To allow for this heteroggnéiaugmented SOEP
with indicators of the fluctuation in the neighbbaod population
(residential mobility), the neighbourhood-level cavnership rate (physical
mobility), and the neighbours’ affinity for Intemese (virtual mobility).
Each of these indicators has nine categories rgnfiom “far below
(German) average” to “far above (German) averaged, has been provided
by Microm GmbH for the year 2004. We expect thatitng more mobile
neighbours has an additional, albeit small, negat¥fect on peoples’

propensity to visit neighbours.
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5. Findings

5.1 Associations between Mobility and Visiting Behaour

Table 5 shows the results of multivariate logit migdfor the outcome
‘frequently visiting neighbours’ in 1999 and 200rhe first set of models
only control for mobility indicators, showing thaight out of nine relevant
coefficients that we expect to be negative are eddeegative. The only
effect that goes in the opposite direction from tMmeory suggests is the
positive effect of having good access to sharedstéin both years). As
argued above, this may be because shared taxiachaglly stand for poor
access to more flexible modes of transportationteNbat the effects of
having access to modes of public transport oningsin these parsimonious

models are not just confounded effects of livingiaity (easy access to the

Table 5
Mobility effects on visiting neighbours, 1999 and @04.

Aged 1629 living
with parents

1999 2004 1999 2004

All persons

Rented accommodation -0.01 -0.01 -0.09 0.12
Length of stay in flat (comparison
group: more than 10 years)
lessthan 3 years -0.45** -0.38** -0.95* -0.63
3-5years -0.1 -0.18* -046 -0.62*
6-10years -0.17* -0.08 -0.13 0.01

Always access to own car -0.14**-0.05 n.a. n.a.
Easy access to bus -0.01  -0.06 0.11 -0.1
Easy access to metro -0.29%0.25**  0.03 -0.34
Easy access to trains -0.14**-0.08 -0.01 0.16
Easy access to shared taxis 0.04 0.03 -0.11 -0.2
Uses the Internet at home -0.44**-0.05 -0.51** -0.13
Constant -0.55** -0.83** -0.68* -0.87**
Log Likelihood -4319.4-4635.3 -490.5 -517.5
Observations 7,250 8,280 824 942

Notes: * significant at the 0.05 level. ** Signiéint at the 0.01 level.
Source: SOEP 21. Author’s calculations.
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metro) or in a village (easy access to shared )taXisere is an effect of
living in larger communities but controlling for does not change the
direction of the effects of access to transpontatio

As shown in Table 5, the effect of access to trartation disappears when
we restrict the sample to individuals aged 16-20 kring with parent(s).

The results for residential mobility are also incloisive for this sample,
which suggests that some of the negative assagsgatibserved in the whole
sample might be driven by neighbourhood selecftidre effects of virtual

mobility, on the other hand, are more marked andare statistically

significant in the sub-sample of individuals whoymet have chosen the
particular neighbourhood they live in. However stliample is very small
and also quite different from the entire populationterms of key socio-
economic and demographic characteristics that méyence both visiting

and being mobile.

5.2 Controlling for more heterogeneity

Among the characteristics that have been suggestdide empirical and
theoretical literature to have an impact on peaplasiting behaviour are
age, income, employment status and education, lenthdusehold context.
Table 6 reports the results of cross-sectional isode 1999 and 2004 that

include controls for all of these alongside peaplaobility portfolio.
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Table 6

Logistic regression of mobility on visiting neighbars, 1999 and 2004.

1999 2004
Rented accommodation -0.08 -0.07
Length of stay in flat (comparison group: more
than 10 years)
lessthan 3years  -0.48** -0.50**
3-5years -0.14 -0.28**
6-10years  -0.23** -0.16*
Always access to own car -0.03 0.01
Easy access to bus 0.02 -0.03
Easy access to metro -0.22** -0.19*
Easy access to trains -0.08 -0.02
Easy access to shared taxis 0.05 0.05
Uses the Internet at home -0.29** 0.03
Size of township (comparison group:
village/small town)
mid-sizedtown  -0.20** -0.28**
city -0.18* -0.16*
Age -0.02* -0.02
Age?/100 0.02* 0.02
Annual equivalised household income (log) -0.30** 0.23**
Male head/spouse employed 0.03 0.03
Female head/spouse employed -0.06 -0.08
Highest school-leaving degree (comparison
group: lower secondary school)
Intermediate school (Real schulabschluss.) -0.09 -0.09
technical school (Fachabitur) -0.17 -0.22
upper secondary school (Abitur)  -0.26** -0.25**
none of the above -0.01 -0.33**
German -0.36** -0.35**
Baby in household -0.14 0.28
Kindergarten child in household 0.11 0.37**
Primary school child in household 0.14 0.23**
West Germany 0.18** 0.13
Constant 2.84** 2.01**
Log Likelihood -4264.2 -4575.8
Observations 7,250 8,280

Notes: * significant at the 0.05 level. ** Signiéint at the 0.01 level.

Source: SOEP 21. Author’s calculations.
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The results confirm that older people and familieth young children are
more likely to visit neighbours (e.g., Feiring apelwis, 1991). The same is
true for less affluent people for who visiting n#gurs at home may
substitute for more expensive activities like egibut, travelling or going to
the cinema. The assertion that unemployed peopgle more because they
have more time (see, e.g., Paugam and Russel, Zb@3) no support.
Cultural socialization within the school (degret)e family (nationality)
and the political system (East Germany), howevepears to strongly
influence people’s visiting behaviour. Comparedhose individuals who
have a lower secondary school degree, graduatesod advanced school
tracks have a lower probability of frequently viisgt neighbours. Germans
also visit neighbours much less than others.

Finally, people living in the former East Germangres less likely to visit
with neighbours in the earlier period. A possibiglanation may be that
people in East Germany trusted their neighbours Bsd a culture of
visiting could not be established under the GDRmegwhich sanctioned
people that got organized socially or politicalljhis effect disappeared
over time, which is an interesting fact about theocpss of social
assimilation between East and West Germany.

The leading hypothesis that greater mobility isoasded with less visiting

is still supported when socio-economic charactiegsdre controlled for.
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Table 7
Coefficients on Internet use interacted with indivdual characteristics that are
associated with a high Internet affinity, 1999 an@®004.

1999 A B C D E F
Uses Internet at home -0.30**0.45* -0.26 -0.35**-0.31** -0.31**
West Germany 0.16*

Internet user in West Germany 0.19
Male 0.06

Male Internet user -0.07
Upper secondary school -0.34**
Internet user with upper
secondary school degree 0.21
Young -0.04
Young Internet user 0.03

Young male with upper

secondary school degree in

West Germany -0.22
Young male Internet user with

upper secondary school degree

in West Germany 0.51
Constant 2.86** 2.89** 2.86** 2.84** 2.86** 2.86**
Log Likelihood -4,265.54,265.0-4,265.4-4,264.9-4,265.54,265.2
Observations 7,250 7,250 7,250 7,250 7,250 7,250
2004 A B C D E F
Uses Internet at home 0.03 -0.13 0.03 0.02 0 0.03
West Germany 0.02
Internet user in West Germany 0.21
Male -0.05
Male Internet user 0

Upper secondary school -0.28

Internet user with upper

secondary school degree 0.02
Young -0.52**

Young Internet user 0.21

Young male with upper

secondary school degree in

West Germany 0.48
Young male Internet user with

upper secondary school degree

in West Germany -0.28
Constant 2.87** 2.99** 2.87* 2.86** 2.87* 2.87*
Log Likelihood -4,572.74,571.2-4,572.7-4,572.7-4,571.94,572.6
Observations 8,280 8,280 8,280 8,280 8,280 8,280

Notes: * significant at the 0.05 level. ** Signiéint at the 0.01 level.
Source: SOEP 21. Author’s calculations.
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The effect of residential mobility is in the hype#tized negative direction
and the effects of how long individuals have livedheir accommodation
are highly significant in both years. The effectsphysical mobility on
visiting are ambiguous (like they were in the pa@nious models) and do
not systematically support the hypothesis that érighobility leads to less
visiting neighbours. The effect of virtual mobilitirops substantially from
0.51 to 0.29 when we control for socio-economicrabgeristics. The effect
also changes over time. In the first period thera statistically significant
negative effect, but this effect disappeared in4200 possible explanation
for this may be that the more people use the Ieteriine less negative
implications this has for their frequency of visgiothers.

It may also be that the community of Internet useoks different in terms
of socio-economic characteristics in these two yead that the effects may
be the result of selection. The selection hypothésids no support from
models including interaction terms for charactessstof early-users and
Internet use (Table 7). Dropping ‘typical’ earlyeus from the sample also

does not change the results (results not reported).

5.3 Unobserved Heterogeneity
Table 8 reports the results of random-effects paradels with controls for
only mobility-related variables and — given itsihigjgnificance in the cross-

sectional models — community size. In additioriftefl models that include
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controls for socio-economic and demographic charatics of the
individual and his/her household. It can be seeat the majority of the
mobility-related effects are negative and statlyc significant, which
lends strong support for the hypothesis that resiale physical and virtual
mobility lead to less visiting neighbours. The asations between Internet
use and visiting, which were highly significant anegative in 1999, are

also highly significant and negative in the panedeils for 1999.

Table 8
Random effects panel models for visiting neighbours

Mobility + Community o\ <o of controls
size controls

Rented accommodation 0.08 -0.03
Length of stay in flat
(comparison group: more than
10 years)
lessthan 3 years -0.58** -0.70**
3-5years -0.15 -0.27**
6-10 years -0.20** -0.30**
Always access to own car -0.17** -0.08
Easy access to bus -0.06 -0.05
Easy access to metro -0.32** -0.29**
Easy access to trains -0.19** -0.14*
Easy access to shared taxis 0.07 0.07
Uses the Internet at home -0.38** -0.30**
Size of township (comparison
group: village/small town)
mid-sized town -0.22** -0.24**
city -0.19* -0.19*
Constant -0.87** 3.84**
Observations 7,250 7,250

Notes: * Significant at the 0.05 level. ** Signiéint at the 0.01 level.
Source: SOEP 21. Author’s calculations.
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5.4 lllustrations of the effects

Figure 1 illustrates how substantive the changesability are relative to
the aggregate change in visiting by comparing tiiead observed change in
visiting with that we would observe if the complgtanmobile persons we
observe in 1999 had become completely mobile in4200he actual
proportion of persons visiting neighbours in 199@ 2004 are 29 percent
and 25 percent, respectively. The predicted dedsnenuch higher than
these 4 percentage points - from 32 percent toet&ept*

Figure 1

Difference between actual change in visiting neigldurs from 1999 to
2004 and predicted change due to increases in matyl
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The results obtained in the multivariate models @lan be used to calculate
visiting probabilities for any number of stylizeadividuals. The predictions
for six cases are presented in Table 9. Case lhleasharacteristics of an
average sample member in 1999, and Cases 2 tod& &ase 1 but have a

different mobility portfolio, ranging from being Gepletely immobile”
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(Case 5) to “completely mobile” (Case 6). The d#feces between the
visiting probabilities of Case 5 and each of theeottases can be interpreted

as the effects of increases in the respective nybil

Table 9
Predicted probabilities for visiting neighbours for six stylized individuals*
Visiting Mobility

probability “Effect”

Case 1: Average person 0.20 -0.08

Case 2: Highly residentially mobile, no other

mobility 0.16 -0.12

Case 3: Highly physically mobile, no other

mobility 0.19 -0.09

Case 4: Virtually mobile, no other mobility 0.22 .06

Case 5: Entirely immobile 0.28 (baseline)

Case 6: Entirely mobile 0.08 -0.20

Notes: * Case 1: Mean characteristics of sample peesin 1999, i.e.,
homeowner, lived in the flat for more than 10 yehes a car, has good access
to bus lines but to no other public transportatlies in a village/small town,
the male head/spouse of the household is empltlyedemale head/spouse of
the household is not employed, has no child of &igdrten age, has no child of
primary school age, lives in West Germany, is 4&gyeld, his/her logged
equivalent household income is 9.4979. Other chages the same
characteristics as Case 1 but their mobility ptidfearies. For Case 2, mobility
related variables are set to ‘least mobile’, chastics of residential mobility
to ‘most mobile’; for Case 3, mobility related \avles are set to ‘least mobile’,
characteristics of physical mobility to ‘most mabjlfor Case 4, mobility related
variables are set to ‘least mobile’, virtual malyilio ‘mobile’; for Case 5, all
mobility related variables are set to ‘least mdbiler Case 6, all mobility
related variables are set to ‘most mobile’.

Source: SOEP 21. Author’s calculations.

The average individual has a 20 percent probahulityisiting neighbours
frequently. The respective probability for a contglg mobile individual
(Case 5) is 8 percent, which is more than 50 péroever than that for a

completely immobile individual (Case 6: 28 percewhile all stylized
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individuals that are more mobile than Case 5 halewer probability of
visiting neighbours, of the three different kindsnaobility, it is residential
mobility that is associated with the biggest fallthe probability of visiting
(12 percentage points). Physical mobility is asstecl with a fall of nine
percentage points in visiting (note that physicabbitity was not
statistically significant in the model underlyingid prediction). Virtual
mobility leads to a decline of six percentage imt the probability of

visiting neighbours.

5.5 The Effects of Mobility on Visiting Family

All models were also fitted for the outcome ‘visdi family’ (for selected

results see Table 10). Coefficients on socio-esboaharacteristics are
very similar to those on visiting neighbours, so deenot report them here.
Notable differences are that there is no effeacashmunity size, and family
visits are about twice as likely as visits with gidours when a child of
kindergarten age lives in the household. MoreoWwme is a negative effect
on family visits of the male head of the househmdihg employed. As to
the effects of mobility on visiting family, thers & positive association with

being more residentially mobile, and this is staiadly highly significant.
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Table 10
Effects of mobility and socio-economic characterigs on visiting family

1999 2004 Random Effects
Mobility M Full set of Mobility y Full set of Mobility *
Community Community Community
; controls controls
size controls size controls size controls
Rented accommodation 0.11* -0.05 0.18** 0.1 0.22** 0.14*
Length of residence (comp. group: more
than 10 years)

Full set of
controls

lessthan 3years 0.30** 0.27** 0.43** 0.28** 0.46** 0.34**

3-5years 0.24* 0.21** 0.13* -0.02 0.33** 0.20*

6-10years 0.17** 0.11 0.15** 0.07 0.23** 0.13
Always access to own car -0.14** 0 0.03 0.14** 8.0 0.01
Easy access to bus 0.17 0.20* 0.14 0.16 0.24* 6.27*
Easy access to metro -0.26** -0.26** -0.22** -0.24*  -0.31* -0.28**
Easy access to trains -0.05 0.03 -0.01 0.05 -0.02 050
Easy access to shared taxis -0.11 -0.12 -0.01 -0.01 -0.06 -0.06
Uses the Internet at home -0.54** -0.34** -0.22**  0.13* -0.47** -0.38**
Constant 0.09 2.23* -0.02 1.65%* -0.28* 2.93**
Observations 7,248 7,248 8,290 8,290 7,248 7,248

Notes: * significant at the 0.05 level. ** signifiot at the 0.01 level.
Source: SOEP 21. Author’s calculations.
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The results on access to different modes of trataian are inconclusive
and statistically not significant. Finally, there & strong and statistically
significant negative effect of having Internet aaxa@t home. In sum, our
hypothesis finds support.

The opposite direction of the mobility effects ingsl that an increase in all
forms of mobility may not increase the probabitibyvisit family. Using the
random effects equation to predict visiting forlisgd individuals, we find
that the completely immobile individual (Case 5% laavisiting probability
of 44 percent and this happens to be the samehéocompletely mobile
individual (Case 6: 45 percent). Physical mobi{iBase 3) does not alter the
prediction either (43 percent). In contrast, residg mobility (Case 2)
increases it by 12 percentage points to 55 peraedtyirtual mobility (Case
4) lowers it to 35 percent.

It may be a coincidence that the effects of residemobility on the two
outcomes cancel out each other perfectly. Howets, result would also
be in line with the hypothesis that the two outcerpeedict each other (if
only because time spent visiting one group canmofspent visiting the
other). If that is so, omitting one decision frohetequation of the other
may lead to biased estimation results.

Given the two outcomes are not strictly exogenausformal way to
investigate the substitution hypothesis is by esfiing the two equations

simultaneously. The bivariate probit model handieslogeneity problems

31



by allowing the error terms of the equations tocbaelated. A significant

ancillary parameterRho will indicate that the two

interdependent, and its sign will show in which way

equations are

Table 11
Bivariate probit regression of the effects of mobity on visiting.
Visiting Visiting
Neighbours Family
Rented accommodation -0.01 0.04
Length of stay in flat (comparison group: more
than 10 years)
lessthan 3 years -0.32** 0.13**
3-5years -0.13** 0.08*
6-10 years -0.14** 0.05
Always access to own car -0.03 0.01
Easy access to bus -0.02 0.12**
Easy access to metro -0.14** -0.13**
Easy access to trains -0.07** 0.01
Easy access to shared taxis 0.02 -0.04
Uses the Internet at home -0.12** -0.21**
Size of township (comparison group:
village/small town)
mid-sized town -0.11** 0.04
city -0.09* 0.04
Age -0.01* -0.01*
Age?/100 0.01* 0.01*
Annual equivalised household income (log) -0.20** 0.12**
Male head/spouse employed 0.03 -0.09**
Female head/spouse employed -0.06* -0.02
Kindergarten child in household 0.1 0.34**
Primary school child in household 0.12** 0.10**
West Germany 0.11** 0.16**
Constant 1.67* 1.24**
Log Likelihood -16098.0
Observations 12,831
Rho 0.12**
Notes: * Significant at the 0.05 level. ** Sigitiint at the 0.01 level.

Source: SOEP 21. Author’s calculations.
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The results presented in Table 11 suggest, in guahcharacteristics which
lead to more visiting with neighbours also leadntore visiting with family:
the highly significant ancillary indicatd®ho (Chi2 =60.36, df=1, p=0.00) is
positive. In contrast to this, the associations tbé mobility-related
indicators continue to point in opposite directiansthe two equations,
which is in support of our leading hypothesis, et - all other things held
constant -people visit with neighbours when they lass mobile and with
family when they are more mobile. Note that theabiste probit model also
yields consistent and efficient estimates of thieat$ of residential and
physical mobility: people’s inclination towards nog if they cannot
realise their desired level of visiting with famiiynd neighbours, and their
choice of residence, will be capturedRiyo.

5.6 Extension: The Impact of Having Mobile Neighbots

Finally, we may ask how much of an effect on ungtineighbours and
family there is of having more residentially, plogly and virtually mobile
neighbours (Table 12). The results suggest thatsareghbours’ mobility
(as measured here) makes very little differencee ©hly two mobility
indicators that appear to affect whether or notppeovisit neighbours
frequently are how long they have lived in the hbeigurhood and how
much their neighbours are orientated towards utieginternet (note that
the personal Internet effect disappears). In cshtthe associations between

own mobility and visiting family are all in the hgthesized direction and
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statistically significant. We do not observe stataly significant effects of
neighbourhood mobility, which is not unexpectedtirdately, if the family
lives outside the neighbourhood it is the familgi®bility that may affect
family visits, not the neighbours’.

Overall, the neighbourhood effects are very weat ians not possible to
control for unobserved heterogeneity in these nwodelcause the proxies
for neighbourhood-level mobility are only availalite the year 2004. The
results of a bivariate probit model for the two atpns are very similar to

this (and therefore not reported).

Table 12
Effects of own mobility and neighbours’ mobility onvisiting neighbours and
family, 2004.

Visiting Visiting
Neighbours Family
Rented accommodation -0.04 0.13*
Length of stay in flat (comparison group: more
than 10 years)
lessthan 3 years -0.49** 0.24*
3-5years -0.30** -0.03
6-10 years -0.19** 0.07
Always access to own car 0.01 0.14**
Uses the Internet at home 0.03 -0.13*
Neighbours’ Mobility
Has residentially more mobile neighbours -0.01 0.01
Has physically more mobile neighbours 0 0.02
Has virtually more mobile neighbours -0.03** -0.02
Size of township (comparison group:
village/small town)
mid-sized town -0.27** -0.04
city -0.19* -0.05
Constant 2.03** 1.56**
Log Likelihood 164.1 296.4
Observations 7,985 7,993

Notes: * Significant at the 0.05 level. ** Sigitiint at the 0.01 level.
Source: SOEP 21. Author’s calculations.
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6. Discussion
Mobility has been suggested to undermine the inapoeg of peoples’ local

circumstances for their social lives and personall-being for many
decades. By combining data for Germany from a nundiedifferent
sources the analyses presented in this paper dtaivsdcial contacts with
neighbours have indeed deteriorated over the lasadk in response to
people becoming more mobile, albeit less dramdgidhlan might have
been anticipated.

The last decade may not appear to be one thataimctierised by a great
deal of social change compared to the earl§d@ntury when in the light of
industrialisation and urbanisation, scholars catb that residential
mobility will have a negative impact on local ties,indeed compared to the
1940s and 50s when great shares of the populatigrated after the war.
The late 1990s and early 2000s may also not appeséicularly eventful
with respect to access to modes of transportaRomlic transport became
accessible to greater shares of the populatiorugfirdhe introduction of
integrated transport networks in the early 1970w] at the same time
companies such as Volkswagen in Germany startedupitog cars which
everyman could afford. Last but not least, it washie 1960s that access to
telecommunication became a mass phenomenon, afowany people to

maintain contacts to people living afar.
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It would have been interesting to undertake thégaech on the basis of data
stretching over a greater number decades, butdatehdo to the knowledge
of the author not exist. Moreover, the late 19%0s characterised by
notable changes in the three types of mobility Whie analyse here in their
impact on neighbourhood social ties. After Germamification residential
mobility, mainly from East to West Germany, hasstahtially increased in
response to economic restructuring (see, e.g.,guURI06). In addition,
changes in the legislation regulating the provisidrpublic transport took
effect in the 1990s, which may have had impactsaocessibility, thus
physical mobility. The so-called Regionalisierungsetz of 27 December
1993 acknowledges for the first time that accessptiblic transport
constitutes part of people’s constitutional riglat $ervices of general
interest. This in effect means that since 1994llaashorities had to make
sure to offer affordable public transport to eve. The law also
stipulates the liberalisation of transport in Genpyavhich may have led to
more competitive pricing, thus better access forLaist but not least, it was
not until the mid to late 1990s that prices for qmeral computers fell
significantly and the Internet started entering tlmenes of much greater
shares of the population.

Given the speed with which the Internet entered p#ople’s lives, we may
have expected the greatest change in neighbourbmodl ties in response

to changes in virtual mobility. The results presenin this paper suggest
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that of the three types of mobility, residentialbilibty is associated with the
biggest decline in visiting neighbours: If a persbat is not mobile became
residentially mobile, this is associated with a d&rcentage point lower
probability of visiting neighbours. In contrastcegving better access to a
number of different modes of transportation is asged with the second
biggest decline in the probability of visiting nelgurs, but this is not
statistically significant. A sizeable share of thecline in social visits with
neighbours, however, is attributable to acces$é¢olnternet (9 percentage
points). This is alarming given that connectingrgeae in Germany to the
Internet is an expressed political goal. Since 2@9&ry school in Germany
has been connected to the Internet, which meandrthae future, every
young person will use the Internet at some poiningutheir education.
Furthermore, as Internet access expands and gdcdése connection and
technical equipment drop, more people will likelgvie access at home. In
2006, 60 percent of the population is already usireg Internet, and this
percentage can be expected to increase in theefutience, there might be
scope for further declines in visiting neighbours.

Determining whether a person is more mobile becailse could not visit
neighbours or whether s/he could not visit neighbdaecause she was more
mobile is an empirical challenge. We addressedifisise in a number of
different ways. We exploited, for example, the fdwt most people care

about seeing family, hence choose their place sitlemce on the basis of
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whether they can visit not only neighbours but désaily as often as they
wish. By simultaneously modelling visiting familya visiting neighbours
we could isolate selection effects and get unbiastisnates of the effects
of residential, physical and virtual mobility orsiting. The results confirm
that all forms of mobility are associated with acldee in visiting
neighbours (the effect of physical mobility is r&tatistically significant
though). The negative effects of residential anda fesser extent, physical
mobility on visiting neighbours are, however, caratted by their positive
effects on visiting family. In contrast, Interneteuhas a negative effect on
both outcomes. Since Internet effects have becasg $ignificant over
time, this effect may not persist.

Overall, this analysis shows that neighbourhoodasdies are challenged
more by people’s greater residential mobility thgntheir use of modern
communication technologies. It also shows that m@grhood ties are
more at risk than family ties when people becomeaemesidentially,
physically and virtually mobile. This may be dueth® social norm that
people should be on good terms with their familg amake a visit every
now and then. Such norms do not exist, at leastGermany, for
neighbourhood social relations. On the contrary, ldarature review of
community studies in Germany has shown that théakoorm isnot to

have close contacts to neighbours but, rathereép khem distant.
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Notes

1. These classic examples did not refer specificallocal communities but
included all social networks. Given that socialenactions at that time
were predominantly among people in a common lggalibwever, the
loss of a sense of community at the local levehiglicit in the critique.

2. At least when the attractiveness of the moradisiestination outweighs
the disutility of the additional time and money sp& reach it. A more
distant place might be more attractive, for instartwecause family and
friends, to whom close social ties exist, live ther

3. Note that in contrast to the other modes of ipuldansportation,
increased access to shared taxis may actuallycteflereduction in
physical mobility and not an increase therein. 8tiataxis may have
replaced a formerly underused bus line, and tothseservice, people
have to call to book well in advance of the planjoeoiney.

4. In fact, we predict the likelihood to visit fpeople that do neither exist in
our sample nor in the real world as we fix all midual characteristics
that do not relate to mobility at the sample meah999. This implies, for
instance, that people’s gender is not male or ferbat the proportion of
females observed in the 1999 sample.
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