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Abstract: Language proficiency and contact with host society members are crucial for migrant newcomer integration.
We investigated how positive intergroup contact with one language buddy may facilitate the integration of newcomers.
One hundred nineteen newcomers who participated in Kletsmaatjes, a Dutch online language buddy program,
participated in a correlational study. Regression analyses (plus path analysis) showed that more positive contact
(enjoyment, self-disclosure, respect) with a language buddy was significantly linked to newcomers’ integration
outcomes (cultural learning, sense of belonging). Interestingly, self-disclosure and enjoyment were most strongly linked
to cultural learning, while respect was most strongly linked to belonging. Thematic coding offered insights into buddies’
interactions corroborating the quantitative insights. We discuss how a language buddy can be a stepping stone into a
new society.
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“The language buddies are important people to us
[migrant newcomers]. They help us to integrate and
improve the language.”

—Migrant newcomer in this study
(Personal communication)

The number of people on the move worldwide has
significantly increased to over 281 million international
migrants in 2020 (International Organization for
Migration, 2024). Migrants leave their home countries
for various reasons: work, study, safety, or better oppor-
tunities. As soon as migrants settle in a new country, they
face the challenge of building a new life and integrating
into the host society1 (e.g., Fuchs et al., 2021). Although
migrants’ integration experiences depend on the specific
context of the host society (Penninx&Garcés-Mascareñas,

2016), two crucial factors that generally benefit migrant
newcomers’ integration are interacting with host society
members and speaking the local language (e.g., Tip et al.,
2018).
Language buddy programs offer newcomers a way to

connect with host society members and learn the local
language.2 Buddy programs have become popular in Eu-
rope, including the Netherlands (Mortier, 2024). These
programs aim to support newcomers’ integration process
by facilitating regular one-on-one conversations with a
local volunteer. Newcomers learn the host society lan-
guage and how to participate in the new society (e.g., van
Niejenhuis, 2017). We investigated how positive intergroup
contact with a language buddy may facilitate the inte-
gration of newcomers in a new society. We collaborated
with a foundation in the Netherlands that offers a language
buddy program with weekly online meetings.

1 We want to acknowledge that a “host society” or nation state is not static and homogeneous, but dynamic and heterogeneous, consisting of
several societal (sub)groups in which newcomers can participate and become included.

2 We will use the general term newcomers henceforth to refer to people who migrated for different reasons.
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Newcomer Integration

Newcomer integration refers to the participation and in-
clusion of newcomers in the host society (Ager & Strang,
2008). Integration is a complex, multifaceted, and mul-
tidimensional process between newcomers and host so-
cieties, by which newcomers become an accepted part of
the host society (Penninx & Garcés-Mascareñas, 2016). It
can be described with a set of different indicators (Ager &
Strang, 2008). First, integration includes so-called
markers such as employment, education, and health,
which signal newcomers’ participation and inclusion in
public domains. Second, integration is facilitated by, for
example, language proficiency and knowledge about the
host society’s culture, since these facilitators enable
newcomers to take part in society. Third, social connec-
tions with host society citizens (social bridges) are a driving
force behind the integration process (Ager & Strang,
2008), as they help newcomers to get familiar with the
new society. Importantly, integration experiences of
newcomers are shaped by individual factors (e.g., reason
to migrate) and the societal context of and opportunities in
the host country (e.g., migration discourse, available
support initiatives, Phillimore, 2021). Furthermore,
meaningful social connections can provide newcomers
with a sense of belonging to the host society (Orton, 2012;
Wessendorf & Phillimore, 2019) or the feeling that they
are an accepted part of the host society, which signals
psychological integration (Harder et al., 2018).

In this research, we focus on one specific social con-
nection: the intergroup contact between newcomers and
Dutch volunteers in an online language buddy program.
Although language proficiency has been widely studied as
a facilitator of integration (e.g., Tip et al., 2018), the fa-
miliarity of newcomers with local norms, customs, and
institutions in the host society has received less attention.
We aim to understand how positive intergroup contact
with a language buddy contributes to newcomer integra-
tion, focusing on newcomers’ cultural knowledge and
sense of belonging as two indicators of integration.

(Intimate) Intergroup Contact to Improve
Intergroup Relations

Research on intergroup contact theory (Allport, 1954;
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) showed that positive contact
betweenmembers of different (societal) groups has positive
consequences, such as reducing prejudice and improving
intergroup relations. These effects are especially likely to
occur when contact takes place under optimal conditions
(equal status, a common goal, cooperation, and institutional
support) and when contact is more frequent (e.g., Davies

et al., 2011). Quantity (frequency) and quality (positive vs.
negative) of intergroup contact both matter and are closely
related; in everyday interactions, positive contact is more
frequent, while negative contact may have stronger effects
(positive–negative contact asymmetry; see Schäfer et al.,
2021). A recent meta-analysis showed that online inter-
group contact can improve intergroup relations (Imperato
et al., 2021); it can facilitate contact between people who
would not usuallymeet in daily life (Hebel-Sela et al., 2025).

One type of intergroup contact is intimate intergroup
contact, which refers to meaningful interactions between
members of different groups that include repeated con-
tact, reciprocal self-disclosure, and trust (Marinucci et al.,
2021). Intimate intergroup contact, such as cross-group
friendships, showed larger effects on prejudice reduction
than intergroup contact under optimal conditions
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), especially when friends reg-
ularly spend time together and share personal information
(Davies et al., 2011). Research using the Fast Friends
procedure, a method to induce feelings of closeness
among strangers (Aron et al., 1997), showed that having a
cross-group friend reduced anxiety in intergroup inter-
actions (Page-Gould et al., 2022). Moreover, positive in-
timate contact can safeguard against negative contact
experiences (Graf et al., 2020).

Intergroup contact research has mainly focused on ma-
jority perspectives (e.g., Dovidio et al., 2017). However,
majority members (such as host society volunteers) may
experience intergroup contact differently than minority
members (migrant newcomers), as majority and minority
members have different goals and needs in intergroup in-
teractions (Dovidio et al., 2017). For example, minority
group members want to be empowered, whereas majority
members want to be accepted (Shnabel & Nadler, 2008);
racialized minority members seek to be respected and seen
as competent, whereas majority members seek to be liked
and seen as moral (Bergsieker et al., 2010). A recent study
showed that migrants experienced intergroup interactions
as positive, when their needs in the interactionwere fulfilled
(Kreienkamp et al., 2023). In sum, (intimate) intergroup
contact can improve intergroup relations and thereby shape
the societal context for newcomer integration.

Intergroup Contact for Newcomer
Integration in Language Buddy Programs

Intergroup contact between newcomers and host society
members has a positive impact on newcomers’ integration.
For example, intergroup contact was positively associated
with newcomers’ well-being (Tip et al., 2018) and chances
of finding employment (Kanas et al., 2011). Positive inter-
group interactions can also promote newcomers’ sense of
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belonging to the host society (Orton, 2012). Migrants in the
United Kingdom who interacted more with British people
and developed close relations like friendships mentioned
that this triggered their sense of belonging to the new so-
ciety (Wessendorf & Phillimore, 2019). Furthermore, a
study in Sweden showed that interacting with local citizens
in a language café helped newcomers to develop local
language skills and get more familiar with the host society
culture (Johnston, 2016). In sum, these studies clearly
showed that positive social connections with host society
members contribute to newcomers’ integration.
Buddy programs that support newcomers’ integration are

increasingly common in Western Europe, such as (social)
mentoring and befriending programs (Mortier, 2024).
These buddy programs, often run by civil society organi-
zations, connect a newcomer with a volunteer from the host
society (a buddy) for regular one-on-one conversations.
Buddies usually meet each other in person for a certain
period (e.g., 6 months) with the aim to support the inte-
gration of newcomers by assisting with daily challenges or
undertaking social activities (Crijns & De Cuyper, 2022). In
language buddy programs, newcomers and volunteers
practice the local language to facilitate newcomers’ par-
ticipation in the host society. In the Netherlands, there are
over 500 local organizations (e.g., volunteer organizations,
libraries) that offer a language buddy program (Het Begint
met Taal, 2024). These programs are offered next to the
formalized integration procedure in the Netherlands, in
which (most) newcomers need to follow language and in-
tegration courses to pass a civic integration examination
and receive a permanent residence permit.
Overall, buddy programs can provide different types of

support to newcomers (e.g., practical, informational,
emotional) that aid their integration (Behnia, 2008;
Vescan et al., 2023). Newcomers’ participation in a lan-
guage buddy program in the Netherlands was positively
linked to improved language proficiency and perceived
ease of participation in the host society (van Niejenhuis,
2017). A randomized controlled trial in Germany showed
that newcomers who participated in a mentoring program
were more socially connected and slightly developed their
German speaking skills (Jaschke et al., 2022). These
studies have focused on buddy programs that take place in
person. To the best of our knowledge, there are no pre-
vious studies on online buddy programs. Drawing from
insights into online intergroup contact (e.g., Hebel-Sela
et al., 2025), we argue that online buddy contact can
benefit newcomer integration.
Key drivers of language buddy programs are the positive

contact between buddies, the regular meetings, and the
personal relationship. Buddy relationships are character-
ized by a reciprocal exchange based onmutual interest and
respect (Crijns & De Cuyper, 2022). This exchange

includes self-disclosure; buddies voluntarily share infor-
mation that is intimate or personal (Turner et al., 2007). As
buddies frequently interact and discuss personal experi-
ences and challenges, they get to know each other; some
might even develop a close relationship, similar to cross-
group friendships (Davies et al., 2012). Language buddy
relations thus includemany of the characteristics typical of
intimate intergroup contact (e.g., repeated contact, re-
ciprocal self-disclosure). Although buddy relations are
meant to be equal, asymmetries and power imbalances
may exist between newcomers and volunteers (Stock,
2019; Vescan et al., 2023). To conclude, language buddy
programs play a meaningful role in newcomers’ integra-
tion. We focus on how newcomers experience the contact
with their language buddy and investigate how aspects of
positive contact are linked to two integration outcomes:
cultural learning and sense of belonging.

Links Between Positive Contact With a
Language Buddy and Newcomer Integration

Previous research on (intimate) intergroup contact and the
development of close relationships such as cross-group
friendships has pointed toward three main aspects that re-
flect positive intergroup contact: (1) enjoyment, (2) self-
disclosure, and (3) respect. Based on this literature, we
expected that all positive intergroup contact aspects (en-
joyment, self-disclosure, respect), as experienced by new-
comers, should be positively associated with newcomer
integration (cultural learning and sense of belonging; con-
firmatory Hypotheses 1a and 1b, see Figure 1). Additionally,
we developed more specific exploratory expectations to
investigate which aspect of positive contact would be most
strongly linked to each integration outcome (see below).

Enjoyment
Next to Allport’s optimal conditions, the quality of inter-
group contact is often captured with enjoyment or
pleasantness (e.g., Islam & Hewstone, 1993). Thus, we
expected that newcomers’ enjoyment of the interactions
would be positively related to newcomer integration
(Hypothesis 1a and 1b).

Self-Disclosure
Reciprocal self-disclosure is seen as the foundation for
developing intimacy in new relationships (e.g., Davies
et al., 2012). Indeed, several experiments showed that
reciprocal self-disclosure that is increasingly personal can
lead to feelings of closeness, liking, and enjoying the in-
teractions (Aron et al., 1997; Sprecher, 2021). As self-
disclosure is an essential aspect of positive contact, we
expected that newcomers’ self-disclosure in buddy
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interactions should be positively related to newcomer
integration (Hypothesis 1a and 1b).

More specifically, one’s own self-disclosure invites the
interaction partner to share personal information as well,
triggering an exchange process (Turner et al., 2007).
Newcomers who self-disclose are therefore more likely to
learn about various aspects of the host society’s culture
from their language buddy. Importantly, online settings
tend to foster self-disclosure as well (Amichai-Hamburger
& McKenna, 2006). Therefore, we explored whether
engaging in self-disclosure would be most strongly linked
with higher levels of cultural learning (Hypothesis 2).

Respect
Respect is relevant for intergroup interactions, as espe-
cially members of minority groups feel the need to be
respected by majority members (Bergsieker et al., 2010).
With regard to newcomers, feeling respected and being
treated as equal citizens of the host society provides a
foundation for newcomer integration (Ager & Strang,
2008). We thus expected that newcomers’ experience of
mutual respect in buddy interactions should be positively
related to newcomer integration (Hypothesis 1a and 1b).

More specifically, feeling respected could foster new-
comers’ sense of belonging, a feeling of being an accepted
part of the host society. This sense of inclusion and con-
nectedness to the host society is grounded in everyday
positive interactions with host society members (Orton,
2012; Walton & Brady, 2017), such as language buddies.
We thus explored whether experiencing mutual respect
would be most strongly linked to higher levels of new-
comers’ sense of belonging (Hypothesis 3).

Current Study

To date, newcomers’ experience of positive intergroup
contact with members of the host society has received little

attention (Kreienkamp et al., 2023). Buddy programs pro-
vide a unique field setting to study newcomers’ intergroup
contact experience and its benefits. To the best of our
knowledge, there is no systematic analysis of an online
language buddy program yet. This study extends previous
research by investigating how positive intergroup contact
with an online language buddy can facilitate the integration
of newcomers in a new society. Combining quantitative and
qualitative analyses, we zoom in how newcomers experience
one-on-one contact with a Dutch volunteer by focusing on
(1) how three relevant aspects of positive intergroup contact
(enjoyment, self-disclosure, respect) are linked to two
newcomer integration outcomes (cultural learning and
sense of belonging), and (2) what newcomers discuss during
and learn from their buddy interactions (thematic coding).
We conducted this research in collaboration with an ex-
isting online language buddy program (Kletsmaatjes).

Method

We report our sample size, all data exclusions, and all
measures in the study. The study was not pre-registered
due to the urgency to carry out the research and the ex-
ceptional circumstances of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Research Collaboration and Material
Development

We collaborated with Het Begint met Taal (https://www.
hetbegintmettaal.nl/; It Starts with Language; English
translation), a nation-wide foundation in the Netherlands
that supports local organizations that facilitate contact
between natives and non-natives. The foundation launched
an online language buddy program called Kletsmaatjes
(Dutch for “chat buddies”) in March 2020, during the first

Figure 1. Hypothesized and explored relations
between newcomers’ positive intergroup contact
and newcomers’ integration outcomes. Regular
arrows indicate the expected positive links be-
tween variables (confirmatory hypotheses). Bold
arrows indicate the explored strongest links.
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COVID-19–related societal lockdown in theNetherlands. All
formal in-person integration and language courses and face-
to-face buddy programs for newcomers stopped. Klets-
maatjes connects newcomers who want to practice the
Dutch language with a volunteer for regular one-on-one
conversations online (via video-call). Language buddies
typically meet an hour per week for up to 25 times and are
encouraged to practice speaking and understanding Dutch.
Volunteers can follow a short online training (including
practice materials). Kletsmaatjes’ aims are to improve
newcomers’ language skills, increase their confidence in
speaking Dutch, and expand their social network.
The partnership started based on a mutual interest to

investigate the impacts of their language buddy programs.
As the collaboration began after the program had started,
we could only conduct a correlational study. Partners
decided to present all study materials in Dutch. To ensure
comprehensibility and suitability, materials were inten-
sively developed and discussed with the collaboration
partner. Two language experts and one teacher of Dutch as
a Second Language revised the materials and adjusted
them to a basic Dutch language level (A2, CEFR-
framework3), an entry requirement for newcomers to
participate in Kletsmaatjes.

Study Design and Participants

Weconducted a correlational study among newcomers who
participated in Kletsmaatjes. In total, 169 newcomers filled
out an online survey via Qualtrics in Dutch. Fifty partici-
pants were excluded from the analysis because they either
did not complete the integration outcome items (42), had
not met their volunteer yet (7), or stated difficulties with
understanding the questions in the comment section (1).
The final sample consisted of 119 newcomers between 22
and 58 years (M = 35.90, SD = 7.55), including 52% women.
The majority (90%) were highly educated (university de-
gree). Participants came from 34 different countries, in-
cluding Turkey (35%) and Syria (13%), two countries from
which the largest refugee groups came to theNetherlands in
recent years (Statistics Netherlands, 2022). Others came,
for example, from Brazil, Yemen, India, Indonesia, Co-
lombia, or Poland. On average, newcomers had lived in the
Netherlands for 3 years (M = 37.12 months, SD = 33.01).
Most participants assessed their own Dutch language level
as A2 (34%) or B1 (34%; see Footnote 3). For a socio-
demographic overview, see Electronic Supplementary
Material, ESM 1.

We conducted a sensitivity power analysis to detect R2

increase for three tested predictors (positive contact in-
dicators) and six overall predictors in stepwise regressions
usingG*Power version 3.1.9.7 (Faul et al., 2009). This analysis
indicated that we could reliably detect small-to-medium
effects with a minimum effect size of f2 = .09 given
β = .80, α = .05 and a sample size of 119.

Procedure

This researchwas approved by the Ethical Committee of the
Faculty of Behavioral and Social Sciences, University of
Groningen. Data were collected between April and May
2021. All newcomers who participated in Kletsmaatjes in
April 2021 received two invitation emails from the program
manager for a study about their program experience. The
email contained a study description, an information letter,
and a link to the survey. Around 1,000 newcomers were
invited, of whom 17% filled out the online survey, a suffi-
cient response rate considering the hard-to-reach sample.
Participants first gave their consent; we emphasized that

participation was anonymous, not mandatory, and had no
influence on their participation in the program (i.e., the
program coordinator did not know who participated, only
researchers had access to the data). Participants were then
asked to indicate sociodemographic information and an-
swer questions about their participation in the program (e.g.,
the number of meetings with their buddy, the quality of
contact). Next, participant filled out questions about their
life in the Netherlands (e.g., cultural learning and sense of
belonging). Finally, participants answered two open ques-
tions about the interactions with their language buddy and
were thanked for their voluntary participation [see English
(translation) and Dutch (original) questionnaire in ESM 2].
On average, newcomers filled in the survey in 26 min (M =
26.53, SD = 19.55; excluding eight outliers). Participants
were allowed to continue the questionnaire at a later time;
somemay have translated Dutch words while filling out the
questionnaire. The results were shared with participants in
several ways (i.e., research report, newsletter) to ac-
knowledge their contribution.

Measures

Sociodemographic Variables
Newcomers indicated their gender, age, level of education,
and country of origin. Besides describing the sample, we

3 The Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) runs from A1, A2 (basic user) to B1, B2 (independent user) up to C1, C2 (proficient user)
(Council of Europe, 2020, p. 175).
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explored potential group differences (see ESM 3; no group
differences detected). Additionally, newcomers reported
their length of stay in the Netherlands (number of months
since arrival) and current Dutch language level (indicated
as CEFR-level), as these variables can influence new-
comers’ integration process (e.g., van Niejenhuis, 2017).

Quantity of Contact
Wemeasured quantity of contact with one item (how often
participants had met their language buddy). Participants
could choose from seven options (lowest to highest): not
yet, less than 5 times, 5–10 times, 10–15 times, 15–20 times,
more than 20 times, or the sessions with my kletsmaatje are
completed. Based on previous research, we controlled for it
in the analyses (e.g., Schäfer et al., 2021).

Positive Contact
We distinguished three aspects of positive intimate in-
tergroup contact: enjoyment, self-disclosure, and respect
(e.g., Bergsieker et al., 2010; Davies et al., 2012; Islam &
Hewstone, 1993) . We selected two to three items for each
construct from previous research and adjusted them to our
target group. Participants indicated their agreement with
statements from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5).

Enjoyment
We asked how much participants enjoyed the conversa-
tions with their volunteer and whether they often laughed
together (based on Sprecher, 2021). These two items were
significantly correlated (r = .36, p < .001) and combined as
a scale.

Self-Disclosure
We adapted three items (Vezzali et al., 2015) to assess to
what extent participants engaged in self-disclosure with
their buddy (“I talk about my daily life with my klets-
maatje”; “I talk about my problems and worries with my
kletsmaatje”; “I feel comfortable around my klets-
maatje”). The internal consistency of this scale was rel-
atively low (α = .57), but interitem correlations were all
significant (r’s > .29 and p’s < .002). Inspection of the
means showed that the mean of the second item about
problems and worries was relatively low (M = 3.67, SD =
1.45) compared to the other items (both M’s > 4.50). Self-
disclosure entails sharing positive and negative experi-
ences and feelings, (Vezzali et al., 2015) and people tend to
share negative experiences when they developed intimacy.
Thus, we decided to nonetheless combine the three items
as a scale to assess all aspects of self-disclosure.

Respect
Two items measured the extent to which buddies expe-
rienced mutual respect (“My kletsmaatje has respect for

me”; “I have respect for my kletsmaatje”). The items
strongly correlated (r = .79, p < .001) and were combined
as a scale.

Integration Outcomes
We used a five-point scale from strongly disagree (1) to
strongly agree (5) to assess two integration outcomes.

Cultural Learning
We measured cultural learning with two items assessing
the extent to which newcomers learned about (1) Dutch
culture and (2) life in the Netherlands from their language
buddy. These two items strongly correlated (r = .75, p <
.001) and were combined as a scale.

Sense of Belonging
Weconceptualized a sense of belonging as the feeling of being
an accepted part of and having positive relationships with
others in the host society, or the expectation to feel so in the
future (Walton & Brady, 2017). Based on belonging liter-
ature (e.g., Fuchs et al., 2021), we formulated four items to
measure participants’ sense of belonging to Dutch society
(“I think that I can feel at home in the Netherlands”). The
scale showed high internal consistency (α = .82).

Qualitative Questions

We asked two open questions about (1) conversation topics:
“What (online) activities do you like to do with your
kletsmaatje? For example, which topics do you talk
about?” and (2) learning effects: “What did you learn from
your kletsmaatje? For example, what did you learn about
the culture of your kletsmaatje?” Participants could an-
swer in Dutch or in another language (majority answered
in Dutch (90.7%), nine in English (7.6%), and two in their
mother tongue (1.7%)).

Analytical Approach
The first, second, and last authors were involved in the
thematic analysis: the first and last authors developed a
coding scheme for each of the open questions, and the
second author supervised the process. Using Braun and
Clarke’s (2006) step-by-step procedure for thematic anal-
ysis, the two coders first familiarized themselves with the
data and scanned the short answers of each question for
codability. General answerswere deemed noncodable, such
as “We talk about different topics” and “I learned a lot from
her.” Next, coders independently assigned initial codes to
answers, which included either an enumeration of re-
sponses (multiple codes) and/or short statements (one
code). Third, they jointly grouped codes into potential
themes and created a first inductive coding scheme per
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question. The two coders then entered several coding
rounds and continuously reviewed the coding schemes
together, resolving any ambiguities and inconsistencies.
This resulted in a final coding scheme per question, which
the first author used to check all answers. The data con-
tained 289 codes for conversation topics, organized into 12
themes; and 159 codes for learning effects, organized into
eight themes. We computed the frequency with which each
theme was mentioned.

Results

Descriptive Analyses

Overall, newcomers experienced the interactions as highly
positive (enjoyment, self-disclosure, respect) and indi-
cated high levels of cultural learning and sense of be-
longing (see Table 1 for an overview of results). In line with
confirmatory Hypotheses 1a and 1b, all three positive
contact indicators were positively correlated with cultural
learning and sense of belonging (all r’s > .28, all p’s < .01).
Most newcomers had met their buddy between 5 and 15
times. Quantity of contact was not correlated to either
integration outcome.

Hypothesis Testing

We first conducted two stepwise regression analyses, one for
each integration outcome (cultural learning, sense of be-
longing), to explore which positive contact indicator (en-
joyment, self-disclosure, or respect) would be most strongly
linked to each integration outcome (exploratory Hypotheses
2 and 3). These analyses included three steps, entering (1)
newcomers’ current language proficiency and length of stay
in theNetherlands, (2) number ofmeetingswith the language
buddy (quantity of contact), and (3) three positive contact
indicators. Important to note, none of the variables in the first
two steps were significantly related to the two integration
outcomes (all p’s > .06; see Tables 2 and 3).

The first regression analysis explained 51% of the
variance in cultural learning (R2 = .51, ΔR2 = .46,
F (3,101) = 31.54, p < .001) after step 3. Both enjoyment
(β = .48, t = 4.60, p < .001) and self-disclosure (β = .29,
t = 3.19, p = .002) were positively related to cultural learning,
whereas mutual respect was not (β = �.00, t = �0.05,
p = .964). The association between enjoyment and cultural
learning was not significantly stronger than between
self-disclosure and cultural learning (z = 0.52, p = .604).
Hence, we find partial evidence for exploratoryHypothesis 2;

Table 1. Means (M), standard deviations (SD), and correlations between all study variables (N = 119)

Variable M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Quantity of contact n/a —

2. Enjoyment 4.51 (0.68) .07 —

3. Self-disclosure 4.33 (0.77) .19* .60*** —

4. Respect 4.88 (0.56) �.01 .66*** .50*** —

5. Cultural learning 4.34 (0.89) .16 .66*** .58*** .43*** —

6. Sense of belonging 4.09 (0.90) .07 .28** .34*** .43*** .32*** —

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Table 2. Results of stepwise regression for cultural learning (N = 119)

Step 1 2 3

Step 1: Control variables

Length of stay �.03 �.04 �.04

Language proficiency �.10 �.13 �.11

Step 2: Quantity of contact

Number of meetings .19° .10

Step 3: Positive intergroup contact

Enjoyment .48***

Self-disclosure .29**

Respect �.00

R2 .01 .05 .51***

ΔR2 .03 .46***

Note. Standardized coefficients. **p < .01, ***p < .001, °p = .057.

Table 3. Results of stepwise regression for sense of belonging (N = 119)

Step 1 2 3

Step 1: Control variables

Length of stay �.07 �.07 �.07

Language proficiency .16 .15 .08

Step 2: Quantity of contact

Number of meetings .05 .03

Step 3: Positive intergroup contact

Enjoyment �.10

Self-disclosure .20

Respect .39**

R2 .02 .03 .23***

ΔR2 .00 .20***

Note. Standardized coefficients. **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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self-disclosure and enjoyment are both strongly linked to
cultural learning.

The second regression explained 23% of the variance in
sense of belonging (R2 = .23, ΔR2 = .20, F (3,101) = 8.73, p <
.001) after step 3. Respect was positively linked to sense of
belonging (β = .39, t = 3.25, p = .002), whereas the other
two indicators were not (self-disclosure: β = .20, t = 1.73, p =
.086; enjoyment: β =�.10, t =�0.76, p = .450). In line with
exploratory Hypothesis 3, respect is most strongly related
to a sense of belonging.

Additionally, we conducted a path analysis (see Figure 2)
only including links between positive contact indicators
and integration outcomes, as the covariates in the re-
gression models were not significant. We did not covary
the integration outcomes to be able to compare alternative
models. This model fits the data adequately, χ2(119) = 3.26,
p = .071, df = 1, CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = .138, 90% CI [.000,
.316], SRMR = .027. All fit indices are good (Kline, 2016),
except for the RMSEA, presumably due to the relatively
small sample size (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Our three positive
contact indicators positively covary, which is not surprising
as they capture distinct aspects of positive intergroup
contact. Nevertheless, the good model fit indicates that
distinguishing between these three indicators provides a
good fit with the covariance structure.

The three positive contact indicators together explained
49% of the variance in cultural learning and 22% of the
variance in sense of belonging. More precisely, both en-
joyment (β = .51, p < .001) and self-disclosure (β = .30, p <
.001) were positively related to cultural learning. Respect
(β = .40, p < .001) and self-disclosure (β = .21, p = .046)
were positively related to belonging. Alternative models
which restricted significant paths to be equal did not
significantly differ in fit with our original model (enjoy-
ment and self-disclosure for cultural learning: χdiff2(1) =
1.99, p = .159; respect and self-disclosure for sense of
belonging: χdiff2(1) = 1.46, p = .227). This suggests that the

significant paths for each outcome do not differ in strength
(exploratory Hypotheses 2 and 3).

The results of the path analysis are similar to those of the
regressions. A notable difference: self-disclosure was
significantly linked to sense of belonging in the path
model, but not in the regression analysis. A likely expla-
nation is that self-disclosure and quantity of contact sig-
nificantly correlated (see Table 1); without quantity of
contact in the path model, self-disclosure explained more
variance in sense of belonging and became significant,
although just above a p-value of .05. Therefore, we in-
terpret that respect is most strongly linked to sense of
belonging (exploratory Hypothesis 3).

Qualitative Findings

To gain insights into newcomers’ experience of buddy
contact, we zoomed in on (1) buddy’s conversation topics and
(2) what newcomers learned. Newcomers responded to two
open questions which we analyzed using thematic coding.
The coding scheme for conversation topics contained 12
different themes (see overview and examples in Appendix A).
The coding scheme for learning effects contained eight
different themes (see overview and examples in Appendix B).
Complete codebooks are provided in ESM 4.

Conversation Topics
Newcomers most frequently mentioned culture and cultural
differences (17.4%) as a topic of conversation. For example,
one newcomer shared, “We often talk about the differences
between our traditions, culture, and the country I am from.”
The second most frequently mentioned topic was leisure
time and hobbies (14.8%). One participant discovered that
“we play the same musical instrument. Its name is
‘kalimba.’ We are talking about music.” Newcomers also
frequently talked about their daily life (12.3%), “We talk

Figure 2. Overview of links between newcomers’
positive contact and integration outcomes. Path
coefficients are standardized. *p < .05; ***p < .001.
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about the week happenings onmy side andmy kletsmaatjes
side,” as well as their close relationships (11.0%), “We talk
about . . . family, friends, etc.” Dutch society (10.2%) com-
pletes the top five of conversation topics, as buddies “talk
about politics, the economy, . . . pension system, etc.”Other
conversation topics were sports (7.2%), news and current
events (7.2%), work and study (7.2%), the Dutch language
(5.9%), travelling and vacation (2.5%), nature and weather
(2.1%), and newcomers’ country of origin (2.1%).

Learning Effects
Newcomers increased their cultural knowledge about the
Netherlands in several ways. First, they discussed Dutch
culture (17.8%) in general terms: “I learned a lot about
Dutch life and culture.” Second, newcomers learned more
specifically about norms, values, and customs guiding
cultural behavior (17.8%): “I learn the behavior of the Dutch
in some situations. For example, party, birthday, baby
born.” Third, newcomers became familiar with typical
Dutch cultural heritage such as national holidays, food, and
famous places (14.7%): “I learn national holidays. For ex-
ample: Easter, King’s Day.” Fourth, participants mentioned
that they had learned about how the Dutch society (13.2%)
works: “We talked about the Dutch election system, . . .”
Naturally, newcomers also mentioned improving their
Dutch language skills (20.0%), such as expanding their vo-
cabulary, improving their pronunciation, and learning new
expressions: “I learned a lot of new words, and I gained
confidence in speaking Dutch with Dutch people.” A few
newcomers mentioned that they had gotten to know their
language buddy on a personal level (7.8%). Some newcomers
expressed not having learned anything (yet) (6.2%); we la-
beled this theme a nonlearning effect. Finally, the rest
category comprised answers that did not fall under the other
themes (2.3%). For example, one participant said, “Weare a
different generation, and our gender is different. And I also
learned a lot from this difference. [. . .].”
The experiences that newcomers mentioned offered a

deeper insight what language buddies shared with each
other (i.e., self-disclosure). Newcomers learned from rel-
evant cultural and personal examples of their buddies.
These insights support the quantitative results that self-
disclosure seems to foster cultural learning.

Discussion

This research set out to investigate how positive intergroup
contact with a language buddy can facilitate the integra-
tion of newcomers in a new society. Language buddy
programs offer a first opportunity for newcomers to de-
velop intimate contact with local citizens. The combination

of quantitative and qualitative methods offered new in-
sights: (1) newcomers experience buddy contact as very
positive in terms of enjoyment, self-disclosure, and re-
spect; (2) these aspects of positive intergroup contact are
linked to cultural learning and sense of belonging; and (3)
positive buddy interactions entail sharing personal expe-
riences and (cultural) learning.

Newcomers’ Positive Contact Experience
and Beyond

Our results showed that newcomers’ contact with a lan-
guage buddy is related to their integration: All three
specific aspects of positive contact with a language buddy
(enjoyment, self-disclosure, respect) were positively cor-
related with newcomer integration (cultural learning,
sense of belonging; confirmatory Hypotheses 1a and 1b).
Interestingly, quantity of contact was not significantly
linked to cultural learning or sense of belonging. How
newcomers experience language buddy contact (quality of
contact) may be more important than how often they meet
their buddy (quantity of contact), although quality and
quantity are often closely related (Schäfer et al., 2021).
Second, our analytical approaches showed that some

positive contact indicators were more relevant for certain
integration outcomes than others (exploratory Hypothesis 2
and 3). Both self-disclosure and enjoyment were positively
linked to cultural learning. Self-disclosure is an important
building block for intimate and close (intergroup) rela-
tionships (Davies et al., 2012). Our quantitative and qual-
itative data showed that self-disclosure with a language
buddy stimulates learning as well: As newcomers ex-
changed personal information about their daily lives with
their language buddy, they received firsthand knowledge
about the host society culture. Enjoyment was also linked to
higher levels of cultural learning. This is in line with
research showing that experiencing enjoyment facilitates
learning through increasing learners’ motivation and
engagement (e.g., Lucardie, 2014). In other words, while
self-disclosure provides the content of cultural learning,
enjoyment may stimulate the learning process itself.
We found that respect was positively linked to new-

comers’ sense of belonging, a feeling of being an accepted
part of and having positive relationships with others in the
host society (Orton, 2012; Walton & Brady, 2017). We in-
terpret this finding in light of research showing that feeling
respected is especially relevant forminority groupmembers
such as newcomers (Bergsieker et al., 2010), as respect may
signal acceptance, inclusion, and equality. Newcomers who
feel respected by their buddy may experience that it is
possible to develop positive relations with host society
members and hence feel more part of the host society.
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Conversation Content and Learning in
Newcomer–Buddy Interactions

The qualitative results gave important insights into new-
comers’ experience of intimate intergroup contact with a
language buddy. First, newcomers shared what they talked
about with their buddy. Buddies engaged in self-disclosure
about several facets of their personal lives, such as their
leisure time and hobbies, daily life, and relationships. This is
in line with previous literature about the crucial role of self-
disclosure for the development of intercultural relation-
ships and cross-group friendships (Davies et al., 2012).
Second, newcomers shared what they learned from their
buddy. Newcomers primarily expanded their knowledge
about the host society’s culture and the local language,
which are important facilitators of the integration process
(Ager & Strang, 2008). Moreover, the results show more
in-depth what newcomers learn about the host society
culture and thereby give meaning to the integration out-
come “cultural learning.” Newcomers not only gained
general knowledge about the host society’s culture and
societal system, but could also discuss how andwhy people
behave in certain ways in everyday life, often influenced by
cultural norms, values, and customs. Altogether, this
knowledge could help newcomers navigate the host so-
ciety more effectively. Overall, our findings align with the
conceptualization of integration as a multidimensional
process (Ager & Strang, 2008; Harder et al., 2018) and
mirror previous findings about the contribution of new-
comer support programs to newcomer integration (e.g.,
Jaschke et al., 2022; van Niejenhuis, 2017).

Theoretical Implications

Our research has three main theoretical implications. First,
we underline that positively experienced interactions with a
language buddy volunteer can contribute to the integration of
newcomers (see Ager & Strang, 2008). Newcomers who
have a meaningful connection in the form of a language
buddy gain access to an important resource for learning
about language and culture (integration facilitators). As such,
language buddies may provide a stepping stone into the new
host society for newcomers.

Second, we zoomed in onwhich aspects of positive contact
may foster specific integration outcomes. Self-disclosure
seems to be a crucial element in buddy contact to facili-
tate newcomer integration, as newcomers who exchange
relevant personal information learn more about the new
culture. Self-disclosure may also help to develop a close and
meaningful buddy relationship, similar to the development of
cross-group friendship. In addition, feeling respected in one-
on-one buddy interactions is important for newcomers’ sense

of belonging to the host society. This is in line with research
among minority members who wish to be respected by
majority members (e.g., Bergsieker et al., 2010). More
broadly, our findings tentatively suggest that it is important to
go beyond a general appraisal of contact quality and dis-
tinguish between different ways in which minority members
experience positive intergroup contact, as different aspects
may have different downstream consequences.

Third, this study shows that online contact between
language buddies can have positive effects, beyond the
circumstances of the COVID-19 pandemic. Previous
research has already advocated for the potential of online
intergroup contact (Amichai-Hamburger & McKenna,
2006; Imperato et al., 2021). People whomeet in video call
programs experience similar levels of closeness and liking
as people who meet face-to-face (Sprecher, 2021).

Practical Implications

We propose three practical implications for volunteer or-
ganizations that offer language buddy programs. First, our
research shows the importance of stimulating volunteers
and newcomers to exchange personal experiences that go
beyond language learning per se. Self-disclosure stimulates
relational intimacy that fosters the development of close
relationships (Davies et al., 2012). Volunteer organizations
can coach volunteers to start engaging in self-disclosure at
an early stage of their buddy contact and could offer
practical exercises for stimulating increasingly personal
contact, such as the Fast Friends procedure (Aron et al.,
1997). The personal conversations with volunteers allow
newcomers to learn more about the new language and
culture. Second, volunteer organizations should encourage
newcomers and volunteers to engage in respectful con-
versations. For example, showing interest in and listening to
each other’s personal lives and cultural backgrounds
without evaluating cultural differences can help to engage
in a respectful conversation. Finally, newcomers enjoyed
the online conversations but also indicated a strong wish for
meeting their language buddy in real life. At the time of the
study, online interactions were the only way to interact due
to COVID-19–related social distancing measures. Nowa-
days, volunteers might more easily agree to join an online
program as this asks less time investment (compared to in-
person-meetings). We advise organizations to combine
online and offline meetings.

Limitations and Future Directions

Our study has four main limitations. First, we cannot draw
any causal conclusions about the impact of this language
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buddy program due to the correlational study design. Un-
fortunately, we were not able to systematically assess the
change in newcomers’ integration over time. Buddy pro-
grams would offer an ideal field setting to examine within-
person differences of intergroup contact effects, because
participants have repeated, personal, and meaningful in-
teractions. Future research needs to employ a longitudinal
design, ideally with a control or comparison group, to ex-
amine whether newcomers who experience more positive
contact with their buddy show larger impacts. Such research
would simultaneously contribute to the current debate on
within-person versus between-person differences in the
intergroup contact literature (e.g., Friehs et al., 2024).
Second, we focused on three main aspects of positive

intergroup contact based on previous research: enjoyment,
self-disclosure, and respect. Other aspects could also play a
role, such as trust in an outgroup member (Marinucci et al.,
2021) or reciprocity (Vescan et al., 2023), as these aspects
may create more equal relationships between newcomers
and language buddies despite potential power imbalances
(Stock, 2019). Future research could investigate other
relevant aspects of what constitutes positive intergroup
contact for newcomers (in a specific context). In addition,
future research with buddy programs that give more
practical support (e.g., mentoring, coaching) may offer an
opportunity to investigate both positive and negative
interactions between buddies, and their impacts on
newcomer integration.
Third, for allmeasures,wedrew fromexisting literature and

consulted language experts to develop items that were un-
derstandable for newcomers who are still learning Dutch, for
example, by referring to concrete actions or feelings. Despite
our efforts, the measure for self-disclosure showed low reli-
ability. Thus, we should be tentative in interpreting the results.
Future research conducted with non-native participants (e.g.,
migrant newcomers) could profit from practical guidelines for
item construction (see Dörnyei & Dewaele, 2022).
Fourth, it is important to note that the participating

newcomers were mainly highly educated, already able to
have conversations in basic Dutch, and quite positive about
the language buddy program. Future research should include
newcomers with different educational levels, migration
motives, and programexperiences, and investigate the role of
language buddy contact in different societal contexts.

Conclusion

Positive intergroup contact with a language buddy facili-
tates the integration of newcomers. In the Netherlands,
buddy programs are often run by volunteer initiatives next
to formal national integration procedures. They play a
crucial role in connecting newcomers with host society

members, who would otherwise most likely not meet.
Implementing buddy programs in other settings where
newcomers face challenges, such as the workplace,
schools, and academia, may help newcomers to become
accepted as equal members of society. We hope that our
study offers new research ideas with collaboration part-
ners to study how intimate intergroup contact in buddy
programs can be a first step into a new society.

Electronic Supplementary Material

The electronic supplementary materials are available with
the online version of the article https://doi.org/10.1027/
1864-9335/a000573
ESM 1. Sample’s sociodemographic composition.
ESM 2. Questionnaires (English and Dutch).
ESM 3. Exploration of group differences.
ESM 4. Codebooks Conversation topics and Learning
Effects. Codebooks contain all themes, codes, and coded
text fragments used in the thematic analysis.
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Schäfer, S. J., Kauff, M., Prati, F., Kros, M., Lang, T., & Christ, O.
(2021). Does negative contact undermine attempts to improve
intergroup relations? Deepening the understanding of negative
contact and its consequences for intergroup contact research
and interventions. Journal of Social Issues, 77(1), 197–216.
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12422

Shnabel, N., & Nadler, A. (2008). A needs-based model of recon-
ciliation: Satisfying the differential emotional needs of victim
and perpetrator as a key to promoting reconciliation. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 94(1), 116–132. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.1.116

Sprecher, S. (2021). Closeness andother affiliative outcomesgenerated
from the Fast Friends procedure: A comparison with a small-talk
task and unstructured self-disclosure and the moderating role of
mode of communication. Journal of Social and Personal Relation-
ships, 38(5), 1452–1471. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407521996055

Social Psychology (2025), 56(1), 31–45 © 2025 The Author(s). Distributed as a Hogrefe OpenMind article
under the license CC BY 4.0 (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0)

42 E. M. Heikamp et al., Integration Benefits in an Online Language Program for Migrant Newcomers

 h
ttp

s:
//e

co
nt

en
t.h

og
re

fe
.c

om
/d

oi
/p

df
/1

0.
10

27
/1

86
4-

93
35

/a
00

05
73

 -
 W

ed
ne

sd
ay

, S
ep

te
m

be
r 

03
, 2

02
5 

3:
31

:4
7 

A
M

 -
 I

P 
A

dd
re

ss
:1

44
.1

78
.2

21
.2

02
 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311411103
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203095461-19
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003331926
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430217712052
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506231153017
https://doi.org/10.1186/S42409-021-00021-y
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430218767026
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1808793115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1808793115
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44271-025-00218-5
https://osf.io/n2s34
https://www.hetbegintmettaal.nl/nieuwkomers/
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2021.01.006
https://publications.iom.int/system/files/pdf/pub2023-047-l-world-migration-report-2024_13.pdf
https://publications.iom.int/system/files/pdf/pub2023-047-l-world-migration-report-2024_13.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167293196005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167293196005
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2022.2058918
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lisr.2016.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0268580910380977
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672231204063
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672231204063
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SBSPRO.2014.07.696
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12399
https://hdl.handle.net/10067/2089080151162165141
https://hdl.handle.net/10067/2089080151162165141
https://www.coe.int/t/democracy/migration/Source/migration/EnglishMigrantBelongingWeb.pdf
https://www.coe.int/t/democracy/migration/Source/migration/EnglishMigrantBelongingWeb.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2021.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2021.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-21674-4_2
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751
https://doi.org/10.1093/jrs/feaa012
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12422
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.1.116
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.1.116
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407521996055
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0


Statistics Netherlands. (2022). Asiel en integratie 2022 –

Cohortonderzoek asielzoekers en statushouders. https://www.
cbs.nl/-/media/_pdf/2022/15/asielenintegratie2022.pdf

Stock, I. (2019). Buddy schemes between refugees and volunteers in
Germany: Transformative potential in an unequal relationship?
Social Inclusion, 7(2), 128–138. https://doi.org/10.17645/si.v7i2.2041

Tip, L. K., Brown, R., Morrice, L., Collyer, M., & Easterbrook,M. J. (2018).
Improving refugee well-being with better language skills and more
intergroup contact. Social Psychological and Personality Science,
10(2), 144–151. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617752062

Turner, R. N., Hewstone, M., & Voci, A. (2007). Reducing explicit and
implicit outgroup prejudice via direct and extended contact: The
mediating role of self-disclosure and intergroup anxiety. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 93(3), 369–388. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.3.369

vanNiejenhuis, C. (2017). I speak, thus I belong? [Doctoral dissertation].
University of Groningen. https://research.rug.nl/en/publications/
i-speak-thus-i-belong-the-role-of-second-language-proficiency-in-

Vescan, I. A., Van Keer, R.-L., Politi, E., Roblain, A., & Phalet, K. (2023).
Dyadic relations between refugees and volunteers: Support ex-
change and reciprocity experienced in buddyprojects in Flanders,
Belgium. Current Research in Ecological and Social Psychology, 5,
100132. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cresp.2023.100132

Vezzali, L., Crisp, R. J., Stathi, S., & Giovannini, D. (2015). Imagined
intergroup contact facilitates intercultural communication for
college students on academic exchange programs. Group
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 18(1), 66–75. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1368430214527853

Walton, G. M., & Brady, S. T. (2017). The many questions of be-
longing. In A. Elliot, C. Dweck, & D. Yeager (Eds.), Handbook of
competence andmotivation: Theory and application (2nd ed., pp.
272–293). Guilford Press.

Wessendorf, S., & Phillimore, J. (2019). New migrants’ social integra-
tion, embedding and emplacement in superdiverse contexts.
Sociology, 53(1), 123–138. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038518771843

History
Received July 24, 2024
Revision received April 2, 2025
Accepted April 10, 2025
Published online May 28, 2025

Acknowledgments
This article is part of ElineM. Heikamp’s PhD research on the impact of
language buddy programs on newcomers’ integration.Wewould like to
thank Stichting Het Begint met Taal (foundation It Starts with Lan-
guage, English translation) and in particular Sylvia De Groot Heupner
(CEO) and BastiaanWeldring (programmanager) for their collaboration
and valuable feedback on the study materials. Thanks to Bastian
Jaeger for his statistical advice on comparing regression coefficients.
We would also like to express our heartfelt gratitude to all newcomers
who filled out the online survey voluntarily in their free time, without
whom this study would not have been possible.

Conflict of Interest
The authors declare that there are no potential conflicts of interest
with respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this
article. The first author, ElineM. Heikamp, volunteered as a language
buddy and coordinator at the research collaboration partner prior to
data collection.

Publication Ethics
This study received ethical approval by the Ethics Committee of
the Faculty of Behavioral and Social Sciences, University of

Groningen (PSY-2021-S-0361). To safeguard voluntary consent of
newcomers, all information was presented in basic Dutch on an A2
language level, an entry requirement for participating in the lan-
guage buddy program. No individual-level data about participants
was shared with the collaboration partner to guarantee privacy
and anonymity. The collaboration partner received a research
report about results on a group level (available at https://research.
rug.nl/en/publications/integratie-in-actie-taal-en-contact-
tussen-nieuwkomers-en-vrijwil, in Dutch).

Authorship
Eline M. Heikamp, Study Conceptualization, Formal Analysis
(quantitative & qualitative), Methodology, Project administration,
Writing – original draft, Writing – review & editing; Nina Hansen,
Study Conceptualization, Formal Analysis (quantitative & quali-
tative), Methodology, Writing – review & editing, Supervision; Sa-
bine Otten, Writing – review & editing; Liesbet Heyse,
Writing – review & editing; Greta Maria Grossek, Formal Analysis
(qualitative); First authorships are shared by Eline M. Heikamp
and Nina Hansen. All authors read and approved the final
manuscript.

Open Science
Open Data: Quantitative data (pseudo-anonymized) is available at
https://osf.io/n2s34/ (Heikamp, 2025).
Qualitative data are available as a code book in Electronic

Supplementary Material 4.
Open Materials: The full questionnaire is available in English and

Dutch in Electronic Supplementary Material 2.
The Electronic Supplementary Materials are available with the

online version of the article.

Funding
The first author was supported with a PhD scholarship funded
by the Faculty of Behavioral and Social Sciences, University of
Groningen. This study is part of the research program Sus-
tainable Cooperation – Roadmaps to Resilient Societies
(SCOOP), a 2017 Gravitation Program funded by the Netherlands
Organization for Scientific Research (NWO) and the Dutch
ministry of Education, Culture and Science (OCW) (Grant
Number 024.003.025). Open access publication was enabled by
SCOOP.

ORCID
Eline M. Heikamp
 https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2439-8992
Nina Hansen
 https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1528-335X
Sabine Otten
 https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5369-7241
Liesbet Heyse
 https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7470-1289
Greta Maria Grossek
 https://orcid.org/0009-0006-2759-1885

Nina Hansen
Department of Social Psychology, Faculty of Behavioral and Social
Sciences
University of Groningen
Grote Kruisstraat 2/1
9712 TS Groningen
The Netherlands
n.hansen@rug.nl

Social Psychology (2025), 56(1), 31–45© 2025 The Author(s). Distributed as a Hogrefe OpenMind article
under the license CC BY 4.0 (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0)

E. M. Heikamp et al., Integration Benefits in an Online Language Program for Migrant Newcomers 43

 h
ttp

s:
//e

co
nt

en
t.h

og
re

fe
.c

om
/d

oi
/p

df
/1

0.
10

27
/1

86
4-

93
35

/a
00

05
73

 -
 W

ed
ne

sd
ay

, S
ep

te
m

be
r 

03
, 2

02
5 

3:
31

:4
7 

A
M

 -
 I

P 
A

dd
re

ss
:1

44
.1

78
.2

21
.2

02
 

https://www.cbs.nl/-/media/_pdf/2022/15/asielenintegratie2022.pdf
https://www.cbs.nl/-/media/_pdf/2022/15/asielenintegratie2022.pdf
https://doi.org/10.17645/si.v7i2.2041
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617752062
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.3.369
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.3.369
https://research.rug.nl/en/publications/i-speak-thus-i-belong-the-role-of-second-language-proficiency-in-
https://research.rug.nl/en/publications/i-speak-thus-i-belong-the-role-of-second-language-proficiency-in-
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cresp.2023.100132
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430214527853
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430214527853
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038518771843
https://research.rug.nl/en/publications/integratie-in-actie-taal-en-contact-tussen-nieuwkomers-en-vrijwil
https://research.rug.nl/en/publications/integratie-in-actie-taal-en-contact-tussen-nieuwkomers-en-vrijwil
https://research.rug.nl/en/publications/integratie-in-actie-taal-en-contact-tussen-nieuwkomers-en-vrijwil
https://osf.io/n2s34/
mailto:n.hansen@rug.nl
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0


Appendix A

Table A1. Overview of thematic coding for conversation topics, including themes, codes, frequencies, and examples

Themes Codes Frequency Example answers

Culture and cultural
differences

Culture; cultural differences; religion. 17.4% “We talk aboutDutch culture andTurkishculture. I like it.”

“Dutch traditions, how do the Dutch live? Moroccan
traditions.”

“We often talk about the differences between our
traditions, culture.”

Leisure time, hobbies, and
interests

Leisure time; hobbies; interests. 14.8% “We play the same musical instrument. Its name is
kalimba. We talk about music.”

“We talk about various topics such as [. . .] movies,
music, . . .”

“I like to talk with my kletsmaatje about [. . .] cooking.”

Daily life Daily life; weekly life; personal life; life in
general.

12.3% “We talk about the weeks happenings on my side and
my kletsmaatje side.”

“We talk about our daily lives.”

“We share stories about our lives.”

Relationships Family; children; other relations. 11.0% “We usually talk about [. . .] our children.”

“We talk about [. . .] family, friends, etc.”

“I talked about my life and my family.”

Dutch society Society; politics; history; national holidays. 10.2% “We talk about the Netherlands and Dutch people.”

“We talk about politics, the economy, [. . .] pension
system, etc.”

“I learned about the elections, politics, and the story of
Anne Frank.”

Sports Sports. 7.2% “We talked about sports.”

“About sports.”

News and current events News; current events. 7.2% “Usually about current topics and events such as
elections, governmental affairs, corona measures, and
so on.”

“We talk about the news.”

Work and study Work; study. 7.2% “We think about tips for my job.”

“We talked about our profession.”

Language Language; grammar; vocabulary; phrases;
pronunciation.

5.9% “What different proverbs mean.”

Travelling and vacation Travels; holidays. 2.5% “We talk about vacation, [. . .].”

Nature and weather Nature; weather. 2.1% “About [. . .], animals, nature [. . .].”

Country of origin Country of origin. 2.1% “We often talk about my country of origin.”

“We talk about my life in Turkey.”

Note. Based on 86 codable responses to the question (n = 86).
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Appendix B

Table B1. Overview of thematic coding for learning effects, including themes, codes, frequencies, and examples

Themes Codes Frequency Example answers

Dutch culture (general) Culture; Dutch culture. 17.8% “Every time, we talk about something different
about culture from the Netherlands.”

“I learned a lot about living in the Netherlands and
Dutch culture.”

Cultural behavior based on norms,
values, and customs

Behavior, customs; values; norms;
mentality.

17.8% “I learned about the behavior of the Dutch in some
situations. For example, in case of a party, birthday,
or when a baby born.”

“I learned from my chat buddy how to make
contact with others in the Netherlands.”

“We mainly learned [. . .] different Dutch ways of
thinking and how we should deal within society.”

Typical Dutch cultural heritage National holidays; famous places; food;
books.

14.7% “I learn national holidays. For example: Easter,
King’s Day.”

“I learned frommy chat buddy about famous Dutch
attractions and place[s].”

“In terms of culture, I learned a lot about Dutch
food.”

“I got very good tips about Dutch books that I can
read.”

Knowledge about Dutch society Education; institutions; history;
politics; society.

13.2% “Education system in the Netherlands.”

“[There are] big differences in the ways you look for
work.”

“I learned some information about the history of
the Netherlands from my language buddy.”

“We talked about the Dutch election system, [. . .].”

Dutch language Language; words; phrases; grammar;
pronunciation.

20.2% “I learned a lot of new words and I gained
confidence in speaking Dutch with Dutch people.”

“Language learning never ends, so every time [I]
learn new words.”

“I learned verbs, pronunciation, and building
sentences from my language buddy.”

Personal knowledge about language
buddy

Personal. 7.8% “I now know more about her work experience and
hobbies.”

“I learned about her health condition, her family,
her childhood, her religion, and her routines.”

Nothing (yet) Nothing (yet); started recently. 6.2% “I started only recently.”

“It’s too early to talk about it [culture] as I’ve only
had two classes with her.”

Other Other. 2.3% “We are a different generation and our gender is
different. And, I also learned a lot from this
difference.”

Note. Based on 92 codable responses to the question (n = 92).
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