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Abstract 
 

This dissertation explores the implications of population composition for social 

integration, particularly integration in social networks, in three empirical chapters. 

In the first empirical chapter, I advance a theoretical framework of consolidation as a 

measure of structural intersectionality to study interethnic friendships in Western European 

classrooms. Results show far fewer interethnic friendships in more consolidated classrooms (in 

which students from different ethnic backgrounds also tend to differ in socioeconomic status). 

This implies that the salience of ethnic boundaries is contingent on the joint configuration of 

socioeconomic status and ethnicity within social contexts. As populations and social settings are 

increasingly characterized by multidimensional configurations of attributes that range from 

superdiversity to consolidation, scholars should analyze multiple axes of differentiation to 

understand the conditions under which intergroup boundaries are more salient. 

In the second empirical chapter, I use a large sample of immigrant-origin individuals, 

including many in the later generations, to study multiple forms of integration in England, 

Germany, and the Netherlands. Results show that while structural and cultural integration 

increase significantly in later generations for all immigrant-origin individuals studied here, 

integration in networks and identities hit roadblocks and remain relatively low among some 
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ethnic groups. By studying multiple forms of integration and including later generations, findings 

reveal setbacks in some forms of integration, while showing that other forms of integration are 

more widespread than anticipated. 

In the third empirical chapter, I address the recent idea that there is an association 

between the ethnic composition of settings and the extent of ethnic homophily (the propensity for 

same-ethnic friendship ties) in those settings. Since most recent studies are cross-sectional, it 

remains an open question whether this association persists in how individuals update and 

maintain friendships. I analyze two years of data on adolescent classroom networks and find that 

relative group sizes in classrooms predict how individuals select new friendships and possibly 

how they maintain existing friendships. Ethnic majorities update their ties in more homophilous 

ways when numbers of majorities and minorities are relatively equal, whereas ethnic minorities 

are more homophilous when there are relatively few minorities. 



 v 

 



 vi 

 



 vii 

Acknowledgements 
 
I would like to thank my dissertation committee for their guidance and support through all these 
years. I thank Jason Beckfield for the amount of time, knowledge, and wisdom he has shared 
with me. This project was greatly improved by his insight on comparative studies of inequality in 
the European context. Jason has been here every step of this project – it simply would not have 
been possible without his support. In fact, upon reading a draft of the second chapter, Jason 
casually remarked “that’s so you,” before I myself really knew what that meant – in the 
existential angst of graduate school, this was the ultimate encouragement.  
 
I am grateful to Filiz Garip for sparking my interest in diversity, networks, and integration. Filiz 
could not be a more perfect advisor - she tirelessly challenges my assumptions and pushes me to 
think about the bigger picture, while still expressing unwavering belief in me. I have benefited 
immensely from Sasha Killewald’s advice in navigating the complex and unwritten rules of 
graduate school and from her honest critique of my work - she has a sixth sense for rushed logic. 
I aspire to be as precise of a thinker as she is. To Peter Marsden, I am indebted for his guidance 
in studying networks. From training in the classroom to conversations in the office, Peter’s 
expertise has shaped this dissertation at its core. Last but not least, I am appreciative of Mary 
Waters for her expertise on immigration. Her expansive knowledge of the field of immigration 
has been invaluable, and her feedback always strengthens the theoretical and empirical 
foundations of my work.  
 
My work has also benefited greatly from mentorship and generous support from two other 
individuals – Marta Tienda and Andrew Papachristos. Marta gave me the exciting opportunity to 
apply my econometric coursework to real sociological research while I was an undergraduate at 
Princeton. She first introduced me to the fields of stratification and social demography. I will 
always be grateful to Marta for encouraging my growth, both academically and personally. 
Marta is an inspiration – one could say that she first inspired my sociological imagination. I was 
incredibly lucky to meet Andy during graduate school. Andy has helped me expand my study of 
social networks beyond this project and I am so grateful for the opportunity to learn from him 
and to collaborate with The Northwestern Neighborhood & Network Initiative. To work with 
Andy is to take a masterclass on how to communicate academic research, and how to 
simultaneously exercise sociological theory and solve practical empirical puzzles. 
 
I am also grateful to many members of the Harvard community for offering feedback and 
support at crucial points along the way. I am grateful to Michèle Lamont and the organizers and 
members of the Comparative Inequality & Inclusion Research Cluster at the Weatherhead 
Center. I am also grateful to the participants and organizers of the Social Demography Seminar 
at the Harvard Center for Population and Development Studies, and the participants and 
organizers of the Migration and Immigrant Incorporation Workshop at Harvard. This project also 
benefited from comments and conversation at various stages with Jonathan Mijs, Wolfgang 
Aschauer, Kristina Brant, Holly Hummer, Xiaolin Zhuo, Katie Morris, Alex Ciomek, Miguel 
Quintana-Navarrete, and Stefan Dimitriadis. Beyond conversations about this project, I am also 
thankful for their camaraderie and the lifelong friendships I have made here at Harvard.  
 



 viii 

Several others were generous enough to share their time and knowledge. I am indebted to Lucas 
Drouhot, Hanno Kruse, and Christopher Munn for their careful reading of the first chapter, to 
Sanne Smith for generous methodological advice, and to Grace Kao and Van Tran for 
stimulating conversations that helped shape my thinking.  
 
This research was funded and made possible by generous grants from the Weatherhead Center 
for International Affairs at Harvard (The Comparative Inequality & Inclusion Research cluster), 
the Radcliffe Center for Advanced Study, and GESIS – Leibniz Institute for the Social Sciences 
(research grant EL-2019-178).   
 
I am grateful to my parents. It is my mom who nurtured my appreciation for expressing my 
thoughts as sharply as possible and who fostered a strong work ethic. However, it is only now, 
after going through graduate school myself, that I more fully realize the challenges she must 
have faced while raising me and my sister while navigating graduate school as a first-generation 
immigrant woman. Today, she continues to inspire me with her energy, resourcefulness, and 
persistence. To my dad, I am grateful for instilling in me the idea that knowledge is the height of 
luxury. My dad has also taught me that the freedom to pursue knowledge is not just a luxury but 
a responsibility. He believes that nuanced ideas can make a real difference in this world. While I 
usually cannot match his optimism, I am inspired by it.    
 
Finally, I thank my partner, Sebastian. Seb deserves far more thanks than I can possibly express 
here. I do not know what I have done to deserve Seb’s conviction in my abilities, but I trust 
Seb’s opinions more than I trust my own – probably more than I trust anyone else’s. This 
effectively short-circuits my academic self-doubt. Beyond his short-circuiting encouragement, I 
am grateful for his infectious curiosity, delightful non-sequitur humor, and superhuman patience. 
I dedicate this dissertation to Seb.  
 
 



 1 

Chapter 1. Introduction 
 
 

Sociologists have long been interested in the implications of population composition for 

social integration (Blau and Schwartz 1984). In recent decades, this interest has centered around 

the idea that ethnic diversity may be detrimental to ethnic integration. In the U.S., an influential 

study by Robert Putnam argued that ethnic diversity leads people to “hunker down” and retreat 

from public and civic life (Putnam 2007). In Europe, growing numbers of ethnic minorities due 

to immigration raised concerns about the rise of “parallel societies,” in which people of different 

backgrounds live side by side, but share few commonalities and few meaningful relationships 

(Meyer 2002). In this dissertation, I advance knowledge on the implications of population 

composition for social integration by analyzing features of population composition that are 

outside of what we typically think of as diversity. I also contribute to knowledge on the 

conditions for integration by studying multiple forms of integration, with a focus on integration 

in social networks. 

 
Networks, Diversity, and Integration 
 

Despite interest in the implications of diversity for integration (Portes and Vickstrom 

2011), there is often a much stronger theoretical basis for a link between integration and other 

compositional features of populations related to inequality (Abascal and Baldassarri 2015; 

Cederman, Weidmann, and Gleditsch 2011; van der Meer and Tolsma 2014) or relative group 

size (Blalock 1967; Blau 1977; Blum 1985; Quillian 1995). Yet there are far fewer studies on 

how ethnic integration depends on these other forms of population composition. In this 

dissertation, I will consider how ethnic integration depends on two main features of population 

composition outside of diversity: structural intersectionality and relative group size. In the first 



 2 

empirical chapter, “From Superdiversity to Consolidation: Implications of Structural 

Intersectionality for Interethnic Friendships,” I argue that integration in networks is likely to 

depend on the extent to which ethnicity and other social dimensions outside of ethnicity (in 

particular socioeconomic status) are correlated in a population. In the third empirical chapter, 

“Networks in the Making: How Adolescents Create and Sustain Interethnic Classroom 

Friendships”, I argue that changes in interethnic friendships over time are likely to depend on 

relative group sizes in the relevant population. Overall, these chapters contribute to knowledge 

on how population composition shapes interethnic friendships. 

Preferences for interethnic friendships are a form of network integration. Both within and 

cross-group friendships are needed for network integration, yet cross-group friendships are often 

much less frequent. To some extent, segregation in social networks can be explained by chance, 

opportunities for interaction, and relational mechanisms such as reciprocity (Goodreau, Kitts, 

and Morris 2009; Kossinets and Watts 2009; Moody 2001; Rivera, Soderstrom, and Uzzi 2010; 

Zeng and Xie 2008). However, net of these other explanations for ties, strong biases towards 

friendships within ethnic groups represent low integration in networks. In this dissertation, I am 

primarily concerned with ethnic network integration. Preferences for ethnic similarity in social 

networks are sometimes referred to as in ethnic homophily  (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 

2001).   

While I am primarily interested in network integration, I study network integration 

alongside other forms of integration. Early scholars of ethnic integration, and in particular 

scholars interested in the integration of immigrant-origin ethnic minorities, placed large 

emphasis on shared language and culture (Gans 1973; Gordon 1964). Social demographers and 

scholars of stratification are often interested in inequality in socioeconomic attainment between 
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ethnic groups or divergent intergenerational trajectories in socioeconomic mobility (Portes and 

Zhou 1993; Telles and Ortiz 2008; Waters et al. 2010). Yet less is known about acceptance into 

communities, inclusion in social networks, and inclusion in mainstream identities, which are all a 

part of integration as well (Massey and Sánchez 2010; Park and Burgess 1921). While 

socioeconomic success and certain cultural characteristics help facilitate other types of inclusion 

(Bloemraad 2013), there is qualitative (Jiménez 2008; Tuan 1998), quantitative (Reitz and 

Banerjee 2007), and experimental evidence (Schachter 2016) that socioeconomic and cultural 

forms integration do not guarantee other types of inclusion. 

In the second empirical chapter of this dissertation, “Uneven Integration in Later 

Generations: The Descendants of Immigrants in Western Europe” I study network integration 

alongside other forms of social integration. I anticipate uneven integration for the eventual 

descendants of immigrants – in which different forms of integration do not always come together 

(Bean et al. 2012). Incorporation into social networks and in mainstream identities among the 

later generation descendants of immigrants may proceed at a slower rate than would be 

anticipated based on changes in cultural or socioeconomic characteristics (Kalter et al. 2018; 

Kasinitz et al. 2008). I argue that existing studies of integration in Western Europe, which often 

focus primarily on immigrants and the children of immigrants (omitting later generations), miss 

out on how integration in networks and identities might stall in later generations. I also consider 

whether uneven integration applies more to some ethnic minority groups than others. 

 
Ethnic Integration within Adolescent Classrooms 
 

In this project, I focus on ethnic integration within classrooms. The classroom setting has 

several benefits for the studying the relationships between population structure, networks, and 

integration. Not only are schools and classrooms microcosms of broader societies (Coleman 
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1961; Cotterell 2007), schools and classrooms offer relatively neatly bounded populations within 

which networks form, which make them useful settings in which to study network structure. 

Recent studies of classroom friendships have leveraged this beneficial feature to disentangle the 

opportunities and motivations for friendships (Goodreau et al. 2009; Moody 2001; Zeng and Xie 

2008). In this study, I also use classroom networks to parse preferences for same-ethnic ties out 

from other features of network structure.  

Second, children and adolescents reflect the changing face of societies. The demographic 

composition of school and classrooms are often more varied, and with larger numbers of ethnic 

minorities, than in the general population. For example, while only 14% of the German 

population in 2010 were of foreign origin, 29% of families with minor children were those in 

which at least one parent had foreign roots. Similarly, while the 3rd and later generation 

descendants of immigrants may overall be a relatively small group in most Western European 

societies, their numbers are much larger in populations of youth (Castles and Miller 2013; Heath, 

Rothon, and Kilpi 2008). Since the third chapter of this dissertation is concerned with the 

integration experiences of later generations, it is critical that the populations of interest contain 

enough members of later generations. Larger numbers of ethnic minorities are also important for 

the second and fourth chapters, which focus on preferences for same-ethnic friendships. Overly 

homogenous settings cannot be studied as there are no opportunities for inter-ethnic friendships 

to exist in the first place (Wimmer and Lewis 2010).  

Last but not least, interethnic contact in schools and classrooms is substantively 

meaningful. Schools and classrooms provide individuals with their earliest exposure to members 

of ethnic outgroups, but this exposure only sometimes generates interethnic friendships (Kruse 

and Kroneberg 2019; Leszczensky and Pink 2019; Smith et al. 2016). Yet interethnic friendships 
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and relationships are needed – some scholars argue that interethnic ties can promote upwards 

mobility for ethnic minorities (Conger 2015; Esser 2004; Kalter 2011; Kasinitz, Matsumoto, and 

Zeltzer-Zubida 2011). There is also a large body of literature showing that early interethnic ties 

have durable benefits for attitudes towards and relationships with ethnic outgroups (Ellison and 

Powers 1994; Emerson, Kimbro, and Yancey 2002; Kao, Joyner, and Balistreri 2019). 

  
Data 
 
 To study multiple forms of integration, with a focus on network integration, I use data 

from the Children of Immigrants Longitudinal Survey in Four European Countries (CILS4EU) 

project, conducted in Germany, Netherlands, England (Wales, Northern Ireland, and Scotland 

were not included), and Sweden (Kalter et al. 2016). The CILS4EU began in the 2010-2011 

school year, with stratified sampling by region, school type, school size, and percentage of 

minority children enrolled. Schools with many minority students were oversampled. Within 

participating schools,1 a target of two classrooms of 14-year-old students were randomly 

selected.  

To study network integration, I use information on classroom friendships that were 

collected in the CILS4EU. Data on friendships were collected for all students within selected 

classrooms by asking them to nominate up to five best friends from a roster of classmates. Since 

nearly all classmates are surveyed within each classroom,2 information on inter- and intra-ethnic 

ties are triangulated, without directly asking students about their friends’ ethnicities, a strategy 

that leads to more accurate answers by reducing social desirability bias (Kao et al. 2019:29). 

Classroom friendship networks are constructed from nominations using directed ties (i.e. 

 
1 The school response rate of 85 percent is standard for large-scale international school surveys (Smith et al. 2016). 
2 Parental refusal to participate and student absence on the day of the interview led to some nonresponse, but overall 
student response rates were well over 85 percent. 
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friendships are not necessarily mutual). The resulting data is sociocentric – this is exactly the sort 

of data that is required for getting at tastes for similarity.  

The CILS4EU’s focus on the adolescent immigrant population and its oversampling of 

schools and classrooms with many minorities is essential to this study. Because the rise of 

immigration to Western Europe is relatively recent (Castles and Miller 2013), it is critical to 

study adolescents, among whom there are more likely to be sufficient numbers of minorities to 

study network integration in terms of preferences for similarity. The English, German, Swedish, 

and Dutch samples contain 4,315, 5,013, 2,777, and 1,716 ethnic minorities respectively. I 

provide background information on the ethnic CILS4EU sample here – further information can 

be found in the third chapter of this dissertation. 

In this study, ethnicity is proxied by country of origin and ethnic minorities are defined to 

include immigrants, the children of immigrants, and the grandchildren of immigrants. Studying 

ethnicity in this way is a common choice in studies of ethnicity in Europe (Leszczensky and Pink 

2019; Portes, Aparicio, and Haller 2016; Smith et al. 2016; Smith, Maas, and Van Tubergen 

2014; Stark and Flache 2012). National origin is both used in public discourse within Europe to 

describe ethnicity (Castles and Miller 2013; Verkuyten 2005) and is a relevant basis for 

adolescent identities (Heath, Jacob, and Richards 2018). Although the four countries each 

contain a different set of major ethnic groups, they share some similarities in their origins. I 

provide further background on the immigration histories of these countries in the third chapter. I 

summarize the ethnic composition of the CILS4EU in Table 1, below. 

As Table 1 shows, in Germany, 46.8% of respondents have a discernable ethnic minority 

background (either the respondent, or at least one parent, or at least one grandparent was born 

outside of Germany). Individuals of Turkish descent are by far the largest minority group – they 
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consist of 32.3% of the minority subsample. In the Netherlands, 40.3% of respondents are ethnic 

minorities – the largest groups are relatively evenly split between individuals of Turkish, 

Moroccan, and Surinamese descent (16.1%, 16.0%, and 13.3% of the minority subsample). In 

England, ethnic minorities are 49.4% of the sample. Individuals of Pakistani descent, Indian 

descent, and Jamaican descent make up 17.0%, 14.6% and 7.6% of the minority subsample. In 

Sweden, ethnic minorities make up 55% of the sample. However, these are predominantly those 

of “other” nonwestern and “other” western origin. Even the largest ethnic groups (individuals of 

Iraqi descent) are only 8.7% of the minority sample.   

 
TABLE 1 

Description of CILS4EU Sample 
Germany (N = 5,013) 

Turkey Russia Poland 
Other 
Nonwestern 

Other 
Western Native 

18.3% 6.3% 5.4% 9.9% 16.9% 43.2% 
32.3% 11.2% 9.4% 17.5% 29.7% --- 

Netherlands (N = 4,363) 

Turkey Morocco Suriname 
Other 
Nonwestern 

Other 
Western Native 

6.5% 6.4% 5.4% 14.6% 7.4% 59.7% 
16.1% 16.0% 13.3% 36.2% 18.4% --- 
England (N = 4,315) 

    

Pakistan India Jamaica 
Other 
Nonwestern 

Other 
Western Native 

8.4% 7.2% 3.8% 18.4% 11.6% 50.6% 
17.0% 14.6% 7.6% 37.2% 23.5% --- 

Sweden (N = 5,013)  
    

Iraq Turkey Somalia 
Other 
Nonwestern 

Other 
Western Native 

4.8% 3.7% 2.4% 17.5% 26.6% 45.0% 
8.7% 6.7% 4.4% 31.9% 48.3% --- 
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The Classroom Context  

While grades in the U.S. context most often define the relevant population within social 

networks form, classrooms in Western Europe are most relevant for social networks. In Western 

Europe, classrooms of roughly 20-30 students usually attend all the same subjects together and 

go through nearly the whole school day as a unit.3 The analogy to the U.S. school system would 

be if students continued to be randomly assigned into “homerooms” and if students within the 

same homeroom remained with one another throughout the school day, rotating through different 

academic subjects as a unit. 

For the most part, classrooms also remain together as a unit over consecutive school 

years. To understand why there are some exceptions, consider the age at which the CILS4EU is 

conducted (roughly age 14). At this age, students are typically in the 9th grades in Germany, the 

3rd grades of secondary schools in the Netherlands, the 8th grades in Sweden, and the 10th 

grades in England. Tracking in school systems (sorting into ability groups) has already occurred 

in Germany and the Netherlands by this age. The 9th grade in Germany the final year for the 

lowest track (Hauptschule). Thus, any longitudinal analyses of German classrooms are limited to 

students that are enrolled in higher tracks (Realschule and Gymnasium), in which the classroom 

context still exists. Dutch students are also tracked by the start of this study. Due to the relatively 

flexible tracking system (students can move between three tracks: VMBO, HAVO, and VWO), 

Dutch classrooms are nearly always reconfigured from year to year. I do not study Dutch 

classrooms longitudinally. While tracking occurs in England, it has fewer implications for this 

study. It is not until age 16 that some students opt to go on to study for advanced qualification 

(e.g. A-levels). Finally, tracking is minimal in the Swedish school system.  

 
3 Although recent studies are inattentive to this point, note that CILS4EU classrooms in England are actually tutor 
groups, which typically start the day together but do not always remain together throughout the day. 
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Chapter 2. From Superdiversity to Consolidation: Implications of Structural 
Intersectionality for Interethnic Friendships 
 
 
 
Introduction 
 

Interethnic friendships, especially within school and classroom settings, have the 

potential to anchor relationships across social differences (Hallinan and Williams 2006; Kao et 

al. 2019; McFarland et al. 2014). The literature on interethnic friendships has helped scholars 

disentangle the opportunities (Kruse and Kroneberg 2019; Moody 2001; Mouw and Entwisle 

2006) and motivations for friendships (Goodreau et al. 2009; Kossinets and Watts 2009; Zeng 

and Xie 2008). However, scholars are only beginning to understand how interethnic friendships 

depend on the compositional characteristics of social settings, such as diversity or inequality 

(Moody 2001; Smith et al. 2016). In this chapter, I analyze the implications of consolidation - a 

compositional characteristic of social settings that refers to the extent to which multiple attributes 

are correlated at the context level - for interethnic classroom friendships. I also argue that more 

attention to consolidation is necessary to improve research on ethnic boundaries (Brubaker 2004; 

Wimmer 2013) as well as any type of social boundary that can be studied using an intersectional 

lens. 

In studying the implications of consolidation for interethnic friendships, I am inspired 

by intersectional theories in which social attributes “operate not as unitary entities, but as 

reciprocally constructing phenomena that in turn shape complex social inequalities” (Collins 

2015:2). While there are excellent qualitive accounts of intersectionality at the individual level, 

there are fewer quantitative and structural accounts of intersectionality (McCall 2005) – and by 

structural, I refer to features of populations rather than individuals. This chapter helps fill this 

gap and, thus, deepens analyses of inequality by contributing a framework of consolidation as 



 10 

structural intersectionality, which synthesizes theories of intersectionality with the writings of 

Blau and Schwartz (1984). Blau and Schwartz contribute the concept of consolidation, which 

they define as the lack of intersection between different attributes (i.e., if most low-status 

individuals are minorities and most high-status individuals are majorities). However, they focus 

on how consolidation can make a focal attribute (such as ethnicity) simply a “byproduct” of 

other attributes (such as socioeconomic status) that affect the outcome additively and 

independently from the focal attribute (Blau and Schwartz 1984:87; Stark and Flache 2012).4 

This prevents a fully intersectional approach, which considers social attributes jointly rather than 

additively. 

While the framework advanced here is likely to prove useful in many domains outside of 

the study of interethnic friendships or even ethnic boundaries, I argue that using consolidation to 

capture structural intersectionality is especially likely to improve understanding of the conditions 

under which ethnicity is salient. There is wide theoretical consensus that the extent to which 

ethnicity is an organizing factor in life is often contingent on other forms of differentiation such 

as social disadvantage (Wimmer and Soehl 2014). However, because few studies quantify 

intersectionality in structural terms, the connection between structural intersectionality and the 

“brightness” (or salience) of ethnic boundaries is not yet well documented. In this chapter, I will 

evaluate whether consolidation at the classroom level implies more salient ethnic boundaries, 

using the case of interethnic friendships in Western European classrooms.   

 
4 An implication of this argument is that interaction effects in individual level analyses are sufficient to understand 
consolidation. For example, some studies consider the separable and individual level implications of various 
attributes for interethnic friendships in school settings (Kao et al. 2019; Quillian and Campbell 2003; Smith, Maas, 
and Van Tubergen 2014). However, this does not explain how the correlation of social attributes can accentuate 
differences between groups at the context-level. 
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While different forms of consolidation are likely to be relevant in different contexts, I 

focus on consolidation of ethnicity and socioeconomic status (SES) – rather than consolidation 

between ethnicity and religion or cultural attitudes, etc., for several reasons. First, a lack of 

interethnic friendships has particularly negative consequences under consolidation between 

ethnicity and SES. When resources and opportunities are differentially distributed among groups, 

and there is also little intergroup mixing, initial inequality is exacerbated (DiMaggio and Garip 

2011). Although “ethnic capital”, such as intra-ethnic friendships, can offer a safety net, 

“bridging” ties and connections to the mainstream are usually required for upward mobility 

(Alba and Foner 2015:53, 64; Kalter 2011; Kasinitz et al. 2011). Second, consolidation between 

SES plays a central role in theories of “ethclass" (Gordon 1978), which argues for the joint lens 

of ethnicity and SES, and may also relevant to theories of intergroup dynamics (Allport 1954) if 

it signals challenges to the optimal conditions for intergroup contact.  

To study interethnic friendships within classroom settings, I use the first wave of the 

Children of Immigrants Longitudinal Survey of Four European Countries (CILS4EU), a large-

scale survey of 14-year-old students conducted in 2010 in Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden, 

and England. The CILS4EU is uniquely suited for this study because it provides a stratified 

random sample of classrooms with many ethnic minorities (Kalter et al. 2016). This is critical 

since other datasets are often too homogenous to study intergroup dynamics (Wimmer and Lewis 

2010:598). The CILS4EU also contains information on nearly all possible friendships within 

each classroom. This improves measurement of ethnic homophily, defined as the extent to which 

levels of intra-ethnic friendships exceed expectations based on chance and the observed structure 

of ties (Goodreau et al. 2009; Kossinets and Watts 2009; McFarland et al. 2014; Smith et al. 

2016). 
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I find that interethnic friendships are less common in more consolidated classrooms (in 

which students who differ in ethnicity also tend to differ in SES) and more prevalent in 

classrooms that are in a sense superdiverse (they contain students of many different 

combinations of SES and ethnicity). Using exponential random graph models (ERGMs) (Hunter 

and Handcock 2006; McFarland et al. 2014; Smith et al. 2016; Snijders and Baerveldt 2003), I 

show that ethnic homophily is particularly high in classrooms where students differ in terms of 

both ethnicity and SES, net each individual’s own SES and net of other explanations for 

friendships. Findings support long-standing theories of integration and intersectionality in a new 

way—they show that the intersection of SES and ethnicity has greater implications for 

interethnic friendships than existing empirical research suggests (Kao et al. 2019; Quillian and 

Campbell 2003; Smith, Maas, and Van Tubergen 2014). While consolidated contexts create a 

“perfect storm” of conditions that amplifies ethnic distinctions, superdiverse contexts could 

facilitate ethnic integration. 

Beyond friendships in educational settings, the strategy that I use in this chapter should 

also change how scholars study the joint and contextual implications of multiple characteristics 

in any setting in which there is data on the composition of contexts. Consolidation is likely to be 

increasingly pertinent to scholars and policy-makers as schools, communities, and societies 

diversify in different ways (Castles and Miller 2013). In modern societies, some populations and 

groups become superdiverse, apparent, for example, from the increased representation of 

different combinations of ethnicity and SES (Meissner 2015; Vertovec 2007). In contrast, other 

populations and groups are likely increasingly consolidated rather than superdiverse, due to 

rising levels of inequality in the world (Alba and Foner 2015:47–49), combined with durable 

ethnic stratification (Bonilla-Silva 1997; Heath et al. 2008; Schnepf 2007; Telles and Ortiz 
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2008). When populations are diverse in different ways, consolidation rather than unidimensional 

diversity may hold the key to explaining divergent integration outcomes.  

 
Structural Intersectionality 
 

Social categories have implications that are greater than the sum of their parts. The idea 

of a joint impact of two or more social attributes on social dynamics is familiar to scholars of 

intersectionality (McCall 2005). For example, the experience of being a black woman is not the 

sum of average experiences of being black and being a woman (Crenshaw 1989). Warikoo and 

Carter (2009:381) note that contemporary studies on the implications of race and ethnicity in 

school settings often rely on additive (noninteractive) models that ignore the joint configuration 

of race or ethnicity with other attributes, such as SES. I argue for an intersectional approach to 

studying classroom friendships: differing in SES and ethnicity is not the sum of differing in SES 

and differing in ethnicity. 

However, this chapter also stands out from other studies that use intersectional 

approaches because it underscores intersection at the context level. Intersectional scholars agree 

that the addition of unitary attributes is less valuable than simultaneous impacts of multiple 

attributes, but scholars differ in definitions of intersectionality (Collins 2015), and especially in 

methodological strategies (Nash 2008). McCall (2005) writes that while qualitative research 

embraces intersectionality through case-studies, intersectionality is underutilized in quantitative 

studies because of disagreements on how to conduct “intracategorical” analyses5 and because 

 
5 Intersectional scholars differ in the extent to which they (a) reject categorization, (b) unpack the social categories 
that can come together within one group (e.g. high-SES minorities, low-SES minorities, etc.) or (c) analyze the 
implications of interdependencies among social attributes themselves (McCall 2005:1786–87). My approach is most 
aligned with (c), where categories are not rejected or analyzed within a single group but are seen as imperfect 
anchor-points for joint-classification and structural-analyses. Whereas low consolidation implies a two-dimensional 
array of different ethnicity-SES combinations, high consolidation implies that the distribution of ethnicity and SES 
are redundant with one another and can be collapsed into a unitary classification scheme. 
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there are fewer intuitive measures at the context-level. While some regressions include 

interaction terms between different attributes at the individual-level, this is different from 

accounting for intracategorical variation at the context-level when comparing between different 

contexts.  

I argue that the extent of structural intersectionality is likely to shape context-level 

dynamics such as the salience of social boundaries. Quite simply, this is because interpersonal 

dynamics and attitudes can generate their own momentum and have a life of their own once set 

in motion. Rather than being fully explained by individual tendencies acting in concert, the 

implications of consolidation are structural: ethnic boundaries as a whole may be brighter under 

higher consolidation. For example, Alba and Nee (2003) write that while bright boundaries 

afford opportunities (and increase incentives) for individual-level boundary crossing to a small 

and select subgroup (Kruse and Kroneberg 2019),6 they increase the overall salience and 

divisiveness of the underlying distinction between ethnic groups (Alba 2005:40).  

To make the difference between the implications of individual-level and structural 

intersectionality concrete, consider the case of interethnic classroom friendships. In a more 

consolidated classroom (e.g., where most minorities are low SES and most majorities are high 

SES), even high-SES minorities may be less well socially integrated compared to their 

counterparts in unconsolidated classrooms. Suppose we have an English classroom in which 

there are two particularly socioeconomically disadvantaged Pakistani students. This may reflect 

challenges to friendships between English and Pakistani classmates (or even other “Asian” 

classmates) who are not disadvantaged. Here, an interaction effect between SES and ethnicity on 

 
6 Kruse and Kroneberg (2019) show that when high-track schools are dominated by majorities, minorities who are 
nevertheless in high-track schools have a greater incentive to identify with and form friendships with the majority.  
This emphasizes opportunities and incentives for boundary crossing that are afforded to exceptional individuals 
moving from one group to another. In contrast, I emphasize boundary blurring at the context-level. 
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the likeliness of a friendship for a given pair of students may understate the contextual 

implications of consolidation for dynamics between groups. 

Consolidation Beyond a Byproduct 
 

In the previous section, I point out the need for a structural measure of intersectionality. 

Here, I discuss a possible measure of structural intersectionality - consolidation. Consolidation, 

as defined by Blau and Schwartz (1984), captures the configuration of social attributes at the 

context-level, provides a much-needed structural measure of intersection within social groups, 

rather than within individuals. However, I also argue that consolidation has not been used yet to 

its fullest potential when it comes to studying intersectionality structurally. 

Blau and Schwartz (1984:87) typically ask us to imagine a polar case in which 

differences in attribute A (e.g., SES) prohibit interaction, but differences in attribute B (e.g., 

ethnicity) do not matter for interaction. Then, consolidation of A and B challenges interactions 

across categories of B as a byproduct of difficulties that A caused. While this argument, 

sometimes called “byproduct theory” (Stark and Flache 2012), captures opportunities for 

interaction, it is not the only way that consolidation shapes integration. If it were the only way, 

then individual-level analyses (e.g., how sharing SES or sharing ethnicity shapes with whom I 

choose to interact) would suffice to analyze consolidation.  

Empirical studies often follow this logic; that is, they test for a byproduct-like effect at 

the individual level. When estimates of interethnic friendships are unchanged in individual-level 

models with and without attribute A as a control, scholars rightly conclude that lack of 

friendships across attribute B cannot be a byproduct of attribute A (Hallinan and Teixeira 1987; 

Mayer and Puller 2008; Quillian and Campbell 2003; Smith et al. 2014; Wimmer and Lewis 

2010). For example, the implications of SES for friendships are usually quite low relative to the 
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implications of ethnicity (Marsden 1988; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001; Smith et al. 

2014). In fact, Kao finds that high-SES minorities in U.S. schools are not significantly more 

likely to be friends with low-SES minorities (Kao et al. 2019; Wang and Kao 2007). Applying 

byproduct theory would lead scholars to conclude that SES does not matter for interethnic 

friendships.  

Yet byproduct theory does not address the potential contextual implications of 

consolidation. In the example above, SES could shape friendships only through whether or not 

its consolidated with ethnicity – such that individual-level analyses are not sufficient. In other 

words, consolidation could also shape outcomes due to joint effects of multiple attributes at the 

context-level above and beyond the mechanical sum of implications of each attribute. Individual-

level analyses that do not explicitly account for consolidation should be interpreted with caution. 

Moody’s (2001) study using the National Longitudinal Survey of Adolescent Health (Add 

Health) is among the few to explicitly account for consolidation at the context level, but further 

studies are needed because of data constraints of Add Health. First, there are only roughly 100 

contextual units available in Add Health (compared to 590 in the data used here). Second, U.S. 

schools in Add Health are relatively ethnically homogenous. Last, while Moody’s study has the 

perfect methodological framework for capturing the context-level implications of consolidation, 

I am the first to elaborate on its distinct theoretical potential. Empirically, I expect that this will 

challenge the current idea that SES has few implications for classroom friendships - Differences 

in SES may have implications specifically when SES is consolidated with ethnicity. 

 
Ethnic Boundaries and Superdiversity 
 

The framework of consolidation as structural intersectionality can be applied widely, 

but may especially improve studies of ethnic integration due to the theorized importance of 
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within-category heterogeneity, including not only heterogeneity within specific minority groups 

but also within the “mainstream” majority (Portes and Zhou 1993; Zhou 1997). Scholars 

increasingly understand that ethnic boundaries are not inherent to contexts but differ depending 

on other forms of differentiation that can amplify certain ethnic cleavages and make them more 

associated with networks and interpersonal relationships (Wimmer and Soehl 2014). Analyzing 

consolidation sharpens this understanding.  

Another concept that discourages the treatment of ethnic groups as internally 

homogenous is Vertovec’s concept of superdiversity. Superdiversity refers to the relative 

abundance of intersectionality (e.g., where many combinations of ethnicity and SES exist in a 

context). I draw a parallel between superdiversity and consolidation – the relative lack of 

intersectionality (e.g., where ethnicity and SES are highly correlated in a context). The concept 

of superdiversity is praised for being intersectional – it calls greater attention to other bases of 

differentiation. However, critics point out that there is a need to “parse out just what impact 

[superdiversity has on] institutions and structures—and on the lives of immigrants and 

nonimmigrants alike” (Foner 2017) – this is precisely what I aim to do here. 

In sum, the concept of consolidation as structural intersectionality is widely applicable, 

but is likely to be particularly useful to building in the tradition of Brubaker (2004) and Wimmer 

(2013) who resist ethnic groupism, and avoid treating ethnic groups as “internally homogeneous, 

externally bounded groups” (Brubaker 2004). It is also likely to help scholars understand why 

superdiversity is important. Below, I argue that consolidation likely indicates brighter 

boundaries. Equivalently, superdiversity likely indicates blurrier boundaries in which ethnic 

categories are less clear and salient.  
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Consolidation between Ethnicity and SES 
 

Different types of consolidation are relevant for different types of social boundaries. 

The idea that consolidation of ethnicity and socioeconomic status (SES) is essential for the 

intensity of interethnic relations can be traced back to the idea that it is shared ethnic origins in 

combination with similar SES that tends to facilitate social interactions. According to Gordon 

(1978:99, 136), two ingredients are usually necessary for interactions to be easy and 

comfortable: (1) a sense of “peoplehood,” often related to ethnicity and national origin; and (2) 

similar tastes and interests, often derived from similar social class (or SES).7  Gordon illustrates 

this point by using an example of the children of lower-class Italian immigrants who are growing 

up in New York City’s Lower East Side (Gordon 1978:99). They are not affected by separable 

items consisting of an Italian ethnic background and low-SES, but rather by an interwoven 

combination of the two, where each has been somewhat transformed by virtue of its 

combination. For similar reasons, in my case of European classrooms, being a middle-class 

Turkish immigrant is not the same as being middle-class except for the additional factor of being 

Turkish. 

In addition, a logical extension of contact theory also implies that SES shapes intergroup 

dynamics. The original formulation of contact theory argues that the positive benefits of 

intergroup contact for intergroup attitudes are conditional on (1) common goals, (2) cooperation, 

(3) support of authorities, and (4) status equality (Allport 1954). Lower consolidation could 

signal how optimal conditions are in all four ways (Pettigrew and Tropp 2006:761). 8 If this is the 

 
7 Gordon coined the term “ethclass” to refer to the stratified segmentation of social space created by the intersection 
of ethnicity and social class (Gordon 1978:15–36; Rumbaut 2015:83–84). 
8 There is some evidence that SES reflects higher social “status” in adolescent interactions (Malacarne 2017; 
Neugarten 1946). Even if this is not the case, lower SES among minorities could flag fewer common goals, less 
cooperation, and less institutional support for positive intergroup attitudes (e.g., among teachers). 



 19 

case (and also assuming that positive interethnic attitudes form a stronger basis for interethnic 

friendships), contact theory implies that the benefits of classroom contact for interethnic 

friendships are not fully realized in classrooms with greater consolidation. Some scholars debate 

contact theory relative to other theories, such as conflict theory,9 and question the conditionality 

of the benefits of contact on status equality (Hewstone and Brown 1986; Pettigrew and Tropp 

2006). Yet since few datasets so far capture the growing variation in configurations of ethnicity 

and SES (Wimmer and Lewis 2010:598), it remains a theoretical possibility that consolidation 

between ethnicity and SES imply sub-optimal conditions for contact.  

To summarize, there are many reasons to believe that consolidation between ethnicity 

and SES should inform the propensity for friendships. Similarities on both attributes are usually 

needed to promote easy interactions. Differences in SES may also coincide with less optimal 

conditions for interethnic contact. Both arguments lead to the expectation that interethnic 

friendships are less common in consolidated classrooms. Yet note again that individual-level 

dynamics (e.g., in which pairs of students respond to their similarities or differences) could 

understate the contextual implications of consolidation. This leads to the hypothesis that: Higher 

levels of consolidation between ethnicity and SES in classrooms are negatively associated with 

interethnic friendships at the context-level. 

Above, I make several arguments that motivate the key hypothesis in this chapter. Before 

I move on to provide background on consolidation in the Western European context, I make a 

final point on why it is important to test this hypothesis – it is exactly the combination of 

consolidation and lack of bridging ties exacerbates inequality (DiMaggio and Garip 2011). Many 

 
9 Conflict theory implies that high consolidation can exacerbate ethnic conflict by increasing competition (Bobo and 
Hutchings 2006; Olzak 1989). Yet conflict theory usually relates to attitudes in competitive conditions where 
positive forms of close contact are not guaranteed (e.g., following internal migration in the United States in the early 
1900s). It remains to be seen whether conflict theory is relevant for friendships within middle school classrooms.  
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scholars have written that the lack of interethnic ties in social networks can impose labor market 

disadvantages and limits mobility (Esser 2004; Kalter 2011) – these authors typically assume 

that there is consolidation, where intra-ethnic ties can facilitate entry into ethnic economies that 

tend to involve modest ventures that are better than no job, but also require long conditions, low 

wages, offer and little room for upward mobility (Alba and Foner 2015; Kasinitz et al. 2011). 

However, there is no innate problem with intra-ethnic connections within minority groups 

(Modood 2011), especially when consolidation is low (e.g. when both minority and majority 

groups are heterogeneous in SES). There are several examples of immigrant minority groups in 

the United States that leverage intra-ethnic ties successfully – these examples are successful in 

part because of low consolidation (Alba and Foner 2015:240).  

 
Consolidation between Ethnicity and SES in Western Europe 

This section provides some intuition on why there is often consolidation between 

ethnicity and SES in Western Europe.10 Consolidation between ethnicity and SES exists in 

Western Europe in part due to the low socioeconomic origins of many ethnic minorities, many of 

whose families originally came through guest worker programs (Alba and Foner 2015; Drouhot 

and Nee 2019). Rising ethnic diversity in Western Europe began with labor migration shortly 

after the second World War, with recruitment of immigrants to satisfy labor shortages (Castles 

and Miller 2013). In Germany, labor migrants came from Italy, Yugoslavia, Greece, and Turkey, 

(Steinert 2014:18), though Turkish immigration expanded rapidly from family reunification in 

the 1980s and 1990s (Crul and Vermeulen 2003). The Netherlands also experienced similar 

patterns of labor immigration followed by later family reunification from Turkey and Morocco 

 
10 For further intuition on where consolidation comes from - note that it can also reflects selection into schools and 
random assignment into classrooms.  
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(Crul and Doomernik 2003). Labor migrants were typically disadvantaged in numerous ways – 

they usually came from the less educated parts of their origin countries (Alba and Foner 2015) - 

and were not fully included in destination societies but were treated as short-term guest workers 

(Bender and Seifert 2003:45–67).  

In addition to labor migration and family reunification, ethnic minorities in Western 

Europe also trace their origins back to colonial activity (e.g. those of Indian, Pakistani, Jamaican, 

or Nigerian descent in England or those of Surinamese or Antillean descent in the Netherlands). 

Post-colonial migrants experienced some advantages related to a common language with their 

destinations and sometimes citizenship. For example, the educational attainment of minorities of 

Surinamese and Antillean descent in the Netherlands (in contrast to those of Moroccan and 

Turkish descent) have closed in on the educational attainment of the Dutch majority (Crul and 

Doomernik 2003). Similarly, ethnic minorities in England generally show strong educational 

selectivity, in which their educational qualifications often surpass that of their “non-ethnic” 

counterparts. These conditions can (but do not always) translate to less consolidation between 

ethnicity and SES – minorities are often disadvantaged in terms of lower occupational status 

despite educational advantages (Alba and Foner 2015:191).  

In recent years, ethnic diversity in Western European countries has expanded particularly 

rapidly. This is both due to a larger set of origin countries such as the rise of immigration from 

Eastern Europe to destinations such as England (Vertovec 2007), and a larger set of destination 

countries. For example, while Sweden’s demand for labor immigrants led to some recruitment of 

guest workers starting in the 1950s, immigration picked up more recently due to asylum seekers 

and refugees, including those who fled the Yugoslav Wars and the war in Iraq (Runblom 1994).  
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Data and Methods 
 

I use data from the 2010 Children of Immigrants Longitudinal Survey in Four European 

Countries (CILS4EU) project – recall that data on friendships were collected for all students by 

asking them to nominate up to five best friends from a roster of classmates. Classroom friendship 

networks are constructed from nominations using directed ties. Figure 1.1 gives some examples 

of networks on which the analyses are based.  

Figure 1.1. – Examples of adolescent classroom friendships 

 
 
Main analyses include roughly 12,000 students in 590 classrooms with reliable networks data.11 

Included and excluded samples are compared in Table 1.2 and discussed in the main results. 

Measurement of Ethnicity 
 

Ethnic background is proxied by parental country of origin because ethnic minorities in 

Europe are often immigrants or the children of immigrants. Using parental birth country to proxy 

ethnic origins is a common choice in studies of ethnicity in Europe (Leszczensky and Pink 2019; 

Portes et al. 2016; Smith et al. 2016, 2014; Stark and Flache 2012). Despite some limitations, 

national origin captures most salient minority groups (Castles and Miller 2013; Verkuyten 2005), 

 
11 Reliable sociometric data, found in over 80 percent of classrooms, requires that at least 75 percent of students 
participated in the sociometric survey and that less than 10 percent of nominations are invalid.  
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is a relevant basis for adolescent identities (Heath et al. 2018), and is usually used in public 

discourse within Europe to describe ethnicity. This simplifies some ethnic distinctions (e.g. 

Turkish Kurds and ethnic Turks, Afro-Surinamese and Indo-Surinamese, Walloon Belgian and 

Flemish Belgian, just to name a few) but is consistent with the subjective and reactive 

construction of ethnicity.12  

I distinguish between the four largest and most salient ethnic groups in each survey 

country. In England, I distinguish between English, Pakistani, Indian, Nigerian, and Jamaican 

students. In Germany, I do the same for German, Turkish, Russian, Polish and Italian students. I 

examine Dutch, Turkish, Moroccan, Surinamese, and Antillean students in the Netherlands. 

Finally, I study Swedish, Iraqi, Turkish, Bosnian and Lebanese pupils in Sweden. I categorize 

the remainder into other Western, and other non-Western categories. Students from smaller 

categories (the “other” categories) rarely meet in-group peers in class (Hofstra et al. 2017; Smith 

et al. 2014), so these categories are not broken-down further. Results are robust to other 

definitions of ethnicity.13 

Measurement of Consolidation 
 

Adolescents’ socioeconomic status (SES) is proxied by the highest occupational status 

of their parents14 as determined by the ISCO-08 combined with the ISEI ranking (Ganzeboom, 

De Graaf, and Treiman 1992). To measure consolidation, I consider the correlation of ethnicity 

with three categories of SES (high, medium, and low, relative to the survey country) using 

 
12 Like Wimmer (2013), I follow in the Weberian tradition of viewing ethnicity as a subjectively defined group that 
is distinguished by a shared culture and by common ancestry (Weber 1922). I first proxy ethnic categories using 
national origin. However, I do not assume that national origin is necessary meaningful. In fact, I argue that the 
extent to which it is meaningful depends on consolidation with SES.  
13 Results are robust to coding all individuals with privileged access to citizenship, such as those who originate from 
European Union countries as well as return migrants from to Germany (Aussiedler) as “majority.”   
14 Missing SES is coded to available data when missing for one parent and school-level means when missing for 
both. Single and multiple imputation led to similar results.  
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Cramér's V, denoted by !!. Cramér's V is a measure of association between nominal variables 

that has several desirable properties.15 It is calculated by dividing a	#" statistic by an adjustment 

factor that makes !! comparable across different classes of different sizes and with potentially 

different numbers of social categories (which is not the case for the unadjusted #" statistic). 

Specifically, 

!! =	%
#"

& ∗ min	(, − 1, 0 − 1) 

where #" is the chi-squared statistic for the test of independence between two attributes, n is 

classroom size, and r and k are the number of categories in relevant attributes. Here, k is the 

number of ethnic categories and r is the number of SES categories represented in a classroom (in 

96 percent of classrooms, r = 3).  

Figure 1.2. – Distribution of consolidation between socioeconomic status 
and ethnic origin in adolescent classrooms 

 
 

 
15 For example, a multiple correlation coefficient in terms of regression fit has undesirable properties. First, it does 
not treat the social dimensions involved symmetrically (it is sensitive to the choice of dependent variable). Second, it 
requires a more stringent set of assumptions (e.g. homoscedasticity). 
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Figure 1.2 gives the distribution of consolidation. A rough guideline for interpreting Cramér’s V 

is 0.1 = small, 0.3 = medium, 0.5 = large (Cohen 1988:224–26). Moderate levels of consolidation 

reflect that parents of minority students tend to have a lower SES than minority counterparts 

(Schnepf 2007). 

 
Analytic Strategy 
 

Since the CILS4EU collects data on nearly every potential classroom tie, I am able to 

estimate the role of consolidation in shaping interethnic friendships in a conservative way, 

adjusting for other properties of the network. I define ethnic homophily as, the extent to which 

the number of intra-ethnic friendships exceeds the expected amount based on chance 

(McPherson et al. 2001), and mechanisms like reciprocity (Schaefer, Kornienko, and Fox 2011) 

and transitivity (the tendency to befriend the friend of a friend) that amplify homophily, but 

would operate even in the absence of ethnicity (Frank, Muller, and Mueller 2013; Goodreau et al. 

2009; Kossinets and Watts 2009; Mayer and Puller 2008; Simmel 1950).16  

To simultaneously account for these processes, I use exponential random graph models 

(ERGMs) within each classroom. ERGMs are a general class of models that view an observed 

network as one realization of a set of possible networks with similar characteristics (such as 

homophily). These models get at which local stochastic processes are most likely to generate the 

observed network (Robins et al. 2007). The general form of an ERGM is as follows: 

2(3 = 4	|6) =
1

,(7) exp	
(7#;(4)) 

 
16 Imagine that a A->B tie exists (A is friends with B) in part because A and B are both majorities and a B->C tie 
exists in part because B and C are both majorities. Then a B->A tie is likely due to reciprocity, and a A->C tie is 
likely due to transitivity. These two ties are same-ethnic even though they are not driven by homophily. 
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where Y is a random variable indicating the state of a network with a specific realization y, g(y) 

is a vector of model statistics for the network y, 7 is a vector of coefficients for those statistics 

(model parameters – for which 7$ might refer to homophily), and ,(7) is a normalizing constant. 

Note that ERGM coefficients are also interpretable as the conditional probability of a tie given 

how the tie changes the network statistics (Wasserman and Pattison 1996).17 Model parameters 

are estimated using the statnet package in R version 3.5.1.  

Descriptions of model terms are provided in Table 1.1. The first two terms, density and 

mutuality, capture the underlying propensity for ties and reciprocated ties. The terms in the third 

and fourth row of Table 1.1 capture homophily effects for ethnicity, SES, the individual-level 

interaction between ethnic homophily and SES homophily, and gender homophily, which is very 

important at this age (McPherson et al. 2001; Smetana, Campione-Barr, and Metzger 2006). SES 

differences are differences in ISEI ranking, standardized within countries (the coefficient on SES 

homophily represents implications of a one-SD difference in SES on chances of a friendship). 

The fifth row of Table 1.1 contains covariate effects, where students differ in total number of ties 

based on SES, gender, and ethnicity (Coleman 1961; Dijkstra, Cillessen, and Borch 2013). The 

final model terms reflect the extent of transitivity (i.e. in which the friend of a friend is my 

friend) and tension (i.e. in which the friend of a friend is not my friend) in networks. The 

inclusion of these terms also helps avoid issues of model degeneracy by capturing the higher 

order dependency structure in the network (Hunter 2007; Snijders et al. 2006). 

 
17 In other words, !"#$%&'!" = 1	+,!"# ) = .$δ&,!"0	where '!" is the random variable for whether i and j have a tie, 
δ&,!"0 is the “change statistic” that records how much the g(y) term – the vector of model statistics for the network  
changes as a consequence of '!" being toggled from no tie to tie, and ,!"#  denotes the ties for all dyads in the network 
other than between i and j. 
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TABLE 1.1 

Model of Friendship Formation  
Parameter Description Statnet term; technical notes 
Density  Baseline propensity of friendships edges 
Mutuality Propensity of reciprocity – the 

increased propensity of a 
reciprocated friendship compared to 
an unreciprocated friendship 

mutual; sender and receiver effects (e.g. 
gwidegree, gwodegree) are not included to 
improve convergence. They are redundant 
with existing model terms 

Ethnic Homophily; 
SES Homophily; 
Ethnic Homophily 
x SES Homophily 

Increased propensity of friendships 
between those from the same ethnic 
background; 1 SD more similar in 
SES; and their interaction at the 
individual-level 

nodematch(ethnicity); absdiff(SES);  
edgecov(same ethnicity x SES difference) 
 

Gender Homophily Increased propensity of same-
gender friendships 

nodematch(gender) 

Covariates: Ethnic-, 
SES-, and Gender- 
Differences  

Increased propensity of friendships 
involving ethnic minorities, higher-
SES individuals (1 SD), and girls  

nodefactor(ethnicity); nodecov(SES); 
nodefactor(gender); main analyses do not 
consider differential ethnic homophily, 
because observed patterns do not differ for 
majority and minority homophily 

Transitivity  
 

Increased propensity of friendships 
that contribute to a transitive two-
path connecting a pair of friends in 
the same direction. This best 
captures the notion that “the friend 
of my friend is my friend”  

dgwesp(alpha = 0.5); alpha refers to a 
decay parameter for decreasing marginal 
returns to the propensity of friendships 
given additional mutual friends. A flexible 
decay caused problems with estimation, so 
it is held at 0.5. Fixing the decay at 0.4, 
0.6, and 0.7 led to similar results 

Tension  Increased propensity of friendships 
that create situations in which two 
people are linked indirectly (by a 
two-path) but not directly  

dgwnsp(alpha = 0.5); alpha refers to a 
decay, similar to the decay for dgwesp; 
also note that the coefficient on this 
parameter is typically negative 

 

Estimation relies on maximum likelihood estimation combined with MCMC techniques 

since the normalizing factor ,(7) is intractable. To minimize nonconvergence, which often 

arises in ERGMs, scholars constrain parameters when possible and exclude redundant model 

terms (Hunter and Handcock 2006; McFarland et al. 2014). I constrain maximum outgoing ties 

to five as pupils could name at most five friends and account for a carefully selected set of most 

theoretically relevant model terms. Omitted terms are approximated well by the model (shown in 
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Figure 1.4 and discussed in main results). Lastly, models were given plenty of time to converge 

(maximum 40 iterations, a MCMC burn in of 400,000, and an MCMC sample size of 200,000). 

After estimating ethnic homophily in each classroom, I use metanalysis to compare 

results across classrooms, a strategy which is justified when explanations for ties are adequately 

captured (Kruse and Kroneberg 2019; McFarland et al. 2014; Smith et al. 2016; Snijders and 

Baerveldt 2003). Comparisons across models in the exponential family require strong 

assumptions on specification and comparability (Mood 2010). In networks, lack of comparability 

is often due to differences in size. Here, this problem is minimal: classrooms are similar in scale, 

and size is included in comparisons, described below. Another known complication related to 

size is that the standard form of ERGMs assume that mean degree increases with network size 

(Butts and Almquist 2015; Krivitsky and Kolaczyk 2015), although this is not always the case. 

Here, there is no reason to believe that students in larger classrooms (25-38 students) have more 

friends than those in smaller classrooms (11-25 students), so I introduce an “Krivitsky” offset of 

-log(N) to the edge term (comparing Figures A-1.1 and A-1.2 in the appendix shows that 

constant mean degree is a better assumption) to avoid this assumption 

The metanalyses apply weights proportional to the inverse variance of the estimate on 

the homophily coefficient (down-weighting cases where ethnic homophily is imprecisely 

estimated) and include classroom-level covariates: consolidation, mean classroom SES, 

classroom size,18 diversity (1 - the Herfindahl index),19 the proportion minority, and an indicator 

for the survey country.20 The level-1 model for the metanalysis consists of the ERGM models 

 
18 Larger classrooms may increase intra-ethnic friendships by offering a larger choice-set and creating uncertainty 
(Cheng and Xie 2013; Currarini et al. 2010; McFarland et al. 2014). 
19 Diversity may make ethnicity more salient (Goodreau et al. 2009; McFarland et al. 2014; Moody 2001; Mouw and 
Entwisle 2006; Wimmer and Lewis 2010). The Herfindahl index measures the lack of diversity – it can be 
interpreted as the likelihood that any two random classmates differ in ethnicity. 
20 I introduce country fixed effects to adjust for unobserved cross-national differences. In sensitivity analyses 
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above. The level-2 model is as follows: 

7$! =	<$% +	<$$(!!) +	<$"(>?@AA0BBC	DEFG) +	<$&(HG@&	DID) +	<$'(JEKG0AEL4)

+	<$((20BMB0LEB&	HE&B0EL4) +	<$)(NG0C@&4) + <$*(OGLℎG0?@&QA)

+	<$+(DRGQG&) + S$! 

where 7$! 	corresponds with the estimate of ethnic homophily (the first subscript refers to the fact 

that ethnic homophily is defined as the first element of the vector 7 and the second subscript 

refers to a specific classroom), !! 		represents consolidation in classroom c, <$% is the fixed-effect 

intercept that captures the average amount of ethnic homophily across level-2 groups 

(classrooms) when all the other covariates are 0, <$$,…	<$+ are effects of level-2 variables, and 

S$! is the random effect.  

The coefficient <$$ represents the effect of consolidation on ethnic homophily net of 

other features of classrooms (<$", … <$+). Sensitivity analyses, discussed in the main results, will 

control for broader and attitudinal measures of consolidation (e.g. between ethnicity and 

religious affiliation, language ability, effort in school, and social attitudes) in order to account for 

ethnic differences along these measures (Alba and Foner 2015; Crul, Lelie, and Schneider 2012; 

Diehl and Schnell 2006; Kalter et al. 2018). 

Metanalyses are conducted using the metafor package in R version 3.5.1 using random 

effects, which assume that true levels of ethnic homophily vary between classrooms. 

 
Results 
 

Out of the 735 classrooms that are not ethnically homogenous, more than 80 percent 

had reliable network data (where at least 75 percent of students participated and at least 90 

 
discussed after main results and in appendix (Table A-1.2), I disaggregate by survey country. 
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percent of nominations are valid), leaving 590 classrooms in the main analyses. The models 

used in the main analyses converged well, leading to estimates of ethnic homophily in 94 

percent of cases (the 6 percent of cases where models were degenerate were excluded, as 

those estimates are likely biased).  

TABLE 1.2 
Descriptive Statistics of the Included and Excluded Classrooms   

Included Sample Excluded Sample 
 

 
Mean SD Mean SD t (two-tailed) 

Size 21.65 4.43 18.33 5.24 -8.00*** 
Diversity 0.34 0.23 0.41 0.21 3.54** 
Proportion Minority 0.49 0.23 0.43 0.24 2.06* 
Consolidation 0.18 0.11 0.19 0.14 1.32 
Mean SES 0.50 0.10 0.51 11.0 0.41 
 N = 590 N = 145  

 
 

Table 1.2 compares classrooms in the included and excluded sample. The main 

difference between the two samples is that the excluded sample consists of smaller, less 

diverse classrooms. This is unsurprising. For small classrooms, a single absent student or 

mistaken nomination may render network data unreliable. Also, in classrooms with few 

minorities, ethnic homophily is poorly defined (minorities have few opportunities to make 

homophilous ties). This challenges convergence of ERGMs. Omission of the excluded sample 

increases the reliability of estimates of homophily for these reasons. Table 1.2 shows that the 

omission does not bias the sample on consolidation or average SES (upon which excluded and 

included classrooms are similar).  

 
Descriptive Features of Adolescent Classroom Friendship Networks  
 

The first step of the analyses is to determine the local structure and processes that 

characterize friendship networks. Figure 1.3 provides boxplots of the distribution of ERGM 
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coefficients across all classrooms (boxes are quartiles, whiskers extend to the furthest points 

within 1.5 times the interquartile range past the boxes). 

 
Figure 1.3. – Summary of ERGM coefficients across classrooms 

 
 
 Figure 1.3 shows that mutuality, transitivity, and gender homophily most strongly 

characterize the configurations of adolescent classroom friendship networks. Among the 

homophily terms, gender homophily is the strongest. There is a very strong tendency of 

friendships at this age to be between same-gender peers. Since mutuality and transitivity can 

amplify homophily, yet theoretically operate even in the absence of ethnicity, properly 

accounting for mutuality and transitivity leads to a conservative study of homophily. In the 

remaining analyses, I interpret variation in ethnic homophily as driven by barriers to ethnic 

mixing.  

The distribution of ethnic homophily in Figure 1.3 shows that the bottom quartile of 

homophily is less than zero. In most classrooms, estimates of ethnic homophily are greater than 

zero, meaning that friendships between classmates who come from the same ethnic background 
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are more likely than friendships between classmates who differ in ethnic background. ERGM 

coefficients can be interpreted as the contribution of an individual’s or friendship’s attributes to 

the conditional log-odds of a tie. The log-odds of a tie is on average 0.34 higher for an ethnically 

homophilous friendship compared to its heterophilous counterpart (estimates of means given in 

Appendix Table A-1.1). However, the distribution of ethnic homophily varies substantially 

across classrooms, which helps motivate the later metanalyses that aim to explain variation in 

ethnic homophily by consolidation. 

In contrast, variation in SES homophily is quite low (a 1-SD increase in SES difference 

leads to a -0.01 reduction in the log-odds of a tie). Results are in line with existing studies— net 

of mutuality, transitivity, other forms of homophily, and covariate effects, ethnic homophily 

remains an independent factor in friendship formation but SES homophily plays a minimum role 

(Kao et al. 2019; Quillian and Campbell 2003; Smith, Maas, and Van Tubergen 2014). This 

implies that no matter how high consolidation is, it is unlikely to hinder interethnic friendships as 

a simple byproduct of SES homophily in the additive way that Blau and Schwartz’s original 

argument implies. The results in Figure 1.3 also show that the joint implication of ethnicity and 

SES are also small – at the individual level.21 Yet this individual-level interaction does not fully 

capture consolidation, because consolidation reflects the joint configuration of ethnicity and SES 

at the context-level. To study the implications of consolidation, it is necessary to compare levels 

of ethnic homophily across classrooms. 

Last, covariate effects play a small role in friendship networks relative to homophily 

effects. Higher-SES students, minorities, and girls generally have more ties, but these effects are 

 
21 The positive sign on the individual-level interaction term between SES homophily and ethnic homophily implies 
that ethnic homophily tends to be larger between individuals that differ more in SES (and that the implications of 
SES are smaller for same-ethnic friendships). However, the magnitude of the interaction is very small. 
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small.22 There is some debate about how covariate effects and homophily effects interact. To 

clarify, there is no evidence of interplay between covariate and homophily effects (such as those 

implied by status-caste exchange, in which minorities trade their lower position on the ethnic 

hierarchy for a higher position on the status hierarchy). In supplementary analyses (not shown 

here), I find that while minorities with more friendships with majorities tend to have higher SES 

than minorities with fewer friendships with majorities, the former does not tend to have higher 

SES than their majority friends. In addition, majorities with more interethnic friendships are on 

average higher in SES than their counterparts with few interethnic friendships. This is consistent 

with critiques of status-caste exchange theory (Rosenfeld 2005), and with studies that show that 

despite some social hierarchy, the low implications of SES relative to race and ethnicity are 

robust to consideration of hierarchy (Kao et al. 2019:45). 

Since later analyses of consolidation build on the results already presented, it is 

necessary to ensure that ERGMs adequately capture friendship dynamics using model 

diagnostics. I first evaluate the change in the log likelihood between the last iterations of the 

fitting algorithm, where a change of less than 5 generally indicates convergence (Hunter, 

Goodreau, and Handcock 2008). The mean change in log likelihood here was less than 0.38. 

Second, I use the gof (goodness-of-fit) function in statnet to repeat the simulation multiple 

times and assess whether the models reproduce global properties (including properties that are 

not explicitly modeled). 

Figure 1.4 shows distributions of global properties for 100 simulated networks for a 

classroom that was strategically selected on “poor” fit based on change in log-likelihood. Soft 

 
22 The positive covariate effect on minority implies that ethnic minorities have a higher odd of ties than majorities in 
the average classroom. Further analyses (available on request) showed that this appears to be driven by higher 
degree (number of ties) for minorities in classrooms where minorities make a smaller proportion of the classroom. 
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lines are 95 percent bounds on these distributions and dark lines represent the original 

network. Even for this classroom, statistics for the original network fall comfortably within 

bounds of simulations, including global properties that were not explicitly modeled.  

 

Figure 1.4. – Example goodness of fit diagnostics for three network statistics 
not included in the model as well as for the included network statistics 

 

 

 
Note: (A-H correspond to model terms top to bottom in Figure 3). Boxplots show distributions of statistics across 
100 simulated networks. Soft lines are 95 percent bounds on distributions. Boxes represent the median and the 
interquartile range. Dark lines show distributions for the original network. In the bottom left, " NR " refers to 
completely disconnected dyads. 

 

The first three plots in Figure 4 show that models capture the distribution of three such 

properties: outdegree (number of nominations for each student), edgewise shared partners 

(number of mutual friends for each friendship), and minimum geodesic distance (minimum 

number of friends through which pairs of students are connected). The last plot shows the 

distribution of network statistics in the simulated networks for included model terms (A–H are 

the terms top to bottom in Figure 1.3). Overall, models adequately captured the most 

important features of friendship networks (additional model terms would be redundant). 
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Implications of Consolidation for Interethnic Friendships 
 

The above analyses build up to the question of whether consolidation has a direct effect 

on ethnic homophily. By direct, I refer to implications beyond the potential mechanical effects of 

SES homophily on interethnic friendships when ethnicity and SES are correlated. Table 1.3 

reports results of metanalyses comparing ethnic homophily across classrooms.  

 
TABLE 1.3 

Classroom Composition on Ethnic Homophily 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Notes: N = 11,541 students in 553 classrooms. Regressions weighted by inverse 
variance of estimated ERGM coefficients on ethnic homophily. * P < 0.05, ** P < 
0.01, *** P < 0.001 

 
 

There is a large positive association between consolidation and ethnic homophily. Classrooms 

with higher levels of consolidation are significantly higher in ethnic homophily. Consolidation 

ranges from 0-1. The coefficient on consolidation is 0.37, which is large given the empirical 

distribution of ethnic homophily (mean 0.34, where negative values indicate the lack of 

homophily). This supports the idea that interethnic friendships are less common under 

consolidation. 

    
Coef.  SE  

Intercept  0.03 (0.13) 
Consolidation 0.37** (0.12) 
Mean SES (scaled)  -0.06** (0.02) 
Proportion Minority -0.34** (0.11) 
Diversity 0.20** (0.10) 
Class Size   -0.00 (0.01) 
Country (ref. = England)   

Germany  -0.01 (0.04) 
Netherlands  0.01 (0.04) 
Sweden  0.05 (0.04) 

AIC    379.43 
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The positive association between consolidation and ethnic homophily is net of other 

features of classrooms, such as diversity. Ethnic homophily is positively associated with 

diversity and negatively associated with the proportion minority. To further contextualize the 

magnitude of the association between consolidation and ethnic homophily – the effect size for 

consolidation is 176 percent larger than the effect size for diversity, although diversity often 

takes center-stage in studies of interethnic friendships. 

The association between consolidation and ethnic homophily is also robust to country 

fixed effects and is driven by within-country variation.23 Finally, estimates are net differences 

in classroom size and mean SES. Accounting for classroom size and mean classroom SES 

helps to control for unobserved within-country institutional differences in schools and 

differences in ethnic composition (i.e., which specific ethnic groups are represented). Overall, 

the evidence of larger barriers to interethnic friendships under higher consolidation is robust 

to other contextual covariates. 

 
Narrowing Ethnic Distinctions and Broadening Consolidation 
 

Here, I discuss the robustness of analyses to definitions of consolidation and ethnicity. 

My main measure of consolidation focuses on SES and ethnicity for a variety of reasons. 

Theoretically, the notion that SES has no consequence for friendships when adolescents have 

opportunities to interact warrants further testing, not only because of classical theories that 

suggest otherwise, but also because the consolidation of SES and ethnicity can exacerbate 

 
23 Table A-1.2 in the appendix shows the result of analyses that are disaggregated by country. Results are 
substantively similar after disaggregation for Germany, Sweden, and England. However, note that the sign of the 
coefficient on consolidation is reversed for the Netherlands. More research is necessary to understand why 
consolidation does not have the anticipated association with ethnic homophily in the Netherlands. One possible 
explanation that warrants further exploration is the size of the majority group (the Dutch majority makes up 73 
percent of the Dutch sample versus only 56, 59, and 57 percent of the German, Swedish and English samples). 
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inequality. Methodologically, most strategies assume that social attributes are additive rather 

than intersectional – I focus on ethnicity and SES to show how such assumptions can 

oversimplify and obscure true implications of social differences, even for two attributes. Also, 

SES for adolescents is ascribed, while cultural or attitudinal attributes may be influenced by 

peers and therefore endogenous to homophily (Kao et al. 2019). However, to understand other 

types of consolidation beyond SES consolidation (consolidation between ethnicity and SES) for 

friendships, I now broaden consolidation in a sensitivity analysis.  

Table 1.4, on the following page, repeats the analyses in Table 1.3 but adds other forms 

of consolidation as additional covariates.24 The positive association between SES-ethnicity 

consolidation and ethnic homophily is not explained away by consolidation between ethnicity 

and religious affiliation, feelings of language proficiency, effort in school, or social attitudes. 

The coefficient on SES consolidation remains significant in all columns of Table 1.4. Ethnic 

differences in SES do not simply proxy greater cultural and attitudinal distance between the 

ethnic groups represented in classrooms. Consolidation between ethnicity and social attitudes 

(toward cohabitation, divorce, abortion, homosexuality), as well as consolidation between 

ethnicity and religion, are also positively associated with ethnic homophily. However, interethnic 

ties are less patterned by religious and attitudinal consolidation with ethnicity than by SES 

consolidation with ethnicity.  

 

 
24 Differences in social attitudes are proxied by average tolerance towards cohabitation, divorce, homosexuality, and 
abortion (whether each is always, often, sometimes or never ok). Language skills are captured using students’ 
subjective evaluation of their school performance in the subject of the survey country language, i.e. “how well are 
you doing in the [survey country language]?” on a five-point scale. School effort is captured by asking students for 
their opinions on the statement: “I put a great deal of effort into my school-work” on a five-point scale. Religious 
affiliation differentiates between Protestant, Catholic, Islamic, Buddhist, other-religious, or non-religious beliefs.  
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TABLE 1.4 
Predicting Ethnic Homophily using Different Forms of Consolidation 

Notes: N = 11,541 students in 553 classrooms. Net of classroom size, survey country, proportion minority, 
and mean SES. Regressions weighted by inverse variance of estimated ERGM coefficients on ethnic 
homophily. * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01, *** P < 0.001 

 

 
Limitations and Future Directions  
 

This chapter offers insight into interethnic classroom friendships among adolescents 

in 2010. However, due to rising immigration and shifts in the composition of migrant groups, 

adolescents now and in the future may experience different levels of consolidation than what 

is captured here (Castles and Miller 2013). Nevertheless, since this study uses data that 

oversample schools with more minority students, it may be able to make the kinds of 

distinctions that would apply to a larger and more heterogenous group of minorities. Further 

studies are needed to determine whether patterns observed for students in cohorts represented 

by CILS4EU continue in the future. 

Classroom friendships—the focus of this study—are a meaningful starting point for 

studying ethnic boundaries. Most close adolescent friendships start in schools (Cotterell 

2007), and in Western Europe, most of these friendships start in classrooms. For example, 

     
(1)  (2) (3) (4) (5)  

Consolidation      
    SES 0.37** 

(0.12) 
0.39** 
(0.11) 

0.39** 
(0.13) 

0.42** 
(0.13) 

0.32* 
(0.13) 

    Religion -- 
 

0.28** 
(0.10) 

-- -- -- 

    Language -- 
 

-- 
 

-0.10 
(0.10) 

-- -- 

    Effort in School    -0.22 
(0.13) 

 

    Social Attitudes -- 
 

-- 
 

-- -- 0.21* 
(0.09) 
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within-classroom friendships in Germany make up more than 83 percent of in-school 

friendships (Leszczensky and Pink 2015:23). Friendships in broader networks (e.g., on social 

media) are often made up of weaker ties (Hofstra et al. 2017; Kao and Joyner 2004). Since 

weaker ties are often less homophilous, the link between consolidation and ethnic homophily 

may be weaker for such ties. A limitation of the CILS4EU is that it does not adequately 

provide information on “other” friendships outside of classrooms.  Potential synergies or 

tradeoffs among in-classroom, in-school, and outside friendships may be a productive 

direction for future research on the conditions under which ethnic boundaries become salient. 

 
Conclusion and Discussion 
 

In many advanced societies, rising ethnic diversity raises questions about ethnic 

integration, especially forms of integration that are strongly linked to weaker symbolic 

boundaries such as increasing perceptions of similarity or more interethnic friendships (Drouhot 

and Nee 2019). Ethnic boundaries in schools and classrooms are of special interest: friendships 

among adolescents tend to improve subsequent interethnic attitudes, encourage future interethnic 

relationships, and promote inclusion (Ellison and Powers 1994; Emerson et al. 2002; Kao et al. 

2019). Yet little is known about whether the layering of multiple differences intensifies 

interethnic boundaries at the context-level. I analyze the implications of the configuration of SES 

and ethnicity for ethnic boundaries using the case of classroom friendships. Results show 

stronger ethnic boundaries (more ethnically homogenous friendships) in more consolidated 

classrooms (where knowing a students’ ethnicity tells you a lot about their SES and vice versa) 

than in superdiverse classrooms (in which there is little correlation between ethnicity and SES).  

The insights and strategy used here to capture structural intersectionality (ranging from 

consolidation to superdiversity) should prove useful to research beyond interethnic friendships, 
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and even beyond ethnic integration (McCall 2005; Warikoo and Carter 2009). My main 

theoretical contribution is to devise a much-needed framework for capturing social intersection at 

the context-level. Individual case studies show that the implications of social attributes, such as 

ethnicity, SES, or gender, need to be studied simultaneously, but there is disagreement on how to 

conduct such analyses quantitatively and structurally (McCall 2005). To capture structural 

intersectionality, I turn to Blau and Schwartz (1984), who first define consolidation. However, I 

differ from Blau and Schwartz, who argue for an additive “byproduct” effect (Blau and Schwartz 

1984; Stark and Flache 2012; Wimmer and Lewis 2010) by arguing that the layering (or 

consolidation) of differences at the context-level may amplify each other beyond a simple 

additive effect. Thus, a contribution of this chapter is to put studies of intersectionality in 

conversation with writings by Blau and Schwartz (1984) to improve existing frameworks for 

studying multidimensional social structure. 

I also argue that improving the study of structural intersectionality is likely to be 

especially valuable for studies of ethnicity because structural intersectionality captures 

intracategorical variation (the more consolidation, the less intracategorical variation). Research 

has theorized that intracategorical heterogeneity within ethnic groups shapes interethnic 

dynamics. For example, intra-ethnic dynamics are not limited to individual-level prospects for 

boundary crossing, but also involve the salience and divisiveness of social differences as a whole 

(Alba and Nee, 2003). Kasinitz et al. (2008:23) write of the balancing act between showing the 

real difference that ethnicity makes and acknowledging the implications of internal heterogeneity 

within ethnic groups. Properly accounting for structural intersectionality has the potential to 

improve this balancing act. For example, the role of SES among students of different ethnicities 

who have opportunities to meet is missing from current studies of interethnic classroom 



 41 

friendships. In focusing on SES, I also bring existing studies, which generally find that 

interethnic friendships are not a byproduct of SES at the individual level (Quillian and Campbell 

2003; Smith 2018; Smith et al. 2014), closer to long-standing accounts of “ethclass” and 

intergroup dynamics (Gordon’s 1978; Allport, 1954): the success of interethnic contact as 

proxied by interethnic friendships is conditional on the joint configuration of ethnicity and SES.  

Last, but not least, my findings imply that ethnic diversity, in terms of the univariate 

proportion of ethnic minorities or number of ethnic groups, does not sufficiently explain social 

outcomes. Currently, there is much debate about the implications of diversity for integration 

(Goodreau et al. 2009; McFarland et al. 2014; Mouw and Entwisle 2006; Wimmer and Lewis 

2010). However, due to broad concerns about the challenges of diversity (Putnam 2007), 

scholarly and public interest in diversity is often disproportionate compared to interest in 

inequality (Abascal and Baldassarri 2015; Bonilla-Silva 1997). Yet future studies might find it 

more constructive to consider consolidation, not only unidimensional diversity, when it comes to 

explaining and predicting intergroup dynamics. Greater attention to consolidation (and the range 

of inter- and intracategorical variation that consolidation captures) is likely to improve the study 

of any social relationships in settings in which scholars can observe the population structure. In 

contemporary classrooms, communities, and societies, scholars should study the implications of 

joint configurations of multiple attributes, from superdiversity (Vertovec 2007) to consolidation. 
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Chapter 3. Uneven Integration in Later Generations: The Descendants of 
Immigrants in Western Europe 
 
 
Introduction 
 

The growth of immigrant populations in Western Europe has raised high levels of 

concern about the integration of immigrant-origin individuals in national opinion polls and 

political discourse (Alba and Foner 2015:121, 124).25 Much of this conversation, however, 

focuses on the socioeconomic and cultural characteristics of 1st and 2nd generation immigrants. In 

this chapter, I argue that studying multiple forms of integration in later generations (i.e. the 

grandchildren of immigrants) is necessary because the long-term levels of integration 

experienced by the descendants of immigrants are not well-captured by extrapolating trends in 

earlier generations – and the ways in which later generations differ from earlier generations 

depend on the specific type of integration involved. 

Classical theories argue that cultural integration, in which the descendants of immigrants 

become more culturally similar to “natives” (Gans 1973; Gordon 1964), paves the way for 

socioeconomic gains, which then leads to interpersonal relationships with the “native” 

population as well as a “we-feeling” (Massey and Sánchez 2010) and a sense of peoplehood that 

involves shifting identities (Gordon 1964; Park and Burgess 1921). However recent studies 

challenge this chain of events. While socioeconomic success and certain cultural characteristics 

help facilitate other types of inclusion (Bloemraad 2013), neither shrinking cultural differences 

nor socioeconomic gains guarantee integration in terms of networks and identities. There is 

qualitative (Jiménez 2008; Tuan 1998), quantitative (Reitz and Banerjee 2007), and experimental 

 
25 For example in the statements of Geert Wilders, the controversial leader of one of the major Dutch political 
parties, on the end of European civilization due to the rise of “Eurabia,” as well as in the bestselling writings of 
Thilo Sarrazin who spoke in Germany of the need for European culture to be defended against the infiltration. 
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(Schachter 2016) evidence that socioeconomic and cultural forms of integration do not guarantee 

inclusion when it comes to identities and interpersonal dynamics. In other words, integration can 

be “uneven,” where  some forms of integration are less accessible than others (Bean et al. 2012; 

Kalter et al. 2018; Kasinitz et al. 2008). 

In theory, integration is likely to be most uneven in later generations. It is usually among 

individuals for whom immigration is a more distant experience, whose country of origin is 

neither their own nor their parents’ “home”, that being recognized and treated as an “insider” is 

attainable and highly desired. Yet so far, research on the descendants of immigrants in Western 

Europe tend to focus on earlier generations, for whom the expectation of full integration is not as 

realistic (Alba and Foner 2015:196). This is because Western Europe is a rising immigrant 

destination, where data on the children and grandchildren of immigrants are only recently 

available (Castles and Miller 2013). I argue that studying later generations in Western Europe is 

necessary to illustrate the long-term levels of integration – and that studying multiple integration 

outcomes is necessary to avoid placing too much emphasis on cultural and socioeconomic 

differences. In later generations, the descendants of immigrants could continue to make 

socioeconomic gains and more closely resemble the “native” population in terms of culture. At 

the same time, integration in identities and networks may level-out among some ethnic groups in 

later generations. 

In order to study multiple forms of integration among immigrant-origin individuals that 

include the later generations, I rely on the German, Dutch, and English samples from first wave 

of the Children of Immigrants Longitudinal Survey of Four European Countries (CILS4EU).26 

The CILS4EU is uniquely suited for this study because it oversamples schools with many 

 
26 I drop the Swedish sample due to the relative lack of later generation immigrants. Levels of immigration to 
Sweden did not increase to similar heights as the other three nations until more recently (Bail 2008; Runblom 1994). 
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minority students, leading to a large sample of immigrants and their descendants (Kalter et al. 

2016). Whereas other data sources cannot distinguish between 2nd and later generation 

immigrants, the CILS4EU contains many 1.5th - 1.75th generation immigrant children (Rumbaut 

2004), children of immigrants (2nd generation), and later-generation immigrants (> 2nd 

generation). I will analyze socioeconomic integration, cultural integration (similarity to “natives” 

in terms of religious intensity, social attitudes, and language skills), interpersonal integration 

(friendships with “natives”) and identity integration (the extent to which immigrant-origin 

individuals identify with their country of residence).27 Note that the lack of integration in 

identities should not be interpreted as a lack of willingness to incorporate, but as a barometer for 

lack of inclusion (Portes et al. 2016:31).  

Results show that cultural integration is more widespread than anticipated by existing 

studies that exclude later generations or pool them with the 2nd generation. I observe much higher 

socioeconomic and cultural integration among the later generations, in each of the three Western 

European societies and for immigrant-origin individuals of nearly all ethnic backgrounds. In 

contrast, there are large inequalities when it comes to integration in networks and identities – 

these only appear in later generations due to stalled integration among certain ethnic groups. For 

individuals of Turkish descent in Germany, Moroccan or Turkish descent in the Netherlands, and 

Pakistani, Indian, and Jamaican descent in England, rates of friendships with the “native” 

population and the extent of connection to resident societies reported by later generations 

increase only marginally relative to earlier generations.  

 

 
27 For example, how “German” individuals tend to feel in Germany, or how “British” individuals feel in England. I 
do not focus on identification with the origin country. Inclusion in one’s country of residence is not negated by lack 
of attachment to ethnic or national origins (and vice versa). I explore this further in sensitivity analyses. 
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Theory and Background on Integration in Later Generations 
 

Integration of immigrants and their descendants is a composite of many factors, including 

socioeconomic success, the adoption of mainstream cultural characteristics, interpersonal 

acceptance by the “native” population, and a shift in identity that signals entrance into the “circle 

of membership” within the society as a whole. Taken together, integration captures the extent to 

which the descendants of immigrants avoid marginalization (Alba and Foner 2015:5–6). The 

various components of integration are interrelated in complex ways (Leszczensky and Pink 2019; 

Smith 2018; Wimmer and Soehl 2014). However, as Kalter et al. (2019) show, analyzing 

multiple integration outcomes separately is necessary to expose potential unevenness to 

integration (in which some integration outcomes are more accessible than others) and to avoid 

the assumption that any one component of integration necessarily facilitates another. Thus, I 

discuss expectations with respect to each component (socioeconomic, cultural, networks, and 

identities) separately.  

Throughout, I highlight the need for more clarity on integration outcomes among later 

generations, such as individuals with four immigrant grandparents, or individuals with one 

immigrant parent and another parent who is the child of immigrants. Below, I argue that 

structural and cultural forms of integration may be higher than anticipated based on comparisons 

between the 1st generation and the 2nd generation. Yet at the same time, for certain ethnic groups, 

integration in networks and identities may stall in later generations (after the 2nd generation). If 

integration in networks and identities stall for some but not all ethnic groups, this also means that 

inequality in these forms of integration are most pronounced in later generations. This would 

imply that existing studies that exclude later generations understate the unevenness in integration 

across both types of integration and across ethnic groups. 
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Socioeconomic and Cultural Integration  
 

Although contemporary accounts of integration often emphasize the segmented context 

of the receiving society for producing divergent or “segmented” integration outcomes (Portes 

and Zhou 1993; Telles and Ortiz 2008; Waters et al. 2010; Zhou 1997), most immigrant groups 

have made considerable progress in socioeconomic integration when comparing the descendants 

of immigrants to their immigrant parents (Brown 2007; Kasinitz et al. 2008; Portes and Rumbaut 

2001). Similarly, in Western Europe even members of disadvantaged groups experience upward 

mobility compared to their parents (Heath et al. 2008:229). For example, in Switzerland, non-EU 

origin members of the second generation (whose parents are relatively more disadvantaged) 

experience much larger improvements to school outcomes in the 2nd generation compared to 

their EU-origin counterparts (Fibbi, Lerch, and Wanner 2011).  

Do these socioeconomic gains by the descendants of immigrants in Western Europe 

continue past the 2nd generation? Many existing studies do not include immigrant origin 

individuals beyond the 2nd generation.28 Due to the relative recency of immigration to Western 

Europe, most large social surveys such as the European Social Survey and European Censuses 

still do not ask about parental origins, which is necessary to distinguish the 2nd generation from 

later generations. Yet the 2nd generation may face a theoretically unique set of challenges (Gans 

1992) and advantages (Kasinitz et al. 2008:356–60) compared to earlier and later generations. In 

the U.S., Hispanic and Mexican origin individuals appear to experience socioeconomic 

 
28 One exception is small but growing body of research on the children of "transnational" parents in Western 
Europe, where transnational is defined as one native-born and one foreign-born parent (i.e. one 2nd generation and 
one 1st generation parent) – who can also be considered members of the “surprisingly” well integrated 2.5th 
generation (Kogan 2018). However, without research on the 3rd and later generations, it is unclear whether this is 
due to selectivity of transnational marriages (i.e. more tolerance is needed to accept differences on either side) or to 
the underlying current of integration through socialization and generational change. 
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stagnation in later generations compared to upwards mobility in the earlier generations (Telles 

and Ortiz 2008; Tran and Valdez 2017). I make these points not because I anticipate stagnated 

socioeconomic integration in the European context - in fact, in Europe the lack of an established 

and racialized underclass (Alba et al. 2011) denies simple extensions of segmented assimilation 

theory (Crul and Vermeulen 2003; Esser 2004) and provides a more optimistic outlook on the 

eventual socioeconomic integration of immigrant descendants – I make these points to argue that 

it is necessary to include the later generations before concluding that socioeconomic integration 

is not blocked in the Western European context. 

In addition to (and perhaps more so than) socioeconomic integration, cultural integration 

is a large concern – many prominent politicians and public figures are concerned that values and 

practices (e.g. on religion, gender, and sexuality) imported by immigration are incompatible with 

that of the destination societies (Alba and Foner 2015:121, 124). There are especially strong 

concerns on religious differences, where as an analogy scholars argue that religion in Europe is 

as salient as race in the U.S. (Foner and Alba 2008). However, the actual evidence on religious 

and cultural integration is inconclusive. For example, some studies show that religiosity among 

Muslim families tends to show strong intergenerational stability (Jacob and Kalter 2013; Lewis 

and Kashyap 2013; Phalet et al. 2013), or can even intensify over time (Heitmeyer 1997). Yet 

other studies show increasing secularization, where that the second generation is less religious 

than the first (Alba and Foner 2015:259; Van der Bracht, Van de Putte, and Verhaeghe 2013), 

less likely to identify as Muslim (Maliepaard, Lubbers, and Gijsberts 2010), and less likely to 

attend religious services (Diehl and Schnell 2006:810). As another example, while some studies 

find that the 2nd generation is more likely to partake in cultural practices of “mainstream” society 
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(Alba and Foner 2015; Diehl and Schnell 2006), other studies find no significant differences in 

value orientation between 1st- and 2nd -generation youth (Kogan 2018).  

More studies are needed to understand the extent to which cultural integration occurs in 

later generations. Lack of clarity on generational differences in cultural characteristics (including 

religious characteristics) is risky because it promotes a view of culture as static. Fibbi et al. 

(2011:131) points out that researchers often use “cultural distance” as an explanatory variable 

that is proxied using national origin – this strategy can problematically promote the idea that 

there is some kind of fixed, non-generational, and innate compatibility between cultures. By 

studying cultural differences as an outcome, I acknowledge that culture is likely variable and not 

neatly encapsulated by an individual’s ancestral background. Moreover, by including later 

immigrant generations (beyond the 2nd), I allow for the possibility of higher and more 

widespread levels of cultural integration than in prior studies. 

 
Integration in Networks and Identities 
 

Studies of integration need to consider how the descendants of immigrants differ from 

each other and from the “native” population, not just in cultural traits, but also in terms of 

inclusion in social networks and subjective identities – it is often the latter forms of integration 

that are most difficult to attain (Drouhot and Nee 2019; Kasinitz et al. 2008:66). Yet networks 

and identities are often neglected, in part because they are more difficult to study29, and in part 

because scholars often still assume, as noted by (Kalter 2011:182), that they follow in a simple 

way from cultural and socioeconomic integration (Esser 2004; Gans 1973; Gordon 1964). More 

recent studies that consider multiple forms of integration show that integration is uneven - 

 
29 For example, while the 2nd generation’s feelings of national belonging are often ambiguous, they clearly identify 
with the local place where they grew up and live (Crul et al. 2012, 332). Surveys and censuses can only approximate 
the complex reality of identities, which are situational, variable, and often hybrid (Kasinitz et al. 2008:67). 
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cultural integration and socioeconomic success does not guarantee other forms of integration 

(Kalter et al. 2018). I bring generational changes in integration into sharper focus in the 

discussion on uneven integration. 

To study interpersonal integration, I analyze friendships between immigrant-origin 

individuals and “natives.” Existing studies of classroom friendships in Western Europe show that 

networks are segregated, with less common friendships between “natives” and disadvantaged 

immigrant-origin individuals (Leszczensky and Pink 2019). For example, Turkish-origin 

individuals in Germany tend to be rather isolated in social networks (Kalter 2011). Furthermore, 

these studies find that generational status is not associated with rates of friendships between 

individuals from different backgrounds, when comparing the foreign born to the 2nd generation 

and the “native” population (Van Tubergen and Smith 2018). In this study, I bring the 

experiences of later generations (i.e. the 3rd generation) to focus in terms of friendships with the 

“native” population. In the previous section – I argue that the 3rd generation is likely to attain 

higher levels of cultural and socioeconomic integration than earlier generations. If integration is 

uneven, however, then interpersonal integration will continue to be relatively low. 

To study integration in identities, I analyze national identity, specifically the extent to 

which immigrant-origin individuals feel connected to their country of residence. This should not 

be seen as an inherent characteristic of immigrant-origin individuals, but as a proxy for inclusion 

that is subjective, malleable, and often ascribed by reception (Portes et al. 2016:31). Weak 

identification is a reaction to context, depending on perceptions that the relevant institutions and 

sectors of society are closed, or lack of acceptance by youth of native-born parentage (Crul et al. 

2012:393). For example, friendships and interpersonal connections both shape and are shaped by 

national identities (Fleischmann and Phalet 2018; Leszczensky and Pink 2015, 2019). I do not 
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consider “ethnic identities” (identification with countries of origin in main analyses) because 

feeling like a member of one’s country of residence is not negated by feeling like a member of a 

particular ethnic group. There is often no contradiction between integration and maintaining 

links to sending countries (Portes et al. 2016:224). In fact, successful integration often means 

being able to maintain an ethnic identity while also identifying with the country of residence 

(Alba 1990; Waters 1990).  

The children of immigrants tend to be more integrated than recent arrivals in that they 

feel connected to their countries of residence (Heath, Jacob, and Richards 2019) and there are 

few differences in feelings of belonging by ethnic background or country of origin, for example 

in Germany (Diehl and Schnell 2006:799–800), Spain (Portes et al. 2016:122–23), and the 

Netherlands (De Vroome, Verkuyten, and Martinovic 2014). Yet it remains an open question 

whether integration in identities continues to grow after the 2nd generation. 

I expect relatively small gains to integration in identities and networks later generations, 

despite socioeconomic and cultural integration. Studies of boundaries between “natives” and 

immigrants in the U.S. (Schachter 2016) show that “natives” often view the foreign-born as 

dissimilar despite assurance of socioeconomic similarities. Through interviews with Chinese and 

Japanese Americans, Tuan (1998) find that American-born Asians often experience racialization 

and stereotyping that mark them as un-American or “forever foreigners.” Jiménez (2008) finds 

that Mexican Americans experience similar situations due to “ethnic replenishment,” in which 

conflation of later generation immigrants and recent immigrants by the “native” population 

reinforces feelings of difference. Like in the U.S., I expect integration in networks and identities 

to be less accessible than cultural and socioeconomic integration in Western Europe. By studying 

the later generations, I expect to underscore uneven immigration and challenge the idea that lack 
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of cultural change by immigrant-origin individuals explains lack of inclusion. Instead, 

integration in identities and networks may be stalled – this is indicative of challenges to 

acceptance that are faced by a growing number of individuals, whose countries of residence have 

been their homeland for generations and who may resemble “natives” in most ways.  

 
Immigrant Backgrounds and Axis of Inequality 
 

In this section, I describe each of the three immigration contexts studied here. Since I 

expect cultural and socioeconomic integration to be relatively accessible in later generations, 

among all immigrant-origin individuals, but expect integration in networks and identities to be 

stalled for disadvantaged groups, I will here clarify the immigrant backgrounds that can be 

considered disadvantaged in each case. This is necessary because a group that can be considered 

disadvantaged in one country might not be considered disadvantaged in another. 

After World War II, England, Germany and the Netherlands needed to rebuild their 

damaged infrastructures and economies but experienced labor shortages due to the casualties of 

war. Labor migrants, who started arriving in the 1950s in Germany, were treated initially as 

short-term guest workers (Gastarbeiter), but remained due to continued labor demands (Bender 

and Seifert 2003:45–67). Early labor migrants came from Italy, Yugoslavia, Greece, and Turkey, 

(Steinert 2014:18), but Turkish immigration expanded rapidly from family reunification in the 

1980s and 1990s (Crul and Vermeulen 2003). In the Netherlands, this pattern of Turkish 

migration also occurred, as well as similar patterns of migration from Morocco. In fact, after the 

1970s, most migration to the Netherlands stemmed from family-reunification migration from 

Turkey and Morocco (Crul and Doomernik 2003). Labor migrants were often disadvantaged in 

numerous ways, as they typically came in relatively large numbers from the less educated parts 

of their origin countries, were less educated than the native population, and differed in 
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race/ethnicity as well as in cultural and religious characteristics upon arrival (Drouhot and Nee 

2019). 

England and the Netherlands also depended heavily on immigration from colonies and 

former colonies to meet labor needs (Alba and Foner 2015). England relied heavily on colonies 

such as Jamaica or former colonies such as India in the immediate postwar period. Today, 

immigration to England is characterized by diverse origins which now include many “new” 

major Eastern European origins such as Poland (Vertovec 2007), but at the time of the current 

study, most immigrant-origin individuals in England were of Pakistani, Indian, Jamaican, and 

Nigerian descent. While many scholars have commented on the educational selectivity of 

immigration to England (Alba and Foner 2015), postcolonial immigrants are still disadvantaged 

by the negative impacts of the legacy of colonialism as well as differences in ethnicity and race 

(Waters 2014). As in England, the Netherlands experienced substantial postcolonial migration. 

These migrants included a historic influx of migrants of Asian and Eurasians originating from 

the West Indies in the 1940s and then waves of migrants from Suriname and the Dutch Antilles 

in the 1970s.30 

I focus on the three largest immigrant groups in each survey country and combine the rest 

of individuals into “other nonwestern” and “other western” categories. In the Netherlands, I 

study individuals of individuals of Turkish, Moroccan, and Surinamese origin. In England, I 

consider individuals of Indian, Pakistani, or Jamaican origin. In Germany, I study individuals of 

Turkish, Polish, and Russian origin. All of the major ethnic groups above (except arguably for 

individuals of Polish and Russian origin in Germany) can be considered disadvantaged, either in 

 
30 I focus on immigrants from Suriname due to their status as the largest postcolonial immigrant group in the 
Netherlands at the time of the survey. There are fewer immigrants from the Netherlands Antilles and Aruba (and 
they are more advantaged in right to citizenship). Immigration from the West Indies has slowed to barely a trickle. 
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terms of low SES relative to majority groups, differences in race, or in terms of large differences 

in cultural characteristics upon arrival. I argue that these disadvantages are not enough to stall 

generational increases in socioeconomic and cultural integration. However, I anticipate that these 

disadvantages may hinder integration in networks and identities. 

By studying major immigrant backgrounds in each country separately from the “other 

western” and “other nonwestern” categories, I also explore the primary axis of inequality. It is 

fairly common to observe average differences in integration outcomes along western/nonwestern 

or along EU/non-EU lines (Wimmer and Soehl 2014). This would imply that the “other 

nonwestern” category should contrast with the “other western” category. However, if individuals 

from western and nonwestern ethnic backgrounds tend to fare similarly, then disadvantage in 

terms of “race as color” or in terms of EU-membership are less likely to be organizing principles 

in Europe (Alba and Foner 2015:102, 114). If it is the case that it is the largest ethnic groups in 

each country tend to fare worse in integration in later generations, then it is possible that large-

scale migration rather than race poses the greatest disadvantage here – for example by increasing 

the amount of stereotyping that later generation individuals face (Jiménez 2008) or generating 

conflict by threatening the majority group (Bonacich 1972; Olzak 1989).  

Lastly, while groups that are disadvantaged in one country are not necessarily 

disadvantaged in another, I expect to observe similar trends in integration for the disadvantaged 

groups in each country. Recent studies of integration have found remarkable cross-national 

similarities in integration with respect to basic mechanisms (Kalter et al. 2018), in which no one 

context is more favorable than the others (Crul et al. 2012:397). This point has emerged when 

comparing U.S. and Spain in the case of Spanish Legacies (Portes et al. 2016), or Canada, the 

U.S., Great Britain, the Netherlands, France and Germany in Strangers No More (Alba and 
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Foner 2015), the 15 cities across 8 European countries included in the TIES data in The 

European Second Generation Compared  (Crul et al. 2012:397), and in Germany, the 

Netherlands, England, and Sweden in Growing up in Diverse Societies (Heath et al. 2019), which 

uses the same data as the current study. 

 
Data and Methods  
 

In this chapter, I use only the English, German, and Dutch settings because immigration 

to Sweden is too recent for later generations to be studied. The CILS4EU’s focus on the 

adolescent immigrant population is essential to this study. Due to the recency of immigration to 

Europe (Castles and Miller 2013), it is critical to study adolescents, among whom there are more 

individuals in later generations. The implications of age are discussed in the section on 

sensitivity and scope following the main analyses. Another advantage of the CILS4EU is that it 

oversamples schools with many immigrant-origin students of varied backgrounds. The English, 

German, and Dutch samples contain 1,923, 2,777, and 1,716 immigrant-origin respondents 

respectively. Among the total sample, about 43% of respondents belong to the 2nd generation, 

25% of respondents are in earlier generations, and the remainder are in later generations (beyond 

the 2nd). 

Immigrant generation is defined using standard methods and definitions (Dollmann, 

Jacob, and Kalter 2014; Rumbaut 2004). There are no true 1st generation immigrants since the 

sample consists of adolescents in school. I define the 1.25th, 1.5th, and 1.75th generation as those 

who arrive after age 10, between 6-10, and before age 6, respectively. Later generations are 

above the 2nd generation (i.e. for whom at least one parent is the child of an immigrant rather 

than an immigrant). Figure 2.1 summarizes the classification strategy for immigrant generation.  
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Figure. 2.1. Definition of Generation: Top box is respondent, middle boxes are parents, bottom 
boxes are grandparents. Dark gray boxes are respondent’s most recent foreign born ancestors. 

 
1st Generation 

1.25th gen: arrival > age 10; 
1.5th gen: arrival ages 6-10; 
1.75th gen: arrival < age 6 

  
    

 
2nd Generation          Interethnic 2nd                  2.5th Generation              2.75th Generation 
       
           
                   

 
3rd Generation          2.5th Generation            3.5th Generation   3.5th Generation 
       
           
                   

 
3.75th Generation   “Native” 4+ 
   
     
         

 
The top, middle and bottom rows of each box in Figure 2.1 indicate foreign birth of respondents, 

parents, and grandparents, respectively. Dark gray squares denote the most recent ancestors of 

the respondent who are born outside the country of interest. Light gray squares denote ignored 

ancestry of ancestors born outside the country of interest. Grids with darker gray squares that are 

closer to the top and more numerous denote more recent immigrant generation. If there is 

asymmetry, the left side of grids are simply assigned to the less “native” side. Analyses are 

restricted to “non-native” individuals.31 

 
31 Main results were insensitive to whether or not the 3.75th generation was treated as “native”. The “interethnic 
second” generation is excluded because it categorically distinct from the progression shown in Figure 2.1. Results 
were substantively similar when using a categorical measure of generation that compared “early generations” 
defined as 1.25th, 1.5th, and 1.75th generation immigrants, the 2nd generation, and “later generations” defined as 2.5th, 
3rd, 3.25th, and 3.5th generation immigrants.  
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For foreign-born respondents, their own country of birth defines their origin group. If the 

respondent was born in the survey country, but at least one parent was not, parental country of 

birth defines the respondent’s origin group. If the above does not categorize the respondent (i.e. 

if the individual is in the 3rd generation or above), the majority rule is used on country of birth of 

all grandparents.32 In case of any ties between parents or grandparents, maternal country of birth 

takes precedence for defining a respondent’s origin.33 I distinguish between the three largest non-

EU origin groups in each country and allocate the rest into other western and other nonwestern 

categories. In England, I distinguish between Pakistani, Indian, Jamaican, other western and 

other nonwestern respondents. In Germany, I do the same for Turkish, Russian, Polish, other 

western, and other nonwestern respondents. In the Netherlands, I examine Turkish, Moroccan, 

and Surinamese respondents, as well as other western and other nonwestern respondents. 

Distributions of respondents by country of origin and generation are summarized in Figure A-2.1 

of the appendix. 

My goal is to describe how integration changes across generation for each immigrant 

group and across four key domains of integration: socioeconomic, cultural, networks, and 

identities. Integration is measured in the following ways. To measure cultural integration, I first 

take the average levels of tolerance on the issues of cohabitation, divorce, homosexuality, and 

abortion (respondents are asked if they think each issue is always, often, sometimes or never ok). 

Higher scores indicate greater tolerance on these issues, and the native population tends to 

receive high scores. As a part of cultural integration, I consider respondents’ comfort expressing 

themselves in the language of their country of residence on a five-point scale. Lastly, I consider 

religious intensity, which refers to how important respondents rate their religious affiliation on a 

 
32 In the rare case of missingness, imputation was used following Dollmann et al. (2014). 
33 This is standard because mothers remain the primary caregiver for children in most societies. 
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four-point scale.34 For socioeconomic integration, I consider the highest occupational status in an 

adolescent’s household as determined by the ISCO-08 parental occupational status combined 

with the ISEI ranking (Ganzeboom et al. 1992). For SES, it is not always the case that the 

immigrant population is on average lower (for example in England). However, higher SES rather 

than similarity to the native population is the more relevant outcome for socioeconomic 

integration (Zhou et al. 2008). 

To measure integration in identities, I consider responses to the question “how strongly 

do you feel [survey country member]?35 The range of responses were: "very strongly", "fairly 

strongly", "not very strongly", and "not at all strongly." Very few respondents, including 

immigrants, identify “not at all strongly” with their country of residence. Thus, I collapse the 

bottom two responses into one “low” category, leading to three categories: “strong”, “moderate”, 

and “low”. Figure A-1.1 in the appendix shows the distribution of national identification within 

each country.36 Finally, to measure integration in networks, I use the classroom friendship 

module, in which all respondents are asked to nominate up to five best friends from a roster of 

their classmates. Here, I simply count the number of “native” best friends that each respondent 

nominates and consider whether they nominate at least one “native” best friend in the 

classroom.37  

 
34 Religious intensity was coded similarly for the non-religious (one can be an “intense” atheist). However, since 
most non-religious individuals do not feel strongly about it, coding their intensity to zero led to similar results. 
Adding religious affiliation also did not change main results because “natives” tend to report low intensity 
regardless of affiliation, and because while the stably Muslim population poses a small exception, this is in the grand 
scheme only a small proportion of people. 
35 German in the German survey, Dutch in the Dutch survey, and British in the English survey. 
36 Item-level nonresponse for the outcome was slightly under 5%. Main results are robust to imputation versus 
deletion of missingness. This is discussed further following the main results. 
37 Due to the strong tendency for friendships to be reciprocated, proxying interpersonal integration using the number 
of times the immigrant-origin respondents are nominated as best friends by “natives” led to similar results. 



 58 

To describe variation in integration across groups and generations, I estimate separate 

models for each survey country. Within the sample for each country, I predict the integration 

outcome as a function of group, generation (including a quadratic natural spline on generation to 

capture any nonlinearities),38 and the interaction between group and generation. For the SES and 

cultural outcomes, which are quantitative, I use OLS regressions on mean-centered outcomes. 

For identities, which are given by a set ordered categories (strong, moderate, and low), I use an 

ordered logistic regression.39 For the interpersonal outcome, which is binary, I use logistic 

regression. Since log-odds-ratios are difficult to interpret, main results discuss predicted 

probabilities. This documents aggregate integration patterns across multiple outcomes for later 

generation immigrants, which are lacking in existing research. 

A limitation of these analyses is the cross-sectional nature of the data (i.e. the 2nd and 3rd 

generations originate from different cohorts and are not related to each other). In an ideal world, 

it would be possible to determine respondents’ parents’ integration using the same outcomes and 

at a similar stage of life to compare respondents’ integration to their parents’. Such analyses are 

not possible here due to data limitations, and sensitivity analyses following main results discuss 

potential implications. 

Results 
 
 Below I discuss the integration of the descendants of immigrants in Germany, the 

Netherlands, and England, with a focus on the later generations (descendants of the 2nd 

generation). I first show the results for cultural and socioeconomic integration, then for 

 
38 This also improved regression fit (lower values of the Akaike information criterion) due to nonlinearities .  
39 The proportional odds model did not produce better fit than multinomial logistic regression and OLS with a 
continuous response. In addition, all models led to substantively similar results. 
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integration in identities and networks. I conclude with a brief discussion of cross-national 

similarities and differences that emerged from the analyses.  

 
Cultural and Socioeconomic Integration 
 

In all three countries studied here, members of later generations are more culturally 

integrated than those of earlier generations. Members of later generations tend to report more 

religious intensity, and greater comfort with their resident language compared to prior 

generations. These generational increases are greater for groups that are initially less integrated 

(the difference in slopes is statistically significant). Figures 2.2-2.4 plot generation (from 1.25 to 

3.75) on the horizontal axes and mean-centered and scaled outcomes (cultural attitudes, 

religiosity intensity, language skills, and SES) on the vertical axes.40  

 

Figure 2.2. Socioeconomic and Cultural Characteristics 
of Immigrant Origin Individuals in Germany 

 
 Note: Dashed lines indicate average levels for “native” German respondents 

 
40 Centered and scaled by the grand means and standard deviation for the non-immigrant population. Predicted 
probabilities are using a regression that includes an interaction between generation and ethnic origin, which allows 
generational differences to be a different magnitude for different groups. 
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Figure 2.3. Socioeconomic and Cultural Characteristics 

of Immigrant Origin Individuals in the Netherlands 

 
Note: Dashed lines indicate average levels for “native” Dutch respondents 
 
 
 

Figure 2.4. Socioeconomic and Cultural Characteristics  
of Immigrant Origin Individuals in England 

 
Note: Dashed lines indicate average levels for “native” English respondents  
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Each figure above corresponds with analyses for one of the three resident Western 

European countries. Within each figure, separate trends are shown for five groups (the three 

largest national origin groups in each country, those of other western descent, and those of other 

nonwestern descent). Dashed lines indicate average levels of the outcomes for “natives.” In later 

generations, the descents of immigrants resemble the “native” population. 

In Germany, compared to other recent immigrants, recent Turkish immigrants have less 

tolerant social attitudes, higher religious intensity, weaker German language skills, and lower 

SES. However, as shown in Figure 2.2, Turkish-origin individuals differ from members of other 

immigrant groups primarily in the y-intercept (characteristics of recent arrivals), rather than in 

generational differences. While later generation Turkish-Germans are still distinct from ethnic 

Germans, the gap is significantly smaller and the pace of change across generations is actually 

larger than that for other groups. In the Netherlands, compared to other recent immigrants, 

Turkish and Moroccan immigrants have less tolerant social attitudes, higher religious intensity, 

weaker Dutch language skills, and lower SES, as shown in Figure 2.3. Yet due to generational 

differences, which are particularly large when comparing the 3rd and the 2nd generation, later 

generation individuals of Turkish and Moroccan origin are in fact almost indistinguishable from 

“natives.” Similar trends can be observed for immigrant-origin individuals in England (Figure 

2.4). Take, for example, 3rd generation individuals of Pakistani descent, who are lower in 

religious intensity and higher in cultural attitudes compared to the 2nd generation and are 

relatively similar to the “native” population. When it comes to English language skills and SES, 

they are indistinguishable from the “native” population. 

In each of the three countries studied here, the grandchildren of immigrants are much 

more integrated than the children of immigrants, even for the groups that are the most culturally 
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distinct and the most socioeconomically disadvantaged as recent arrivals. This means that sole 

focus on the children of immigrants (the 2nd generation), which is present in studies of 

integration in the Western European context, conceals the extent to which the descendants of 

immigrants resemble the native population. This is especially true for cultural attitudes and 

religious attitudes, for which the largest changes may occur after the 2nd generation. For language 

and SES, omitting later generations is less problematic because these changes occur rapidly 

within two generations.  

 
Integration in Identities 

 
A different story emerges when examining integration in terms of identities. The set-up 

of Figures 2.5-2.7 is similar to that of Figures 2.2-2.4, except predicting the strength of 

identification with the resident country as the outcome.  

 
Figure 2.5. Strength of German Identity 

among Immigrant Origin individuals  

 
Note: Dashed lines indicate average levels for “native” German respondents 
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Figure 2.6. Strength of Dutch Identity 
among Immigrant Origin Individuals  

 
Note: Dashed lines indicate average levels for “native” Dutch respondents  

 
FIG 2.7. Strength of British Identity 
among Immigrant Origin Individuals 

 
Note: Dashed lines indicate average levels for “native” English respondents 
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Results show that among most ethnic groups (Turkish-origin individuals in Germany and 

the Netherlands, Moroccan-origin individuals in the Netherlands, and Pakistani-origin 

individuals in England), integration in identities in later generations is only slightly smaller than 

integration in identities for recent arrivals. 

Specifically, while the later generation descendants of immigrants in Germany tend to 

feel more German than recent arrivals, the difference is very small for Turkish-origin individuals 

(Figure 2.5), for whom the probability of feeling strongly German is never above 29 percent and 

the probability of feeling weakly German is never below 27 percent in any given generation. In 

the Netherlands, Turkish- and Moroccan-origin individuals do not feel significantly more Dutch 

in the 3rd generation compared to recent arrivals (Figure 2.6). In fact, there is evidence of a 2nd 

generation decline in Dutch identification among Moroccan- and possibly Turkish-origin 

individuals. For example, the probability of a weak Dutch identity peaks at 29 percent near the 

2nd generation but is higher for recent arrivals and the 3rd generation (8 and 14 percent 

respectively). In England, descendants of Pakistani, Indian and Jamaican immigrants also hit a 

roadblock in how “British” they feel (Figure 2.7), where identification is not significantly higher 

in the 3rd generation relative to the 2nd generation.  

These results show that it is necessary to study the grandchildren of immigrants to expose 

inequalities in inclusion based on identities. In most cases, the 2nd generation feels a bit more 

connected with their country of residence compared to the 1st generation. Yet in the 3rd 

generation, while some groups hit a roadblock (e.g. descendants of Turkish immigrants in 

Germany or descendants of Pakistani/Indian/Jamaican immigrants in England), others (e.g. the 

“other” nonwestern and western groups) start to feel as connected to their resident country as 

“natives”. The Dutch case stands out in some ways because including the later generations 
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slightly improves the outlook on trends in identities, which may experience a second generation 

decline. However, due to the 2nd generation decline, it also holds in the Netherlands that for 

disadvantaged groups, the later generations are no more connected to their country of residence 

than recent arrivals. In sum, it is necessary to include the later generations, such as the 3rd 

generation, because the starkest between-immigrant-group inequalities appear when comparing 

connections to host societies among the later generations. 

 

The Relationship between Cultural Characteristics and Identities 
 

While later generation descendants of immigrants are not guaranteed a stronger sense of 

connection to their countries of residence, they are increasingly similar to the non-immigrant 

population along socioeconomic and cultural characteristics. This means that when later 

generation individuals do not feel strongly connected to their country of residence, this cannot be 

explained by their own lack of improvement to SES or lack of changes in cultural attitudes or 

religious characteristics. First, Figures 2.2-2.5 show gains in socioeconomic and cultural 

integration across the board, regardless of national origin. Second, social characteristics are 

themselves only weak predictors for identities, as shown in the supplemental analyses in Figures 

A-2.3 through A-2.5 of the appendix, where predicted feelings of inclusion in resident societies 

are plotted with and without adjustment for levels of cultural and religious attributes (as well as 

socioeconomic status, language skills, gender, and citizenship status). 41 The adjustment barely 

moves the trend, which implies that obstacles to inclusive national identities have little to do with 

individuals’ own “objective” characteristics. 

 

 
41 Sensitivity analyses that predict friendship network using other forms of integration lead to similar findings. 
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Integration in Friendship Networks 
 

Finally, I analyze integration in networks. Here, I analyze classroom friendships between 

the descendants of immigrants and the “native” population. Figures 2.8-10 provide similar plots 

as before, but here the outcome is the predicted probability of being friends with at least one 

“native” in a classroom. These figures show that while the point estimate for the predicted 

probability of being friends with a “native” is always higher in the 3rd generation than in the 2nd 

generation, the increase is not statistically significant for disadvantaged groups.  

 
Figure 2.8. Friendships with Natives 

among Immigrant Origin Individuals in Germany 

 
Note: Dashed lines indicate average levels for “native” German respondents 
 
 

Figure 2.9. Friendships with Natives  
among Immigrant Origin Individuals in the Netherlands 

 
Note: Dashed lines indicate average levels for “native” Dutch respondents 
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Figure 2.10. Friendships with Natives 

among Immigrant Origin Individuals in England 

 
Note: Dashed lines indicate average levels for “native” English respondents 
 

Among disadvantaged groups, the 3rd generation is often barely a bigger part of “native” 

social circles than the 2nd generation is. For example, Turkish-origin individuals in Germany 

have few friendships with “natives” and this does not significantly improve when comparing the 

2nd and 3rd generation (Figure 2.8). In the Dutch case, there is again evidence of the 2nd 

generation decline in integration, which was seen previously in analysis of identities. Turkish-

and Moroccan-origin individuals in the Netherlands are less likely to have friendships with 

“natives” in the 2nd generation than in earlier generations. While friendship-integration is higher 

in the 3rd generation than in the 2nd, the 3rd generation still does not have more friendships with 

“natives” compared to recent arrivals (Figure 2.9). The one exception to these trends is in 

England, where friendships with natives are consistently more common in later generations 

(Figure 2.10). 

Overall, the results for interpersonal integration present a picture that is somewhere 

between that of socioeconomic/cultural integration and identities. Note that absolute levels of 

friendship-integration should not be compared between countries because in populations with a 

smaller share of “natives” (see Appendix A-1), all immigrant-origin individuals can be expected 
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to have fewer friendships with “natives”. However, within countries, differences in friendships 

reflect both preferences for similarity and differential opportunities for friendships with “natives” 

(e.g. due to sorting into schools), both of which meaningfully capture challenges to interpersonal 

integration. The goal of this analysis is not to disentangle the reasons for these challenges, but to 

newly document differences between earlier and later immigrant generations within countries.  

 
Cross-National Differences and Similarities 
 

There are remarkable similarities in generational patterns of integration across the three 

Western European countries studied here. In each, levels of socioeconomic and cultural 

integration in the 3rd generation are higher than in earlier generations, unless it has already 

reached the maximum possible level – this means that for groups that are less integrated as recent 

arrivals, the generational increases in integration are the largest. In each case, the 3rd generation 

achieves higher SES, and is much more similar to “natives” in terms of cultural attitudes, 

religious intensity, and language, compared to the 2nd generation.  

Integration in terms of connection with residence countries (and also to some extent, 

networks) levels out in the 3rd generation among some immigrant groups. It does so despite 

increases in socioeconomic and cultural integration among all groups. This holds across all three 

countries studied here. Another similarity across the three countries studied here is that the 

combination of large-scale immigration and racial minority status seem to define the greatest 

disadvantage. Those that are disadvantaged by nonwestern origin, but not by the consequences of 

large-scale immigration, fare relatively better. There is no simple western/nonwestern divide (or 

EU/non-EU divide). 

The most notable cross-national difference is the extent to which immigrants to Germany 

do not feel German, as seen in Figure A-2.2. Here, most immigrant-origin individuals feel 
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weakly German, whereas in the other nations, most immigrant-origin individuals feel moderately 

connected to their resident nation. While “natives” in Germany feel less connected to Germany 

than “natives” in other societies feel to their resident nation, they nevertheless feel more German 

than immigrant-origin individuals. Another difference is the curvilinear association between 

generation and integration for disadvantaged groups in the Netherlands. The reasons for the 

curvilinear character are outside the scope of this study and could be due to both true 

generational processes and compositional cohort effects. However, the existence of nonlinearities 

supports my point that comparisons between the 1st and 2nd generation are inadequate for 

understanding integration at the 3rd generation and beyond. Lastly, England stands out in terms 

of generational trends in networks integration. While integration in networks and identities 

follow similar generational patterns in Germany and the Netherland, generation differences in 

networks integration more closely resembles socioeconomic and cultural integration in England. 

Overall, integration in networks is an intermediate between cultural/socioeconomic integration at 

one end and integration in identities at the other. 

 
Sensitivity, Scope, and Limitations 
 
 Main results use ordered logistic regression to analyze identities because OLS regression 

with a numeric outcome (and multinomial logistic regressions that avoid the proportional odds 

assumption) did not improve fit. However, all three model types generate substantively similar 

results. Results are also robust to the treatment of missingness (unsurprising given that nearly 

80% of observations are complete and the rest are nearly complete). Main results use multiple 

imputation but analyses that delete incomplete cases (as well as analyses that use dummies to 

flag item-level missingness) lead to similar results.  
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As an additional robustness check, I test the assumption that inclusion in resident 

countries is different from lack of an ethnic identity. Figures A-2.6 through A-2.9 of the 

appendix confirm that feeling connected to resident societies is not equivalent to lack of an 

ethnic identity. For example, Jamaicans origin individuals in England lose their ethnic identities 

in later generations, and later generation Turkish origin individuals also lose their ethnic 

identities in Germany. However in both cases, they do not identify strongly with their host 

socieities. 

Finally, it is important to acknowledge the scope of this study. First, this study is limited 

to adolescents because there are few adult members of later generations due to the recency of 

immigration to Western Europe. Since adults are likely to be more aware of and subject to 

discrimination and stereotyping, it is possible that disparities in forms of integration related to 

networks and identities are even larger than what is shown here. I do not analyze discrimination 

here due to data constraints,42 but this is a promising avenue for future research. Second, this 

study considers individuals who were adolescent prior to the recent rise in immigration. 

However, since the data used here oversamples schools with more minority students, it may be 

more generalizable to high-immigration contexts. 

The most serious limitation to this study is the fact that the data includes different cohorts 

at a single time point, who may differ for reasons unattributable to length of time in the country 

of residence. Ideal analyses follow grandparents, parents, and children, and contain information 

on identities and social characteristics for each at a comparable age (Park and Myers 2010). 

Since these data are rare, analyses of different immigrant generations in the U.S. (Kao and 

 
42 Questions on unfair treatment did not clarify on the role of immigrant origins, ethnicity or race. Perceptions of 
unfair treatment in public spheres were rare. Around 40% of respondents perceive unfair in-school treatment, but the 
line of question led to similar levels of perceived discrimination for natives and immigrant-origin individuals. 
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Tienda 2012) and in Europe (Heath et al. 2008:214) usually make cross-sectional comparisons. 

True levels of mobility and acculturation for initially disadvantaged groups could be even greater 

than observed in cross-sectional between-generation comparisons. Some studies argue that prior 

immigrant cohorts among disadvantaged groups tend to be more disadvantaged than recent 

cohorts (Alba et al. 2011; Villarreal and Tamborini 2018). It is also plausible that selective return 

migration leads us to underestimate inequality in inclusion among later generations, though 

further study is necessary to determine whether this is the case. 

 
Discussion  
 

Existing studies of immigrants and their descendants in Western Europe tend to compare 

the “native” population, the 1st generation, and the 2nd generation. Since large-scale surveys and 

official censuses in Europe do not distinguish between the 2nd generation (i.e. the children of 

immigrants) and later generations (i.e. the grandchildren of immigrants) and because most 

members of later generations in Europe are still adolescents, existing studies rarely analyze 

integration in later generations. I analyze multiple forms of integration among both earlier and 

later generation immigrant-origin individuals Germany, the Netherlands, and England. My 

results show that interpolating levels of integration in later generations based on differences 

between the 1st and 2nd generation would lead researchers to underestimate levels of cultural and 

socioeconomic integration. At the same time, it would lead researchers to overestimate levels of 

integration in terms of identities and networks. 

There is currently a prominent concern in public and political discourse that immigration 

creates “parallel societies,” in which individuals from different backgrounds have very little in 

common. The “parallel societies” narrative persists, despite research that shows how individuals 

from different immigrant backgrounds tend to live side by side with individuals with no 
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immigrant background (Alba and Foner 2015:86, 95; Crul et al. 2012:332). The results of this 

study imply that concerns about parallel societies are unwarranted in many respects. Especially 

after including later generations in the analyses, it is clear that the descendants of immigrants are 

more similar to “natives” on religiosity and social attitudes than earlier generations are. Previous 

studies of immigrant-origin individuals in Western European sometime assume that there is a 

non-generational, fixed, and innate incompatibility between some cultures (Fibbi et al. 

2011:131). Yet in each of the countries studied here, the grandchildren of immigrants are on 

average much more similar to “natives” than the 2nd generation. Cultural and religious features 

are far from fixed, and omission of later generations leads us to underestimate integration in 

these respects.43  

Yet while cultural integration is much more widespread than implied by public concerns, 

integration in identities and networks may pose a greater challenge. I find that respondents are 

only modestly more likely to be friends with “natives” in the 3rd generation compared to in the 

2nd generation. Similarly, a small subgroup of immigrant-origin individuals identifies weakly 

with their country of residence, and the likelihood of being in this subgroup is similar for the 2nd 

and 3rd generations. Among disadvantaged groups (e.g. those of Turkish descent in Germany and 

the Netherlands, those of Moroccan descent in the Netherlands, and those of Pakistani, Indian, or 

Jamaican descent in England), the grandchildren of immigrants feels only modestly more “at 

home” in their country of residence than the children of immigrants.  

Studying multiple forms of integration among multiple generations is necessary to expose 

the unevenness in integration outcomes. In showing that there is only a little increase in 

integration in terms of networks and identities between the 2nd and 3rd generation, despite much 

 
43 Omitting the later generations is less problematic when studying differences in language proficiency and 
socioeconomic status, because major changes to these characteristics actually already occur by the 2nd generation. 
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increase in cultural and socioeconomic integration, it is clear that cultural and socioeconomic 

dissimilarity cannot explain slow progress in integration related to networks and identities. Prior 

studies acknowledge that feelings of belonging are a reaction to context and “native” reception 

(Alba and Foner 2015; Crul et al. 2012). Yet they nevertheless place a strong emphasis on the 

role of immigrants’ and their descendants’ own socioeconomic position and cultural 

characteristics in explaining their feelings of belonging. As Kalter (2011:182) writes, there is a 

need to do away with the theoretical assumption that socioeconomic and cultural integration 

paves the way towards other forms of integration (Esser 2004; Gans 1973; Gordon 1964). That 

sort of approach cannot explain durable inequalities in integration. In studying multiple forms of 

integration, future research should also evaluate how established institutions and sentiments can 

make outsiders out of individuals whose families have lived in their resident country for many 

generations, and who resemble the native population in most ways. 

Finally, the breadth and scale of the current study are useful for comparing the immigrant 

experience in different destinations. Findings on identities show that there are similar challenges 

to integration for disadvantaged groups in different destinations (Jiménez 2008; Tuan 1998). 

Similar trends are present in all three Western European countries studied here, despite major 

differences in educational systems, national ideologies (“immigration model”), and political 

economies. My results support the idea that there are remarkable cross-national similarities in the 

integration experiences (Alba and Foner 2015). While the groups that are disadvantaged vary by 

country, core findings on the mutability of cultural and religious characteristics and the 

roadblock in identities and networks hold throughout. Lastly, this especially applies to groups 

that are doubly disadvantaged by racial differences and large-scale migration, which suggests 

that national origin rather than “race as phenotype” is the primary axis of inequality in Europe 
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(Alba and Foner 2015:102, 114; Imoagene 2017; Waters 2014). Overall, these insights should 

encourage future cross-national studies that include multiple generations and multiple forms of 

integration, which are necessary to elucidate the nature of inclusion. 

Chapter 4. Networks in the Making:  How Adolescents Create and Sustain 
Inter-Ethnic Classroom Friendships 

 
  
 
Introduction 
 

There is a long history of research on homophily, which most broadly refers to the 

tendency for “birds of a feather to flock together” (Lazarsfeld and Merton 1954; McPherson et 

al. 2001). In recent years, research on ethnic homophily in educational settings has helped 

transform knowledge on the opportunities and motivations for friendships (Goodreau et al. 2009; 

Kossinets and Watts 2009; Wimmer and Lewis 2010; Zeng and Xie 2008). This allows scholars 

to be increasingly confident in interpreting homophilic network structures as functions of 

individuals’ preferences for similarity (Smith et al. 2016; Wimmer and Lewis 2010). Studies of 

homophily, thus defined, help get at core questions on intergroup dynamics, such as how the 

composition of social settings shapes intergroup relations. In this chapter, I will make two 

contributions. First, I provide more robust evidence on the role of homophily in friendship 

formation and maintenance by using longitudinal data. Second, I evaluate how social context 

moderates homophily’s effect on friendship ties. 

In order to anticipate and potentially offset homophily, it is necessary to understand when 

and why certain environments might exacerbate homophily. However, there is much debate on 

what environments do so, and in particular how homophily is likely to evolve with changing 

proportions of ingroup and outgroup members. Contact theory (Allport 1954), group threat 
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theory (Coser 1956; Hewstone and Brown 1986), and social ambiguity theory (Gould 2003; 

Koopmans and Schaeffer 2015) each make different predictions about how outgroup size shapes 

homophily, and some theories predict that the association will differ for individuals who are 

ethnic minorities versus ethnic majorities. Yet in the classroom context, it is unclear whether 

contact theory (Fischer 2008; Hallinan and Teixeira 1987), group threat (Goodreau et al. 2009; 

Smith et al. 2016), or social ambiguity theory (Currarini, Jackson, and Pin 2010; Goodreau et al. 

2009; McFarland et al. 2014; Smith et al. 2016), best explains homophily. Due to lack of 

consensus in the existing literature, more research is needed to understand which, if either, of the 

above frameworks are useful for understanding ethnic homophily.  

In addition, existing studies on the implications of ethnic composition for homophily are 

limited by reliance on cross-sectional data. It remains an open question whether the potential 

implications of ethnic composition for homophily persist over time and in familiar environments, 

or whether they only enter into initial friend-making in new environments. I focus on homophily 

in tie-updating behavior, a year after initial networks have already formed. Homophily can be 

present in how individuals update ties if same-ethnic friends are more likely than interethnic 

friends to remain connected (maintenance homophily) or if same-ethnic acquaintances are more 

likely to forge a new friendship (creation homophily). In taking a temporal approach to the study 

of homophily, I make a stronger case for ecological determinants of homophily. By studying 

homophily net of the correlation between ethnic composition and pre-existing network structure, 

my analyses are also more robust to unobserved features of context.  

To study ethnic homophily within adolescent friendships, I use data on 4,951 students 

nested within 232 Western European classrooms from the CILS4EU during two consecutive 

school years and starting in 2010 (Dollmann et al. 2014). The CILS4EU is well suited to this 
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study because it contains a large collection of classroom settings within which networks form 

and data on nearly all ties in each classroom. Compared to other datasets that have this feature 

(e.g. Add Health), the CILS4EU has the additional benefits of longitudinal follow-up to the 

network component of the survey as well as settings that are sufficiently varied in ethnic 

composition (Wimmer and Lewis 2010) due to oversampling of classrooms with many 

minorities.  

I use RSIENA models to fit models of network change (Dijkstra et al. 2013; 

Leszczensky and Pink 2019; Ripley et al. 2019; Snijders and Baerveldt 2003; Stark and Flache 

2012) in which students are “agents” that take turns maintaining, dissolving, and creating 

friendships. Results show that the average student swaps out one of their three classroom 

friendships in consecutive school years. The results are also consistent with dissolved ties being 

more likely to be inter-ethnic, although the difference is not statistically significant. In other 

words, homophily exists in average tie-updating behavior. Results also show that the strength of 

homophily in tie-updating behavior depends on contextual features of classrooms. Using multi-

context analyses of networks (An 2015; Snijders and Baerveldt 2003), I find that minority 

homophily increases with outgroup size, while majority homophily peaks under similar numbers 

of ethnic majorities and minorities. By leveraging network evolution, results support the idea that 

the relative sizes of groups can actually shape how individuals seek out or update their 

friendships.  

 
Ethnic Homophily And Its Implications 
 

Homophily, which refers to the tendency of individuals to associate with others who are 

similar to themselves, is a near ubiquitous feature of social life (Byrne 1971; Kossinets and 

Watts 2009; Laumann 1966; Merton and Lazarsfeld 1954; Verbrugge 1977). In recent years, 
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scholars have begun to disentangle the ways in which homophily is driven by preferences for 

similarity versus opportunities for interaction (Currarini et al. 2010; Kossinets and Watts 2009; 

Mouw and Entwisle 2006; Rivera et al. 2010; Zeng and Xie 2008). In this study, I use homophily 

to refer to tastes for similarity. Race and ethnicity are one of the most salient social dimensions 

on which homophily takes place (McPherson et al. 2001) – it occurs for many sorts of 

relationships, from friendships to dating (Kao et al. 2019). Even when individuals are in 

ethnically (or racially) mixed schools, youth are more likely to befriend peers who share their 

own ethnoracial background (Leszczensky and Pink 2015; Moody 2001; Quillian and Campbell 

2003; Smith et al. 2016). 

Since both same-ethnic and interethnic ties are needed for a cohesive society, high levels 

of ethnic homophily are detrimental to social cohesion. In addition, since homophily can 

exacerbate inequality (DiMaggio and Garip 2011), ethnic homophily can exacerbate ethnic 

inequality, which can have negative consequences for immigrant minorities (Alba and Waters 

2011; Kalter 2011; Kasinitz et al. 2011; Lancee 2012). Ethnic homophily within classroom 

settings are also of interest because attitudes and preferences formed in adolescents tend to be 

durable (Coleman 1961; Cotterell 2007). Early interethnic friendships improve subsequent 

interethnic attitudes, encourage future interethnic relationships, and promote inclusion (Ellison 

and Powers 1994; Emerson et al. 2002; Kao et al. 2019). 

 
What Drives Ethnic Homophily and Its Variation by Context 
 
 Ethnic homophily exists in part because individuals lean towards friendships with other 

who are similar to themselves. Beyond individual-level preferences, scholars have long been 

interested in how social context, such as the relative sizes of groups, might also drive intergroup 

dynamics (Blau and Schwartz 1984; Blum 1985; Sampson 1984). To anticipate and potentially 
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offset homophily, it helps to identify the types of environments that might exacerbate homophily. 

Below I outline three competing theories and expectations on how relative group size relates to 

homophily (sometimes differently for minority and majority homophily).  

First, it is possible that individuals who are exposed to larger outgroup sizes become less 

homophilous. Larger outgroup sizes lead to more contact with outgroup members, which 

according to contact theory should generate positive attitudes towards the outgroup (Allport 

1954). Outgroup exposure could in theory diminish prejudice towards outgroups, where it 

logically follows that diminished prejudice improves attitudes towards outgroups. A few early 

studies of ethnic homophily support the predictions of contact theory (Fischer 2008; Hallinan 

and Teixeira 1987). More recently, analyses of the Classroom Engagement Survey, which 

contains first and second semester friendships for 391 students within 25 classrooms, conclude 

that unavoidable and extended contact with racial outgroups may reduce racial homophily 

(McFarland et al. 2014:1110). Contact theory thus suggests that, for both ethnic majority and 

ethnic minority students, homophily should decline with increasing proportion of the outgroup in 

the classroom. 

Alternatively, when individuals experience relatively large outgroup sizes in their social 

environment, they could become more homophilous. According to “conflict” or group threat 

theory (Hewstone and Brown 1986; Sidanius and Pratto 1999), the presence of a relatively large 

outgroup can generate or exacerbate a sense of threat. Several studies attribute a positive 

association between ethnic homophily and relative outgroup size to group threat (Moody 

2001:680; Smith et al. 2016:1230). While some scholars use a group threat framework to 

hypothesize on both dominant and minority ethnic group members (Bobo and Hutchings 

2006:955), most scholars theorize group threat to apply to ethnic majority groups, who are 
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accustomed to being in the numeric majority and are often threatened by growing numbers of 

ethnic minorities (Blalock 1967; Blumer 1958; Olzak 1992; Quillian 1995). Results on ethnic 

and racial homophily in studies by Smith et al. (2016) and Goodreau et al (2009) support this 

feature of group threat. Those results show that majority homophily increases with outgroup size, 

but minority homophily does not. Thus, group threat theory predicts rising homophily as the 

share of outgroup members increases, at least for majority group members, while the association 

is likely to be attenuated for minority members. 

Third, it is possible that social relationships become most polarized in settings where 

social hierarchies are ambiguous (Gould 2003; Koopmans and Schaeffer 2015) – I call this status 

ambiguity theory. Some scholars argue that the more universally an attribute is shared, the less 

likely it is to be a basis for sorting, and the more an attribute is split down the middle in a group, 

the more likely it is to be a basis for sorting (Currarini et al. 2010; McFarland et al. 2014). 

Applied to the study of networks, this could imply that both ethnic minorities and majorities are 

most homophilous in settings with similar numbers of minorities and majorities. For example, 

more students report avoiding intergroup contact in biracial schools when the two racial groups 

were more equal in size (Goldsmith 2004). Similarly, using analyses of the school friendships 

from the National Longitudinal Survey of Adolescent Schools (Add Health), Moody (2001), 

McFarland et al. (2014), and Currarini et al (2010) observe higher racial homophily when there 

are relatively similar numbers of each race (in schools that were predominantly bi-racial). This 

implies that both majority and minority homophily might be higher when their numbers are 

similar, and lower when their numbers are uneven, regardless of which group is numerically 

dominant. Thus, status ambiguity theory implies an inverted U-shaped relationship between 

outgroup share and homophily for both majority and minority members. 
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Some scholars place status ambiguity theory with group threat theory. I do not do so, 

because it has completely different implications for the association between relative group sizes 

and homophily. I argue that it is also theoretically distinct - even if similar numbers of ingroup 

and outgroup members do not generate conflict, it could make the ingroup-outgroup boundary 

more salient and thus increase homophily.  

 
The Need for Longitudinal and Multi-contextual Analyses 
 

Despite making arguments on how individuals approach friendships, the above studies do 

not explicitly model network change or use network panel data. Yet longitudinal analyses 

improve the study of homophily. In their discussion on racial homophily, Wimmer and Lewis 

(2010:636) call for the use of longitudinal data in order to advance a less descriptive approach. 

Likewise, Snijders and Baerveldt (2003:124) call for the comparison of network formation 

processes across contexts to test theories of relational behavior and understand sources of 

network variation (Smith et al. 2016:1256).  

Longitudinal data are required to fully understand the contextual determinants of 

homophily. They are necessary because the implications of ethnic composition might be time 

dependent. For example, whereas friendships in newer environments might involve more 

uncertainty and potential conflict, friendships updated after extended face-to-face contact may 

not operate have the same conditions. Thus, while the majority of existing studies point to either 

the threat of group threat or to status ambiguity as a source of homophily (Smith et al. 

2016:1230), it could be that contact theory operates in the long-run, in which large outgroups are 

beneficial.  

In addition, longitudinal data allows researchers to control for initial networks and base 

analyses on tie formation and tie dissolution, holding constant initial network-tendencies 
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(McFarland et al 2014; Pattison and Robins 2002 in McFarland 2014). This protects the 

association between ethnic composition and homophily from omitted variables that are 

correlated with both ethnic composition and homophily in initial network structures but are not 

correlated with how networks change. Such analyses are on the rise (Dijkstra et al. 2013; 

Leszczensky and Pink 2019; Snijders and Baerveldt 2003; Stark and Flache 2012), but have not 

been used so far to study whether ethnic composition shapes homophily. 

Finally, there are very few multi-context studies that explicitly concern network change. 

Kossinets and Watts (2009) look at how email-communication networks within a university 

population (e.g. faculty, staff, graduate students, undergraduates, etc.) change over two 

semesters. However, they do not consider contextual drivers of homophily (such as ethnic 

composition) because they study a single large population (single network). To my knowledge, 

the study by McFarland et al. (2014) is the only multi-contextual study to date that highlights 

longitudinal data in their analyses of contextual and ecological moderators of homophily. That 

study did not observe variation in the implications of context over time. 44 However, further 

studies are necessary to determine whether these findings can be generalized beyond the 25 

classrooms and 9 schools followed in that study. 

 
Data and Methods 
 

I again use data from the CILS4EU  (Kalter et al. 2016). The CILS4EU is uniquely 

suited for this study because it measures classroom friendships in each of the first two survey 

waves (with less than an 18% attrition rate at the student level between waves). In each year, 

 
44 McFarland et al. (2014) note in footnote 27 of their article on their sensitivity analyses. 
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classroom friendship data are collected for all students by asking them to nominate up to five 

best friends from a roster of classmates.  

 
Analytic Sample 
 

Only students in classrooms in which the nomination possibilities remain the same in 

the two survey years are retained in the analytic sample. In Germany, this means that schools in 

tracks that lead to the lowest qualifications (i.e. Hauptschulen) cannot be studied since students 

have completed their schooling after the first year (Grade 9 in the German system). In all Dutch 

schools, there are too many newcomers and reconfiguration of classrooms between school years 

to view classrooms as consistent units. Specifically, in Dutch schools, the classroom context 

from the first wave does not exist anymore in the second wave due to the institutional rules of the 

Dutch educational system, which reassigns students to different classrooms (between Grade 3 

and 4 in the Dutch school system). Classrooms cannot be seen as bounded units for around half 

of English schools and a handful of Swedish schools. 

The analytic sample also excludes classrooms that are too homogenous for interethnic 

ties to be studied. In line with existing studies, I retain only classrooms with at least 2 ethnic 

minorities and 2 ethnic majorities and classrooms with at least 2 boys and 2 girls as homophily 

by sex and ethnicity would otherwise be undefined. This resulted in a sample of 5,902 students 

nested in 25 English classrooms, 126 German classrooms and 135 Swedish classrooms that are 

heterogenous enough to be studied. Few English classrooms remain in the analytic sample45 

 
45 Some might argue that it is worth excluding the English sample altogether: whereas in Swedish and German 
classrooms, a classroom goes through the entire school day and the various subjects as a cohesive unit, English 
“classrooms” are less cohesive and are primarily used at the start of the day for administrative purposes (i.e. “form 
time”). Results are insensitive to the inclusion versus exclusion of the English sample. 
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because of the prevalence of gender separation in the school system and because few classrooms 

have enough same-ethnic minorities to study ethnic homophily.  

 
Measurement 
 

I use national origin (parental birth country) to proxy ethnic origins in keeping with 

existing studies of interethnic friendships in the European context. I distinguish between the four 

largest and most salient ethnic minority groups in each survey country. In England, this includes 

Pakistani, Indian, Jamaican, and Nigerian students. In Germany, this includes Turkish, Russian, 

Polish and Italian students. Finally, in Sweden this includes Iraqi, Turkish, Bosnian and 

Lebanese students. I categorize the remainder into majority, other Western, and other non-

Western categories. Results are robust to other definitions of ethnicity.46 

 
Analytic Strategy 
 
 I analyze the classroom friendship networks using stochastic actor-oriented models 

(SAOMs) of network evolution (Snijders, van de Bunt, and Steglich 2010). SAOMs are used to 

predict changes in networks from one wave of data to another. Starting from the first wave of 

data, SAOMs are estimated by testing different mechanisms that may have produced the 

observed network structure at the second wave. Similar to agent-based models, SAOMs assume 

that network changes are the result of an underlying process that consists of numerous micro-

steps in which individuals take turns creating, maintaining, or dissolving ties. The way that 

individual agents approach friendships are based on an “objective function,” where agents’ 

interdependent decision making micro-steps alter the network structure. Model terms in SAOM 

refer to different parts of the objective function. Repeated simulations fit the model by 

 
46 Results are robust to coding all individuals who from European Union countries as members of the majority, as 
well as to a Western versus non-Western distinction. 
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determining what best explains observed states of the friendship networks. The computation of 

each SAOM was carried out using the RSIENA 1.2-13 package in R version 3.5.1 (Ripley et al. 

2019). 

Included model terms are summarized in Table 3.1. The specification includes structural 

effects that help account for various relational mechanisms that affect adolescents’ networks in 

ways that produce same-ethnic ties that are not related to tastes for similarity (Kossinets and 

Watts 2009; Rivera et al. 2010; Wimmer and Lewis 2010). These relational mechanisms drive 

same-ethnic ties without being due to homophily, especially transitivity (in which “the friend of 

my friend is also my friend”) and reciprocity (Mayer and Puller 2008; Schaefer et al. 2011). 

TABLE 3.1 
Models of Friendship Formation  

 Parameter Description 
Baseline: 
included in 
all models 

Density 
(density) 

Baseline probability of friendships 

Reciprocity 
(recip) 

Increased propensity of a reciprocated friendship  

Transitivity 
(gwespFF) 

Transitive two-path connecting pairs in one direction  
(“the friend of my friend is my friend”) 

Indegree 
Popularity 
(inpop) 

The extent to which popular individuals (high 
indegree) tend to receive more friendships 

Outdegree  
Activity 
(outact) 

The extent to which social individuals (high outdegree) 
are more likely to create rather than terminate 
friendships 

Covariates  
(altX minority) 

The extent to which minorities receive more (or fewer) 
more friendships 

Gender 
Homophily 
(sameX gender) 

Increased propensity of same-gender friendships 

Specification 
varies in 
Models 1-3 

Ethnic 
Homophily 
(sameX ethnicity) 

Model 1 differentiates between minority and majority 
homophily. Model 2 differentiates ethnic homophily by 
creation and maintenance homophily. Model 3 
differentiates between minority and majority as well as 
creation and maintenance homophily 

Note: Models were robust to controls for additional terms that capture differential popularity by gender or 
socioeconomic status, as well as additional types of homophily such as homophily on socioeconomic status. 
Additional terms were not included as they neither changed estimates of ethnic homophily nor improved mode fit.  
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Model terms also account for degree distribution related parameters: the extent to which 

individuals who have a lot nominations tend to receive more nominations (which captures 

dispersion or “Matthew effects” in terms of popularity – the popularity effect in Table 3.1) and 

the extent to which individuals who nominate many friends tend to create or sustain more 

friendships (activity effect in Table 3.1). These degree distribution related parameters are 

included to help guard against the omitted actor-level variables (Ripley et al. 2019). The only 

actor-level variable related to degree that is explicitly included in the model is minority status 

(the covariate effect on minority in Table 3.1). Inclusion of other degree related covariates did 

not improve model fit and had only a moderate effect on estimates; they are thus omitted for the 

sake of parsimony. Goodness of fit diagnostics, discussed in the main results, show that degree 

distributions are well described by the models described in Table 3.1. 

The coefficients of interest are on the ethnic homophily terms. For each classroom, I will 

fit three models, which each help test a different theoretical idea on the relationship between 

relative gropu sizes and ethnic homophily. As summarized by Table 3.1, Model 1 differentiates 

between the tendency for ethnic minorities to be friends with those who are the same ethnicity 

and the tendency for ethnic majorities to be friends with those who are the same ethnicity. Model 

2 differentiates between the tendency for individuals to create more friendships with others who 

are the same ethnicity as themselves (creation homophily) and the tendency for individuals to 

maintain more friendship with others who are the same ethnicity as themselves (maintenance 

homophily). Model 3 differentiates between all four types of homophily. Models 2 and 3 are 

intended to be more exploratory because distinguishing between the two forms of tie-updating 

homophily (via maintenance and creation) asks a lot of the data. The main theoretical question 

posed by this article can be answered by conducting meta-analyses on the minority and majority 
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homophily coefficients in Model 1. Disentangling minority and majority homophily is necessary 

to test both the implications of contact theory and group threat.   

The second step of the analyses uses the combined results from the first step in 

multivariate meta-analysis, an increasingly common strategy for the analyses of ecological 

effects on network processes. This strategy is justified when explanations for network ties are 

adequately captured and networks are comparable (An 2015; Kruse and Kroneberg 2019; 

McFarland et al. 2014; Smith et al. 2016; Snijders and Baerveldt 2003). I conduct three meta-

analyses (one for each of the three models). Since I assume that the true coefficients differ from 

classroom to classroom (effect sizes are assumed to represent a random sample from a 

distribution of possible effects), I use a random effects meta-analyses. The analyses are 

conducted using the package metafor in R version 3.5.1 with the option method = “REML”, 

which is the restricted maximum likelihood estimator and is recommended for use with SIENA 

models (Viechtbauer 2005, 2010). All meta-analyses apply weights proportional to the inverse 

variance of the estimate on the homophily coefficient (down-weighting cases where ethnic 

homophily is imprecisely estimated). 

To determine whether there are ecological implications of relative outgroup size for the 

extent of ethnic homophily, I include the following classroom-level covariates in the meta-

analyses: mean classroom socioeconomic status as proxied by parental International Socio-

Economic Index of Occupational Status (Ganzeboom et al. 1992), average classroom size, 

proportion ethnic majority in the classroom, and country fixed effects.47 Proportion ethnic 

majority is the key coefficient because it captures relative outgroup size when it comes to 

minority homophily and captures relative ingroup size when it comes to majority homophily. In 

 
47 Results are substantively similar when disaggregating by rather than controlling for survey country. 
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order to allow for the possibility of nonlinearities in the association between outgroup size and 

homophily, which is necessary to test for social ambiguity theory over group threat or contact 

theory, I will introduce a natural quadratic spline on proportion ethnic majority (which defines an 

association using piecewise quadratics that are linear at boundaries).  

Note that the models used here control for the mechanical implications of relative group 

size through different opportunities for intergroup ties (Block and Grund 2014), which helps 

avoid the confounding effect of group size on friendship choice. In addition to proportion 

majority, the other classroom-level covariates are chosen for theoretical reasons, as they are 

likely to correlate with proportion majority and homophily. Mean classroom socioeconomic 

status helps account for critical differences in school tracks (students from high SES 

backgrounds more likely to be in high-qualification academic tracks). While European 

classrooms are relatively similar in size (roughly 15-30 students), network size is important to 

consider. In larger classroom populations, students have more potential friends to choose from, 

which makes it easier to satisfy homophilous preferences (Cheng and Xie 2013; Currarini et al. 

2010). If larger classroom populations also tend to be more diverse, it is necessary to account for 

size to prevent a spurious relation between relative group size and homophily.  

 
 
Results 
 

This study examines how classroom friendships change between two years within a 

sample of classrooms consisting of approximately the same students over the two years. 

Figure 3.1A plots the distribution of dissolved ties (friendships that are not maintained) and 

new ties as percentages. Each line in Figure 3.1A represents a unique classroom with 
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endpoints representing the percentage of dissolved and new ties in the first and second 

wave of study respectively.  

 
Figure 3.1. Evolution of Classroom Friendships   

   
 

Note. Panel A shows the distribution of percent of ties at time 1 that are not maintained into time 2, and the 
percent of ties at time 2 that are newly created. Panel B shows the evolution of ties for a specific classroom. 
Gray nodes indicate ethnic minority status. 
 

On average, around a third of friendships in the first wave are not maintained, and around a 

third of the friendships created in the second wave are not present in the first wave. Since 

students on average nominate three friends, this means that a typical student replaces one of 

their three friends between survey waves.48 There is no overall tendency for classroom 

friendships to become denser or sparser over time.  

Figure 3.1B shows the evolution of friendships for a randomly selected example 

classroom, where each node represents a student and a line represents a friendship. Maintained 

friendships are given by a solid line. Friendships that are newly created in the second wave are 

 
48 Note that despite the amount of network change shown in Figure 3.1, networks are not too unstable to be studied. 
The Jaccard index of network stability is over 0.30 in the vast majority of German and Swedish classrooms. The 
Jaccard index is smaller (less stability) in the case of English classrooms.  
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given by a long dashed line and friendships that are not maintained are given by a short dotted 

line. The amount of friendship change shown in Figure 3.1B is quite typical. 

 
Models of Evolving Networks 
 

Table 3.2 shows an example of an RSIENA model fitted to the classroom network in 

Figure 3.1B in order to illustrate the models used in this paper. The magnitudes of the 

coefficients are the contribution to the log-odds of a tie net of the other coefficients. 

 
TABLE 3.2 

Model of Network Change for an Example Classroom  
Coef. SE 

Ethnic Homophily   
       Creation 5.63* 2.59 
       Maintenance -2.11 4.63 
Baseline    
       Minority Popularity -0.64 0.93 
       Gender Homophily 0.36 0.40 
       Transitivity 1.04** 0.35 
       Reciprocity 1.68*** 0.39 
       Popularity (indegree) 0.08 0.07 
       Sociality (outdegree) -0.28** 0.11 
       Density (intercept) -2.22** 0.85 

Note. Results of an RSIENA model for tie formation for the classroom presented  
in Fig. 1B. N = 4,951 students in 232 classes. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 
 
The coefficients in Table 3.2 can be interpreted as follows. Starting with the baseline model 

terms and moving from bottom to top, the density is akin to an intercept because it 

indicates the baseline probability of a tie (when that tie does not contribute to the other 

model terms). Negative coefficients on density are typical and indicate that ties are 

uncommon (when they are not reciprocated, not homophilous, etc.). The negative 

coefficient on sociality implies that dispersion in sociality (also called activity) is limited – 

individuals who are already socially active tend to get less rather than more active. There is 
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no significant effect of popularity (which would be the case if those who are nominated by 

many others as friends tend to receive more nominations over time).  

The positive coefficients on reciprocity and transitivity indicate that friendships are 

more common when they are reciprocated or when individuals befriend the friends of their 

friends. On average, the odds of a reciprocated friendship is exp(1.68) = 5.47 times higher 

than the odds of a non-reciprocated friendship in the example classroom. Gender 

homophily is not significant here. Minorities are not significantly more or less popular than 

majorities. In this example, there is also significant ethnic homophily in the creation of 

friendships. 

However, meta-analyses are required to determine whether these tendencies exist 

on average over all classrooms studied here and how these tendencies might depend on 

ethnic composition. Figure 3.2 summarizes dynamics across all classrooms using random-

effects meta-analyses. All meta-analyses include baseline model terms (density, sociality, 

popularity, reciprocity, transitivity, popularity effect, and gender homophily). Consistent 

with existing literature, the most important drivers of friendships are reciprocity, 

transitivity (Wimmer and Lewis 2010), and matching in gender (reading from bottom to 

top).   

Model 1 in Figure 3.2 differentiates between minority and majority homophily. 

According to Model 1, both minority and majority homophily effects are positive and significant 

at the 0.001 significance level in the average classroom. This means that both ethnic minorities 

and ethnic majorities are significantly more likely to update their friendships in ways that favor 

their own ethnicity.  
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Figure 3.2. Summary of Classroom Dynamics 
 

  
Note. Based on random effects meta-analysis of three RSIENA models. All three models include the baseline 
terms. Coefficients are log-odds of a tie, where values greater than 0 (right of the vertical dashed lines) imply 
higher chances of a tie. Bars are 95% CI. N = 4,951 students in 232 classes. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
 

 
Model 1 assumes that this tendency comes from both more friendship creation and more 

durable friendships between same-ethnic individuals, without differentiating between the two. 

Model 2 in Figure 3.2 differentiates between creation and maintenance homophily. Both effects 

are positive, but only homophily in friendship creation is statistically significant. Finally, Model 

3 differentiates between maintenance and creation homophily for ethnic minorities and ethnic 

majorities. By introducing what is essentially a three-way interaction (between ethnic minority 

status, homophily, and creation vs maintenance), it is possible that these analyses push the data 

too far. Standard errors in Model 3 are indeed large, reflecting the difficulty of estimating the 

specified dynamics, but point estimates support the idea of creation homophily (and possibly 

maintenance homophily) for both ethnic majorities and ethnic minorities.  
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Network analyses can be threatened by poor convergence or poor fit, which can occur 

due to model mis-specification. To guard against these issues, it is useful to discuss model 

performance, before moving into meta-analyses that include ecological/contextual covariates. 

Out of the 286 classrooms in the analytic sample, convergence was achieved for 240 classrooms 

(81% of classrooms in the analytic sample). Figure 3.3 provides characteristics of the included 

classrooms and those excluded due to lack of convergence. 

Figure 3.3. Comparison of Included and Excluded Samples 
 

 
Note. For N = 232 Included and N = 54 excluded classrooms 

 
Excluded classrooms tend to be smaller (Figure 3.3A) and less evenly split between 

majorities and minorities (Figure 3.3D). This makes sense because such classrooms are more 

likely to contain very few members of a given ethnic group, such that homophily and other 

network features are difficult to estimate. Excluded classrooms also tend to have a relatively 

lower proportion of new and broken ties (Figure 3.3B and 3.3D). This is expected because 

models of network change are not appropriate for networks with particularly little network 

change. As seen in Figure 3.1, most classroom networks change a lot, so the exclusion of 
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exceptionally static friendship networks seems unproblematic. However, results of the analyses 

may not be generalizable to classrooms with exceptionally little network change.   

While Figure 3.3 discusses the exclusion of classrooms in which models did not 

converge, it is also important to assess convergence and model fit among included classrooms. 

Figure 3.4 provides diagnostics on the performance of models on included classrooms.  

 
Figure 3.4. Model Diagnostics for Convergence and Goodness of Fit 

 
 

Figure 3.4A summarizes model convergence using the distribution of the overall maximum 

convergence ratio. A value of less than 0.25 for convergence is typically used as a criterion for 

convergence. Based on this criterion, it appears that models converged well.  

It is possible for models to converge well but still be a poor fit for the observed network. 

Assessing model performance in terms of goodness of fit helps determine whether the variables 

included in the models adequately describe the data in order to reduce the possibility of omitted 

variables. To do so, researchers typically summarize the characteristics of networks that are 
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repeatedly simulated by the fitted models and compare the distribution of characteristics using 

the simulations with the observed characteristics.  

I conduct such simulations for adversely selected classrooms (specifically, for all 

classrooms where the maximum convergence ratio was greater than 0.20). Goodness of fit 

diagnostic results for an example classroom (diagnostic results for other classrooms were 

similar) are shown in Figure 3.4B-3.4D, above. Dashed lines and violin plots indicate the 

distribution of simulated statistics and solid lines indicate levels of the observed statistics. For 

outdegree distribution (the number of friends people typically nominate), indegree distribution 

(the number of times a person is typically nominated as a friend by others), and geodesic 

distance distribution (the average number of friendships required to connect any two classmates), 

the solid lines fall comfortably within the dashed lines,49 which indicates good fit. 

 
Relative Group Size and Ethnic Homophily 
 

Having established homophily in how both ethnic majority and ethnic minority students 

update their ties, I now turn to assessing the characteristics of classrooms that intensify 

homophily. In particular, I test whether larger outgroup sizes, smaller outgroup sizes, or similar 

numbers of ingroup and outgroup members are most predictive of ethnic homophily and whether 

this differs for ethnic minorities and ethnic majorities.  

The main purpose of this analysis is to test how population composition shapes 

homophily in a longitudinal context. Figure 3.5 plots predicted values of ethnic minority 

homophily based on the meta-analyses against proportion of ethnic majorities. According to 

Figure 3.5, in classrooms where ethnic minorities encounter a greater proportion of ethnic 

 
49 Note that here we want p-values to be large (such that the observed characteristics of the example class are not (?) 
significantly different from the simulated characteristics), and the corresponding p-values in Figures 4B-4D are all 
insignificant at the p = 0.10 significance level. 



 95 

majorities, they are more likely to update their friendships in ways that support friendships with 

their minority classmates who are the same ethnicity as themselves.  

Figure 3.5. Homophily for Ethnic Minorities by Proportion Ethnic Majority 

 

 
The above results are relatively more aligned with group threat theories, in which smaller 

ingroup sizes foster conflict or insecurity. In contrast, they contradict the expectations of contact 

theory (since the association in Figure 3.5 is positive) and status ambiguity theory (since the 

association in Figure 3.5 is linear). However, note that the results are not perfectly aligned with 

group threat, because such theories are typically used to describe the attitudes of ethnic 

majorities. It is typically argued that ethnic minorities are not “threatened” in the same way, 

because are used to being in the numeric minority. It is possible that minorities value friendships 

with same-ethnic minorities more in scenarios where there are more majorities for reasons 

beyond “threat.” 

Figure 3.6 shows the results from a similar analysis that predicts majority homophily 

instead of minority homophily. According to Figure 3.6, students from majority backgrounds 
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who encounter a larger number of ethnic minorities in a classroom are on average more 

homophilous. However, this tendency flattens out or maybe even reverses in classrooms where 

there are more ethnic minorities than ethnic majorities. This suggests that equal group size rather 

than strictly larger outgroup sizes is what increases the salience of ethnicity or what creates a 

sense of conflict for majorities. This contrasts with the earlier finding that homophily patterns for 

minorities are most consistent with group threat theory. 

Figure 3.6. Homophily for Ethnic Majorities by Proportion Ethnic Majority  

 

Notice that Figure 3.5 and Figure 3.6 are not mirror images of each other – while minority 

homophily steadily increases with proportion majority, the opposite is not the case for majority 

homophily. An increasing proportion of ethnic minorities is associated with more majority 

homophily up to a certain point, but not past the point of an even-split. This suggests that equal 

group size rather than strictly larger outgroup sizes is what increases the salience of ethnicity or 

what creates a sense of conflict for majorities. Results on majority homophily do not support 

contact theory, but they also do not support versions of conflict theory in which majorities are 
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sensitive to the extent to which they are in the numeric minority – they are most consistent with 

the idea that status ambiguity generates homophily. 

 
Sensitivity Analyses 
 

The main analyses are based on models that assume the implications of relative group 

size are similar for ethnic homophily in friendship maintenance (i.e. on which friendships are 

kept and which are lost) and ethnic homophily in friendship creation (on which friendships were 

not initially present, but newly created). However, it could also be the case that relative outgroup 

size matters primarily for either the creation or the maintenance of ties. Recall that the above 

analyses are based on Model 1 in Figure 3.2. In sensitivity analyses, I repeat the above analyses 

but for Model 3 in Figure 3.2, which differentiates between both minority and majority 

homophily and friendship maintenance and creation homophily.  

These sensitivity analyses are presented in Figures A-3.1 and A-3.2 of the appendix. 

Here, the association between minority creation homophily and proportion majority is similar to 

the association between minority maintenance homophily and proportion majority (and both are 

similar to the results reported in Figure 3.5). However, the results reported in Figure 3.6 on 

majority homophily appear most similar to majority creation homophily. Estimates of how 

majorities maintain friendships and how this depends on relative group size are imprecise. It is 

possible that similar group sizes only lead majorities to prefer befriending other majorities, but 

do not have similar implications for how they preferentially maintain existing friendships. 

 
Discussion  

While existing studies reveal barriers to interethnic friendships (ethnic homophily) using 

cross-sectional snapshots of friendship networks (Leszczensky and Pink 2015; Moody 2001; 
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Quillian and Campbell 2003; Smith et al. 2016), these studies rarely consider how networks 

change. Using a sample of 4,951 students nested within 232 classrooms, where students belong 

to the same classrooms over time and are surveyed in two consecutive school years, I show that 

students tend to swap out one of their three classroom friendships between years. Moreover, 

there is significant ethnic homophily in the selection of new friendships. Point estimates on 

maintenance homophily and creation homophily are similar, though maintenance homophily was 

less precisely estimated. 

Since homophily does not simply occur spontaneously, but is present in how people 

update their ties, it is possible to determine whether associations between relative outgroup size 

and ethnic homophily (Currarini et al. 2010; Goodreau et al. 2009; McFarland et al. 2014; 

Moody 2001; Smith et al. 2016) exist in models of network evolution. Despite using methods 

that simulate emerging network structures, existing studies of the implications of ethnic 

composition for ethnic homophily are typically fitted to cross-sectional data. However, in order 

to anticipate and respond to levels of homophily, it is necessary to determine whether relative 

group size has lasting implications for friendship dynamics for individuals that are already well 

acquainted with each other. In addition, observing networks at multiple points in time helps to 

guard against biases due to omitted ecological variables.  

I find that status ambiguity theory best explains homophily for majorities. Ethnic 

majorities are more homophilous when they encounter more ethnic minorities only up to the 

point of an even split, after which the association diminishes or even reverses. Thus, equal group 

sizes, rather than small group sizes, may create the most polarizing environments (Gould 2003; 

Koopmans and Schaeffer 2015), at least for ethnic majorities. I also find that minorities are least 

likely to seek out inter-ethnic ties when there are relatively many ethnic majorities in classrooms 
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– this was not predicted by any of the studies here. While group threat theory predicts a positive 

association between larger outgroup sizes and the salience of in-group/out-group distinctions 

(Blumer 1958; Brubaker 1992; Smith 1981). Yet group threat is typically used to explain the 

behaviors of ethnic majorities, who are accustomed to being in the numeric majority and can 

become threatened when this is no longer the case (Blalock 1967; Olzak 1992). Instead, 

arguments related to the need for social support may explain why there is high minority 

homophily in classrooms with relatively few minorities (Bankston and Zhou 1995; Quillian and 

Campbell 2003) 

Scholars care about homophily because it gets at tastes for similarity. It is important to 

keep in mind that this study focuses on ethnic homophily, not the actual rate of interethnic 

friendships. Thus, it cannot recommend on how classrooms should be best organized to 

maximize interethnic friendships. Instead, the main point of this study is to get at when and how 

same-ethnic preferences arise. The fact that these preferences manifest in how ties are updated 

suggests that homophily may be difficult to offset – homophily is not something that arises only 

in situations where individuals do not know each other well. Even after prolonged contact, 

interethnic friendships may be challenged by the relative sizes of outgroups. However, it is 

encouraging that the results do not support group threat theory. While previous studies conclude 

that classes with fewer majority students will have the highest levels of ethnic homophily 

(Goodreau et al. 2009; Smith et al. 2016), I find that the “native” majority is less averse to being 

in the numeric minority than anticipated. Thus, we should not automatically be concerned about 

increases to ethnic homophily in majority-minority settings.  
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Chapter 5. Conclusion 
 

In this project, I study the integration of immigrants and their descendants in Western 

Europe, with a focus on integration within social networks, in three empirical chapters. The 

outlook on integration is overall quite positive - the three chapters do not reveal any widespread 

or blanket challenges. In fact, challenges to integration are limited to certain types of integration, 

such as integration in networks, and are more pronounced when populations are composed in 

certain ways, such as when populations are consolidated. 

In each subsequent generation, the descendants of immigrants are on average higher in 

socioeconomic status and more culturally similar to the “native” population. As shown in the 

second empirical chapter, the immigrant groups that are least socioeconomically advantaged and 

most culturally different at arrival often see the largest generational increases in cultural and 

socioeconomic integration. These positive trends are apparent in each of the societies studied 

here. Other studies of integration in the Western European context, which often lack data on the 

grandchildren of immigrants due to the recency of immigration to Europe (Castles and Miller 

2013), fail to capture these positive trends. 

 
The Role of Networks in Ethnic Integration 
 

In contrast to socioeconomic and cultural integration, integration in networks and 

identities do not see such large generational increases. Increases in integration in terms of 

networks and identities often level out, even for individuals whose families have called their host 

society their home for many generations, who can be considered socioeconomically successful, 

and who resemble the “native” population culturally. While integration in culture and 

socioeconomic status show strong positive generational trends and integration in identities shows 
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only weak positive trends, I find that integration in networks fall somewhere in-between. Prior 

studies that ignore the later generations are likely to miss out on how different forms of 

integration take on different patterns over time. 

Challenges to network integration likely reflect the types of interpersonal dynamics that 

reinforce the sense of being an “outsider” for immigrant-origin individuals (Kasinitz et al. 2008). 

While this study focuses on network integration within adolescent classrooms, future studies of 

ethnic integration should continue to analyze network structure outside of classroom settings. 

While existing studies suggest that network contact can reduce prejudice (Ellison and Powers 

1994; Emerson et al. 2002) and encourage socioeconomic mobility (Kalter 2011), there is likely 

heterogeneity in the implications of network integration by immigrant generation and by network 

setting. It would be particularly interesting to consider how network integration might shape 

other integration outcomes. In the second empirical chapter of this dissertation, I found using 

cross-sectional analyses that socioeconomic and cultural integration did not contribute much to 

integration in networks and identities. However, it could be the case that network integration 

predicts shifts in socioeconomic and cultural integration within the same individual over time. 

Wimmer and Soehl (2014) write on how acculturation can be “blocked” due to social 

disadvantage – it would be useful to consider how networks in various social settings could 

potentially block acculturation over time. 

In this project, I also analyze ethnic homophily, which refers to preferences for ethnic 

similarity. I consider ethnic homophily because it contributes to network integration in a specific 

way – through preferences for befriending within ethnic categories. Future studies of integration 

should try to determine whether there are unique implications of homophily, net of opportunities 

for interaction and other explanations for network segregation. For example, scholars understand 
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that network integration can improve socioeconomic mobility for ethnic minorities, but it is 

unclear whether homophily has distinct implications for other integration outcomes such as 

socioeconomic mobility, above and beyond the implications of network segregation. If 

homophily does not have its own distinct implications, it still remains useful as a barometer for a 

lack of interpersonal inclusion but is not the most effective target for potential interventions. If 

homophily has its own implications that are distinct from its impact on network structure, then 

all the more reason to study homophily separately from other reasons for network segregation, as 

researchers are beginning to do (Kruse and Kroneberg 2019; Leszczensky and Pink 2019; Smith 

et al. 2016). 

 
Mixed Evidence on Contact Theory 

In using networks to understand the conditions for ethnic integration, this study finds 

mixed support for contact theory. According to contact theory, contact with outgroups can 

diminish prejudices, under the optimal conditions (Allport 1954). In that lack of prejudices is 

likely to reduce homophily, exposure to larger numbers of outgroups in a small population of 

individuals is likely to reduce homophily. In the first empirical chapter, I find support for contact 

theory – I find that the optimal conditions, as proxied by the lack of consolidation between 

ethnicity and socioeconomic status, are associated with less homophily. In the third empirical 

chapter, I find that exposure to a greater proportion of outgroups is not associated with less 

homophily, contradicting the implications of contact theory. Thus, further tests of contact theory 

are needed. In future tests of contact theory, studies might consider the implications of the actual 

structure of networks rather than mere exposure. For example, it is possible that rather than 

testing for whether exposure shapes network segregation, the more appropriate test of contact 

theory is whether network segregation shapes homophily.  
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Population Composition Beyond Diversity  
 

This study identifies several features of population composition that moderate levels of 

homophily. Two of the empirical chapters point to strong ecological effects of population 

structure on homophily. The third empirical chapter shows that ethnic majorities tend to seek one 

another out the most when there are similar numbers of ethnic majorities and ethnic minorities, 

while ethnic minorities tend to seek one another out when there are few ethnic minorities. The 

first empirical chapter shows that structural intersectionality between ethnicity and other social 

attributes, and in particular socioeconomic status, can shape ethnicity.  

As societies diversify in increasingly complex ways (Vertovec 2007), it is important to 

avoid making oversimplified predictions about how diversity shapes integration. Existing studies 

consider the implications of diversity for networks  (Currarini et al. 2010; McFarland et al. 2014; 

Moody 2001) and integration (van der Meer and Tolsma 2014; Portes and Vickstrom 2011; 

Putnam 2007), but usually measure diversity using the numbers of ethnic groups or the numbers 

of ethnic minorities. Yet these univariate sorts of ethnic differences are not necessarily 

meaningful. Overall, the first and third empirical chapter of this dissertation show that population 

structure moderates homophily, but that diversity only plays a small role – in contrast, relative 

group sizes, minority versus majority status, and consolidation, which refers to the joint 

configuration of multiple social attributes (Blau and Schwartz 1984), all strongly predict levels 

of ethnic homophily. 

An implication of the result on consolidation is that individual-level differences in 

national origin, culture, and other ethnic features do not always hold implications for integration 

in networks. It is not the attributes of each individual in a network that predicts integration, but 

rather the structure of the population as a whole. In showing that ecological conditions are likely 
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to inhibit or promote ethnic integration in networks, I show that ethnicity as a characteristic of an 

individual is not necessarily a key factor in how individuals choose friendships. The tastes for 

ethnic similarity that contribute to levels of ethnic integration in networks are brought out by 

other compositional features of populations. 

 
Structural Intersectionality 
 

In pointing out the types of populations that likely shape integration, this study also 

illustrates the ways that scholars tend to downplay the role of non-ethnic characteristics in 

shaping integration in networks. For example, it is commonly observed that socioeconomic 

status has large implications for opportunities for interaction but relatively few implications for 

tastes for similarity (Marsden 1988; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001; Smith et al. 

2014). However, existing studies only consider the implications of attributes such as 

socioeconomic status and ethnicity at the individual-level. Some studies also dig deeper into how 

implications of socioeconomic status and ethnicity interact at the individual-level (Rosenfeld 

2005; Wang and Kao 2007). Yet this still ignores the potential implications of the population-

level (what I call structural) configuration of these attributes. For example, while socioeconomic 

status might not be something that adolescents are very attuned to in and of itself, if low 

socioeconomic status and minority status are highly correlated in a population (consolidated), 

this may reinforce ethnic homophily to a far greater extent than if socioeconomic status and 

ethnicity were not correlated. In fact, that idea is exactly what is implied by logical extensions of 

several theories of integration and intergroup relations, from contact theory (Allport 1954), to 

theories of “ethclass” (Gordon 1978), to thinking on “blurred” versus “bright” boundaries (Alba 

and Nee, 2003). My findings also respond to recent critiques of the concept of superdiversity 

(Zhou et al. 2008), which point out that theorizing on implications of superdiversity is currently 
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underdeveloped. I argue that superdiversity is simply the opposite of consolidation. There are 

longstanding theories that support the implications of superdiversity once this connection is 

made. What the concepts of superdiversity and consolidation do are to provide ways to measure 

and test these theories. 

Beyond the study of ethnic boundaries and ethnic integration in networks, studies of 

consolidation could be applied to study any sorts of social boundaries in which there is variation 

in the extent of correlation between multiple social attributes in different populations – for 

example, one might imagine that the consolidation of gender and occupational status would have 

greater implications than the separate implications of gender and occupation that happen come 

together additively at the individual-level. One could imagine a similar argument for the 

consolidation of age and political affiliation. 

There are two limitations to my current discussion of structural intersectionality, 

however, that require further attention. First, my measure of consolidation currently considers 

only two social attributes at a time. Future studies might consider using machine learning to 

identify consolidation within more complex configurations to capture multidimensional 

diversity. Second, I am so far focused on the consolidation of ascribed characteristics (such as 

ethnic background as given by national origin and socioeconomic status as given by parental 

occupational status). When it comes to more mutable characteristics, consolidation may be in 

fact endogenous to networks, in that individuals influence each other. This is beyond the scope 

of the current project but should be a priority for future research - this is related to my 

recommendation for future research to consider how integration in networks might lead to other 

types of integration. 
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Appendices 
 
 
 

Figure A-1.1. Distribution of Mean Degree by Classroom Size 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure A-1.2. Distribution of Network Density by Classroom Size 
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TABLE A-1.1 

Estimated Mean ERGM Coefficients across Classrooms  
Means SE 

Edges -0.264***  (0.005) 
Mutuality 2.280*** (0.027) 
Transitivity 0.529*** (0.013) 
Tension -0.274 (0.005) 

Covariates   
      Minority  0.142*** (0.010) 
      SES 0.023*** (0.002) 
      Gender 0.059*** (0.001) 
Homophily   
      Ethnic  0.339*** (0.012) 
      SES -0.008* (0.003) 
      Ethnic x SES 0.018*** (0.005) 
      Gender 0.603*** (0.013) 

Notes: N = 11,541 students in 553 classrooms. 
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TABLE A-1.2 
Predicting Ethnic Homophily, Disaggregating by Survey Country 

Notes: N = 113, 155, 128 and 157 English, German, Dutch, and Swedish classrooms. 
Regressions weighted by inverse variance of estimated ERGM coefficients on ethnic 
homophily. * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01, *** P < 0.001 

 
 
 
 

     
England Germany Netherlands  Sweden Overall 

Intercept  -0.19 
(0.23) 

0.21 
(0.25) 

0.16 
(0.48) 

-0.10 
(0.27) 

0.03 
(0.13) 

Consolidation 0.29 
(0.20) 

0.49* 
(0.02) 

-0.32 
(0.38) 

0.52* 
(0.25) 

0.37** 
(0.12) 

Mean SES (scaled)  -0.04 
(0.03) 

-0.08* 
(0.03) 

-0.14** 
(0.04) 

-0.06 
(0.03) 

-0.06*** 
(0.02) 

Proportion Minority -0.49** 
(0.17) 

-0.10 
(0.23) 

-0.26 
(0.49) 

-0.34 
(0.22) 

-0.34** 
(0.11) 

Diversity 0.36* 
(0.17) 

0.13 
(0.20) 

0.34 
(0.40) 

0.09 
(0.21) 

0.20* 
(0.10) 

Class Size   0.00 
(0.01) 

-0.00 
(0.01) 

0.00 
(0.01) 

0.01 
(0.01) 

0.00 
(0.01) 

AIC 77.64 96.42 125.68 119.09 353.58 
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Figure A-2.1 
Description of CILS4EU Immigrant-Origin Sample 

 
a.  Germany     b. Netherlands 

 
c. England     d. Sweden 

 
 

 
 

 
Figure A-2.2. Distribution of National Identification 

Among Immigrants Origin Individuals 
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Figure A-2.3. Strength of German Identity Net of Social Characteristics 

 
Note: Light bands adjust CI for citizenship (held at citizen) and social characteristics (social attitudes, language 
skills, religiosity, and SES held at means). Dark bands are unadjusted. 
 
 

 

Figure A-2.4. Strength of Dutch Identity Net of Social Characteristics  

 
Note: Light bands adjust CI for citizenship (held at citizen) and social characteristics (social attitudes, language 
skills, religiosity, and SES held at means). Dark bands are unadjusted. 
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Figure A-2.5. Strength of English Identity Net of Social Characteristics  

 
Note: Light bands adjust CI for citizenship (held at citizen) and social characteristics (social attitudes, language 
skills, religiosity, and SES held at means). Dark bands are unadjusted. 
 
 
 

Figure A-2.6. Strength of Ethnic Identities in Germany 
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Figure A-2.7. Strength of Ethnic Identities in the Netherlands

 
 

Figure A-2.8. Strength of Ethnic Identities in England
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Fig. A-3.1 
Minority Homophily For Friendship Creation and Maintenance 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. A-3.2 
Majority Homophily For Friendship Creation and Maintenance 
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