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This article examines correlates of social trust and tolerance within
a high-violence context. The authors study first the extent to which
friendship ties that cross ethnic boundaries are associated with spe-
cific interaction spaces ðneighborhoods, workplaces, civil society or-
ganizations, and political partiesÞ and, second, the extent to which
interethnic friendships are associated with trust and tolerance. Using
individual-level data ðN5 2; 264Þ on interethnic contacts collected in
2006 in the two northern Iraqi cities of Erbil and Kirkuk, the authors
show that people who spend time within ethnically heterogeneous in-
teraction spaces are considerably more likely to have friendship ties
that cross ethnic group boundaries and, in turn, also to express general
social trust, interethnic trust, and tolerance toward outgroups.
INTRODUCTION

Social trust and tolerance are conducive to core functions of a cohesive
society, and it is of great importance for the social sciences to understand
the mechanisms by which trust and tolerance are generated and main-
tained. There is a large and growing literature on this, but since most pre-
vious studies are situated in stable environments, we need more research
on social trust and tolerance in violent contexts. In this article, wewill study
trust and tolerance in a context of ethnic conflict, which as a result of weak-
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Interethnic Friendship, Trust, and Tolerance
ening of strong states and authoritarian dictatorships has come increas-
ingly to the fore over the past decades. More specifically, we relate to two
alternative hypotheses of social trust and tolerance formation: the contact
hypothesis and the heterogeneity-conflict hypothesis. In the former, con-
tacts between ethnic groups are believed to increase the basis for trust and
tolerance, whereas the latter holds that ethnic heterogeneity in social con-
texts will lead to friction and conflict. We argue that the potential tension
between these two hypotheses can largely be resolved by distinguishing
between ethnic heterogeneity within and outside structurally constraining
interaction spaces. Within such interaction spaces, interethnic contacts are
repetitive and may be developed into friendship relations, which in turn
may promote the formation of social trust and tolerance.
Our study is situated within the context of Iraq. Plagued by two recent

wars and a history of dictatorship and authoritarianism, it contains an eth-
nically diverse population, and ethnic conflict is highly manifest in many
areas. In this article, we will study two cities in northern Iraq, Erbil and
Kirkuk, which both suffer from levels of intergroup violence and threats
far above what is perceived as normal in stable democracies. But they also
differ substantially with regard to the experience of violent ethnic con-
flict since the fall of the Baath regime in 2003. Although ethnic relations
have been problematic in both cities, development in Erbil has been rela-
tively more peaceful, whereas interethnic relations in Kirkuk have been
especially violent. In fact, as argued by Anderson and Stansfield ð2009,
p. 9Þ, “Few, if any, contested territories can match the complexity of the
town of Kirkuk. . . . Kirkuk is a classic divided city, defined as a place in
which groups are rivals for power and resources and where there is a
fundamental conflict over the cultural identity and state location of the
city.”
It has been argued in previous research that interethnic social capital,

understood as interethnic trust and tolerance generated out of interethnic
contacts or relations, has a preventive effect on ethnic conflict ðVarshney
2002Þ and that it facilitates interethnic reconciliation in the aftermath of
violent conflicts ðPickering 2006Þ. Drawing on Putnam ð2000Þ, Varshney
has argued that interethnic networks of civic engagement prevent violent
ethnic conflict because ethnically heterogeneous organizations constitute
potential meeting places where interethnic relations are likely to be formed
and maintained. This means that they foster interethnic integration at the
grassroots level, which in turn is likely to promote increased outgroup
trust and tolerance. However, this research has relied on ecological data on
organizations, and in order to understand trust and tolerance formation
better, the analysis must be ratcheted down to the individual level. In this
study, we use individual-level data ðN5 2; 264Þ on interethnic contacts
and relations in Erbil and Kirkuk. Our data allow us to study how inter-
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ethnic friendship relations are associated with interaction spaces in multi-
ethnic settings—in this case, workplaces, neighborhoods, political parties,
and civil society organizations—and how this in turn is associated with
social trust and outgroup tolerance. Hence, what we propose is a two-stage
model of trust and tolerance formation in which interaction spaces are
important foremost because they affect the likelihood that interpersonal
relations will form across ethnic boundaries, and interethnic friendship has
the most direct effect on trust and tolerance.
We hypothesize that interethnic friendship ties are more likely in ethni-

cally heterogeneous interaction spaces, constituting contact opportunities,
and that this is a key factor for understanding interethnic trust and toler-
ance. We thereby connect to a contested question in social science: whether
heterogeneous interaction spaces lead to heterogeneity in individuals’ social
networks or whether preference-based tendencies of homophily are strong
enough to counteract heterogeneity at the social networks level. According
to a structuralist tradition, the composition within interaction spaces pro-
vides the opportunity structure for relations and tie formation ðBlau 1977;
Feld 1981Þ. At the same time, however, the homophily principle suggests
that only individuals with similar characteristics tend to form relations
ðLazarsfeld and Merton 1954Þ. Even within heterogeneous interaction
spaces, social relations tend to be homogeneous, and social networks gen-
erally exhibit lower heterogeneity than the population as a whole ðMarsden
1990Þ. Hence, to what degree multiethnic workplaces and neighborhoods
and so forth tend to be associated with interethnic friendship formation in a
violent context is very much an open empirical question.
By studying the association between multiethnic interaction spaces and

interethnic friendship, trust, and tolerance in Erbil and Kirkuk, we are in
a position to test key hypotheses in highly problematic contexts. If we can
show that the contact hypothesis is supported by data even in such con-
texts, imbued with factors working against the positive effect of intereth-
nic contacts and relations on trust and tolerance, that hypothesis would
be considerably strengthened. Moreover, by comparing Erbil and Kirkuk,
we are also in a position to discuss the extent to which differences in inter-
group violence and polarization influence the association between hetero-
geneous interaction spaces and interethnic friendship and between inter-
ethnic friendship and trust and tolerance. We will argue that there are
theoretical reasons to assume that the associations between heterogeneous
interaction spaces and interethnic friendship will be stronger in the more
violent and polarized city of Kirkuk. The reason is that there are few
chances for interethnic encounters outside of such interaction spaces in a
context of polarization, which is why their importance for interethnic
friendship will be greater in a relative sense. In a similar vein, we will argue
that the association between interethnic friendship and trust and tolerance
1652
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is likely to be stronger in Kirkuk, since trust and tolerance become more
closely connected to relations that do exist in polarized and violent con-
texts.
The article will be structured in the following way. First, we will give a

brief background description of Kirkuk and Erbil, with a particular focus
on the recent history of interethnic relations in the two cities. Second, we
will define central concepts and, in particular, outline the theoretical ar-
guments for how interethnic friendship relations may depend on ethnically
heterogeneous interaction spaces, how interethnic friendship relations are
related to social trust and outgroup tolerance, and why there are reasons to
believe that these mechanisms differ significantly depending on how vio-
lent the contextual environment is. From this discussion we will formulate
five hypotheses. Third, we discuss data and methods and report the results
from our tests of the five hypotheses. A final section presents conclusions.
ERBIL AND KIRKUK

For this study we have chosen Erbil and Kirkuk, the two most heteroge-
neous of the larger cities in the northern Kurd-dominated areas of Iraq.
Both cities are provincial centers, and democratic institutions are in place
in both cities: a provincial parliament and ðin the case of ErbilÞ a regional
parliament as well. The regional parliament was created in 1992 and the
other two in December 2004, a year and a half after the fall of the Baath
regime. During the years that have passed since the fall of that regime,
political institutions have worked less effectively in Kirkuk than in Erbil,
and ethnic relations have been considerably more violent.2

One important indicator is corruption. According to Transparency In-
ternational ðhttp://www.transparency.orgÞ, Iraq is among the most cor-
rupt countries in the world, but we do find important variations within the
country. Kirkuk is among the most corrupt cities in Iraq, whereas Erbil
fares much better. According to a report about corruption from the Inter-
national Republic Institute, on a scale from 1 to 20, Kirkuk scored 18.98
and Erbil 6.94. In fact, Kirkuk was considered the second most corrupt
region in Iraq ðITC 2007Þ.
In addition, foreign investments are increasing in Erbil. Between 2006

and 2008, foreign companies invested $11 billion in various projects in the
Erbil region ðSbeiy.com 2008Þ, and 18 countries, including Great Britain,
France, Russia, and the United States, have opened consulates or cham-
bers of commerce in Erbil. Nothing of the sort is happening in Kirkuk. The
main reasons are relentless corruption and lack of security.
2The main reason for choosing Erbil and Kirkuk rather than other cities in the area is
that all four major ethnic groups ðKurds, Arabs, Turkmen, and Assyrians/ChaldeansÞ
are represented there. We did not find any other larger cities that met this condition.
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Most important, developments have been more violent in Kirkuk, in par-
ticular, tensions between ethnic groups. Between 2004 and 2008 more than
1,850 peoplewere killed in Kirkuk andmore than 6,000 personswere injured
in various terrorist actions, many of which were explicitly aimed at ethnic
outgroups. Only in 2005, for example, Kirkuk witnessed more than 5,000
bomb detonations, many of which were explicitly aimed at ethnic outgroups.
Between 2004 and 2008, almost 500 persons were kidnapped, and 149 dem-
onstrations took place ðthese datawere collected from theKirkuk police force
and the Provincial Joint Coordination CentreÞ. Not all of these violent acts
were ethnically motivated, but the people concerned often interpreted them as
interethnic hostility ðSofi 2009Þ. In Erbil, during the same period, approxi-
mately 350 people were killed, about half of them in various terrorist attacks
ðdata collected from the Erbil police force; see also Sofi 2009, chap. 4Þ. Bomb
explosions, missile attacks, and the like have been rare in Erbil compared to
Kirkuk, as have ethnic demonstrations.
There are important historic, economic, and demographic differences

between the two cities, which at least partly explain why developments
have been more problematic in Kirkuk than in Erbil. First, Erbil but not
Kirkuk was included in the protected zone that was established in Iraq
north of the 36th parallel in the aftermath of the first Gulf War in 1991
ðUN Security Council Resolution 688, April 5, 1991Þ. The purpose of the
zone was to protect Kurds and other ethnic minorities from further aggres-
sion. This gave the residents in the zone some autonomy from the Bagdad
government. A regional parliament and government were created in 1992.
The exclusion of Kirkuk from the zone was symptomatic. Its status has
been a matter of contention for many decades. For Kurds, Kirkuk is tra-
ditionally considered one of the most important regions in the Kurdish part
of Iraq. For many Arabs, on the other hand, and in particular for the
national government in Bagdad, Kirkuk is part of Iraq proper. Because of
this, Kirkuk is not officially part of Iraqi Kurdistan, which is today rec-
ognized by the 2005 Iraqi constitution ðsec. 5/113Þ as an autonomous federal
state within Iraq.
One of the main reasons Kirkuk is a matter of contention is that it has

large oil reserves. A major proportion of Iraqi oil is produced in Kirkuk.
Because of this Kirkuk is of higher economic-strategic interest to group
elites, which have used various measures to attempt to tilt the demographic
balance to their favor. As a result, Kirkuk ðunlike ErbilÞ experienced a rather
dramatic “Arabization” process during the Baath regime ð1968–2003Þ. The
purpose of the Arabization policy was to establish an Arab majority popu-
lation in the strategic, oil-rich areas around Kirkuk. The dominance of non-
Arab peoples in the Kirkuk region was seen as a source of political insta-
bility. Because of this, non-Arab peoples were forced to leave their homes,
and Arabs took their place. The Arabization policy was effective ðIraq Prin-
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cipal Bureau of Statistics 1957, 1977; Muhammad 2003, p. 27Þ and was es-
pecially intense in the 1980s when the Baath regime founded all-Arab set-
tlements around Kirkuk and other cities in the region. The purpose was to
ensure majority dominance and to create buffer zones in order to protect the
oil fields from riots and other disturbances. In total, from 1963 and through-
out the 1990s, more than 200,000 Kurds, Turkmen, and Assyrians were
forced to leave Kirkuk ðHuman RightsWatch 1993, 2004;Muhammad 2003,
pp. 38–48Þ. In the so-called Anfal campaign, in the late 1980s, tens of thou-
sands of people—mostly Kurds, Turkmen, and Assyrians/Chaldeans—were
killed ðMakiya 1993, chap. 5; cf. Gurr and Harff 1994, pp. 28–30Þ.
The Arabization process and the Anfal campaign in particular had im-

portant consequences. They changed the ethnic composition of Kirkuk by
encouraging all-Arab settlements ðAnderson and Stansfield 2009Þ. In ad-
dition, many people lost relatives and loved ones in the Anfal campaign and
are today living with the memory of their losses ðMcDowall 1997, pp. 383,
391Þ. Such memories probably obstruct interethnic tolerance and trust
ðRothstein 2000; Rydgren 2007Þ.
Because Erbil lacked major oil reserves, the Arabization policy there

was considerably less thorough, and the city and its satellite villages were
less severely hit by the Anfal campaign than Kirkuk. As a result, these
policies did not affect the demographic structure to the same extent nor
generate as traumatized a collective memory as they did in Kirkuk ðsee Sofi
2009, chap. 3Þ. Control of Kirkuk continues to be viewed as crucial, even
after the demise of the Baath regime, largely because of the strategic oil
fields in the Kirkuk area, and, since 2003, ethnic group elites have tried in
different ways to manipulate the demographic balance to their own group’s
favor.
Today, both Erbil and Kirkuk are ethnically heterogeneous cities. How-

ever, in Erbil, Kurds are the dominant majority, accounting for approxi-
mately 85% of the population, and there are several minor minorities
ðapproximately 5% Turkmen, 5% Assyrians, and 5% Arabs and other mi-
noritiesÞ. In Kirkuk there is no ethnic group that constitutes an absolute
majority: the Kurds are the largest group in Kirkuk, with approximately
40%–45% of the population; Arabs, approximately 30%–35%; Turkmen,
20%–25%; and Assyrians, 1%–2%.3
3These figures could be compared to those for Iraqi Kurdistan as a whole ðincluding
the Kirkuk regionÞ, where Kurds predominate with 75% of the population, followed by
Turkmen ð8%–10%Þ, Assyrians/Chaldeans ð3%–5%Þ, and Arabs ðapproximately 10%;
for assessments, see Iraq Principal Bureau of Statistics ½1947, 1957, 1965, 1970, 1977,
1987�, Middle East Watch ½1993�, and McDowall ½1997, p. 380�Þ. That the proportion of
Kurds in Kirkuk has increased since the 1977 census is mainly due to the return of
expelled Kurds to the city.
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There are thus several reasons why ethnic relations are more problem-
atic in Kirkuk than in Erbil. First, Kirkuk is of economic-strategic inter-
est to elites. Second, the Arabization policy still generates tension between
groups in Kirkuk: in fact, tension between ethnic groups, between Kurds
and Arabs in particular, was growing at the grassroots level after the fall of
the Baath regime in 2003. For example, since 2004, state authorities have
dealt with 36,000 civil cases related to multiple ownership of houses, of
which 34,000 are still unresolved ðSbeiy.com 2009Þ. Third, many Arabs—
as well as Turkmen—react against what they saw as the “Kurdification”
of Kirkuk after 2003 ðAnderson and Stansfield 2009, pp. 60–61Þ. Fourth,
there is no clear majority group in Kirkuk, which creates stronger incen-
tives for power struggles. Fifth, collective memories in Kirkuk are likely to
be more problematic and aversive to ethnic outgroups.
Hence, Kirkuk and Erbil constitute two very different cases. Although

both cities are witnessing violent conflict between ethnic groups, the situ-
ation is much graver in Kirkuk. Because of this, and for reasons discussed
below, we would expect that ethnic groups are less integrated at the in-
terpersonal level in Kirkuk than in Erbil and that the level of generalized
trust and tolerance is lower there. There are also some reasons to believe
that the mechanisms of interethnic friendship formation and trust and
tolerance formation will work in different ways in the two cities because
of differences in interethnic violence and intergroup polarization. Our se-
lection of cases permits us to put our key mechanisms to sharp tests. This
is especially important for the contact hypothesis. If we can show that
this hypothesis is supported by data even in such highly problematic con-
texts, imbued with factors working against the positive effect of intereth-
nic contacts and relations on trust and tolerance, this hypothesis would be
strengthened. For similar reasons, this is also the case for the mechanisms
of friendship formation.
CONTACT, TRUST, AND TOLERANCE

In the theoretical discussion below, we present a probabilistic chain of
mechanisms: peoplewho repeatedly interact within certain spaces are likely
to generate friendship ties with one another, and the likelihood that people
form ethnically heterogeneous friendship networks increases as a function
of how ethnically heterogeneous—and how structurally constraining—the
interaction spaces are. Interethnic friendship relations, in turn, are likely
to promote social trust and outgroup tolerance.
The contact hypothesis thus constitutes one of the key mechanisms. It

builds on the assumption that contacts between members of different ethnic
groups will reduce prejudice and xenophobia. The reason is that encoun-
ters increase firsthand information about ethnic outgroup members, which
1656
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increases the likelihood that ethnic stereotypes and prejudice will be falsi-
fied, and which may increase the awareness that ethnic outgroups are as
heterogeneous as the ethnic ingroup—that is, that they are not all the same
ðAllport 1954; see also Rydgren 2004; Côté and Erickson 2009Þ. Certain
conditions must be fulfilled before increased contact between individuals
from different ethnic groups leads to reduced prejudice and xenophobia.
Contact must be of such frequency, duration, and closeness that it has
the potential to lead to meaningful relationships between the individuals
concerned, and contacts should be symmetrical such that interacting par-
ties are of approximately equal status in the encounter situation ðAllport
1954; see Pettigrew ½1998� for additional conditions and Pettigrew and
Tropp ½2006� and references therein for support for the contact hypothe-
sisÞ. In this study we will make a distinction between friendship or ac-
quaintance relations that cross ethnic boundaries and casual contacts with
outgroups ðsee Forbes 1997, p. 20Þ, and consistent with the contact hy-
pothesis, we argue that only the former promotes increased outgroup tol-
erance.
Previous research provides good reasons to expect that contacts between

members of different ethnic groups will also increase social trust.4 Social
trust, which can be defined as “trust in unknown people, that is, people
about whom we do not have any information about their trustworthiness”
ðHerreros 2004, p. 13Þ, is strongly influenced by social category belonging
and social networks. People tend to view unknown others with whom they
share social category belonging as more trustworthy than unknown others
belonging to outgroups; that is, shared category belonging is a basis for so-
cial, depersonalized trust ðBrewer 1979; Macy and Skvoretz 1998; Kramer
1999; Yuki et al. 2005Þ. People are also more likely to trust unknown others
if they know or believe that they are indirectly linked in a social network
through mutual friendship or acquaintances ðColeman 1990; Yuki et al.
2005Þ.5 For that reason, we may assume that social trust is generally higher
within than between ethnic groups, in particular, in situations in which
there are few relations that cross ethnic boundaries, and we may assume
that interethnic social trust will increase as a function of how integrated
different ethnic groups are at the micro level.
We argue that ethnic heterogeneity promotes the formation of trust and

tolerance only insofar as it facilitates ethnic integration, that is, acquaintance
or friendship relations that cross ethnic boundaries. Otherwise ethnic het-
erogeneity may lead to lower social trust and less outgroup tolerance, as has
4Trust and tolerance should be understood as two distinct dispositions; it is possible to toler-
ate someonewithout trusting her and vice versa.
5The reason for this assumption is that such network ties reduce the information asymme-
try between ingroup and outgroup.
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been argued by proponents for the heterogeneity-conflict hypothesis.6 For
that reason we need to distinguish between ethnic heterogeneity within and
outside of structurally constraining interaction spaces. In localities in which
heterogeneity does not penetrate into interaction spaces, interethnic interac-
tions are unlikely to be anything but casual, and hence unlikely to promote
increased interethnic trust and outgroup tolerance, whereas acquaintance
or friendship relations are much more likely to develop in localities in which
heterogeneity penetrates into interaction spaces ðBlau 1977, pp. 83–84; see
also Blau and Schwartz 1984Þ.
INTERACTION SPACES, FOCI OF ACTIVITY, AND THE CREATION
OF SOCIAL TIES

The discussion above points to the importance of cross-cutting ties that bridge
ethnic group boundaries and the ways inwhich such ties are generated. Here,
interaction spaces or “foci of activity,” inwhich relationsmaypotentially form,
are of particular importance ðFeld 1981, 1982Þ. Feld ð1981, p. 1016Þ defines a
focus as “a social, psychological, legal, or physical entity around which joint
activities are organized ðe.g., workplaces, voluntary organizations, ‘hang-
outs,’ families, etc.Þ.” So conceived, foci are “social structures which system-
atically constrain choices to form and maintain relationships” ðFeld 1982,
p. 797Þ and from which it is usually difficult or costly to disassociate oneself.
Very few relationships develop from singular encounters but need the recur-
ring interactions provided by foci in order to take form ðFeld 1982, p. 797Þ.
The effects of foci on social relations vary according to the degree of struc-
tural constraints: the greater the constraints, the greater the likelihood that
two persons sharing the same foci will form a social relation. Earlier research
has shown that family and kin are the most important organizational foci
for creating interpersonal ties and that schools, workplaces, and voluntary
organizations provide the great majority of ties that are not kin ðMcPherson,
Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001, p. 431Þ.
Hence, we may assume that social relations, in our case friendship for-

mation across ethnic boundaries, are contingent on geographical proxim-
6Under this umbrella concept we include three different theories that lead to very similar
predictions.The realist groupconflict theory ðe.g., Pettigrew1957;Blalock1967;Olzak1992Þ
states that people tend to view ethnic outgroupsmore negatively because of competition over
scarce resources, implying that outgroup tolerance will be lower in ethnically heterogeneous
settings. Group threat theory argues that interethnic hostility arises from a perceived threat
toward the ingroup position and group identity posed by the increased presence of ethnic
outgroups in people’s immediate social surroundings ðe.g., Blumer 1958; Bobo and Tuan
2006Þ. More recently, Putnam ð2007Þ has presented the constrict theory—or the hunkering
down hypothesis—which states that ethnic diversitymakes peoplewithdraw from social life
and become more isolated, affecting community cohesion and social trust in negative ways
ðsee also Laurence 2011; for negative findings and criticism, see, e.g., Portes and Vickstrom
½2011�Þ.
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ity, a shared social context, and social proximity. Even though friendship
formation is in part driven by preference ðdemandÞ, the supply of candi-
dates exerts an independent influence on friendship formation; individuals
cannot go beyond their opportunity structure ðBlau 1977Þ. There is exten-
sive evidence that context matters for tie formation such as the classical
propinquity effect shown by Festinger, Schachter, and Back ð1950Þ but
that this interacts with homophily preferences in creating homogeneous
networks ðHuckfeldt 1983; Marsden 1990; Mollenhorst, Völker, and Flap
2008Þ. Hence, the homophily principle suggests that relations among in-
dividuals are selected on the basis of social likeness even within interac-
tion spaces, which has been supported by ample evidence ðLazarsfeld and
Merton 1954; Verbrugge 1977; McPherson and Smith-Lovin 1987; DiPrete
et al. 2011Þ. There is thus no guarantee that shared social context and
geographical proximity will be a sufficient catalyst for interethnic friend-
ship formation.7

Yet, as argued above, a heterogeneous interaction space might be a pre-
condition for the formation of heterogeneous ties ðBlau 1977; Feld 1981Þ.8
The opportunity structure can act as a force partially exogenous to prefer-
ence: acquaintanceships and friendships may arise by happenstance on the
basis of the pool of available alters that are “forced” into repetitive interac-
tions within structurally constraining interaction spaces. However, it should
be emphasized that the extent to which multiethnic interaction spaces really
provide a basis for interethnic friendship formation in a context of high
violence is an empirical question, where the demand mechanism of homo-
phily and supply mechanism of available alters partly work in opposite
directions. Whether the former or the latter will exert the stronger effects is
likely to depend on context, as will be further discussed below.
POLARIZATION

There are theoretical reasons to believe that ethnic groups become increas-
ingly decoupled from one another during violent conflicts, which could po-
tentially be a major reason why ethnic conflict tends to reinforce itself in
7Context may cause both homogeneity and heterogeneity in social networks, depending
on the relative level of heterogeneity, but virtually all networks are less heterogeneous
than the population as a whole ðMarsden 1990Þ.
8Some research in schools, e.g., suggests that heterogeneous relations are contingent on the
heterogeneity in the interaction space, although the pattern involves complexities ðMoody
2001; Fischer 2008Þ. Moreover, Wimmer and Lewis ð2010Þ argue that nearness in coresi-
dence and course taking ismore important than true homophily in creating racially homoge-
neous networks. Marsden ð1990Þ reports that racial and religious heterogeneity is larger
in nonkin than in kin relations, that social groups are less heterogeneous than workplace
and neighborhood relations, and, finally, that heterogeneity is larger among nonkinworkers
than among nonkin neighbors.
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vicious circles. As noted already by Coleman ð1956, p. 12Þ, as “controversy
develops, associations flourish within each group, but wither between per-
sons on opposing sides. People break off long-standing relationships, stop
speaking to former friends who have been drawn to the opposition, but pro-
liferate their associations with fellow-partisans.” Put in other terms, “homo-
phily becomes more important to tie activation during times of crisis or
trouble” ðMcPherson et al. 2001, p. 436Þ.
There are several reasons for this, such as pressure from an ingroup

on its members to show group loyalty and the risk of being the victim of col-
lective liability by the actions of outgroup members. Hence, in polarized sit-
uations, cross-cutting ties may be difficult to sustain because there are few
people capable of bridging the gap separating the groups. Ethnicity is likely
to have increasingly acute implications for people’s welfare, even at an early
stage of violent conflict, which means that it will become more salient vis-à-
vis other social categorizations. As a result, social relations are likely to be-
come increasingly ethnified, which is likely to further escalate the conflict.
For the purposes of this article, this indicates that homophily tendencies are

likely to be stronger in polarized situations; that is, preferences for sameness
are likely to be more prevalent and salient, which may counteract the effects
of heterogeneous interaction spaces on friendship formation. Within hetero-
geneous interaction spaces, among the pool of available alters, people will
have a stronger tendency to select those who belong to the same group as
theirs. This demand-centered proposition, however, may be countered by an
opposing structural effect: in a violent, strongly polarized situation, inter-
ethnic friendship relations are highly unlikely to be established outside of the
more or less narrowly drawn boundaries of ethnically heterogeneous inter-
action spaces. In other words, there are reasons to believe that in a highly
polarized situation, interethnic friendship relations can be established and
maintained only within structurally constraining, ethnically heterogeneous
interaction spaces. This would rather lead us to expect that the more violent
the conflict between ethnic groups, the more important in a relative sense
ethnically heterogeneous interaction spaces are for the formation of intereth-
nic friendship relations. It is an open question whether the preference-based
or the structural mechanism will have the upper hand, but consistent with
the theoretical model outlined above, we will argue in favor of the structural
mechanism and hypothesize that the level of polarization will strengthen the
associations between ethnically heterogeneous interaction spaces and inter-
ethnic friendship relations and indirectly strengthen the ways in which inter-
ethnic trust and toleranceare generated.Moreover,wemayassume that trust
andtoleranceunderviolentandpolarizedcircumstancesbecomemoreclosely
connected to relations that do exist, why we may expect to find a stronger
association between interethnic ties and trust and tolerance in Kirkuk com-
pared to Erbil.
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HYPOTHESES

On the basis of the theoretical perspective outlined above, we can for-
mulate five hypotheses pertaining to the principal aims of this article, that
is, to study interethnic friendship relations, social trust, and outgroup tol-
erance in violent multiethnic settings.
HYPOTHESIS 1.—Exposure to ethnically heterogeneous interaction spaces,

or foci of activity, increases the likelihood that friendship ties crossing ethnic
boundaries will be observed.
HYPOTHESIS 2.—Having ethnically mixed social networks is associated
with more general social trust and interethnic social trust ðcontact hy-
pothesis 1Þ.
HYPOTHESIS 3.—Having ethnically mixed social networks is associated
with more tolerance of other groups ðcontact hypothesis 2Þ.
HYPOTHESIS 4.—The association between heterogeneous interaction spaces
and the likelihood of interethnic friendship will be stronger in Kirkuk than in
Erbil because of differences in interethnic violence and intergroup polariza-
tion.
HYPOTHESIS 5.—Because of differences in interethnic violence and in-
tergroup polarization, we also expect the association between interethnic
friendship ties and trust and tolerance to be stronger in Kirkuk than in Erbil.
DATA

We use data collected by the second author in Erbil and Kirkuk in 2006 as a
part of five months of fieldwork in the region.9 The data we use consist of a
questionnaire that included 53 questions and took approximately 20 minutes
to fill out. Questionnaires were made available in both Arabic and Kurdish,
and respondents filled out the questionnaires while the second author was
waiting, so that he could collect themupon leaving.10 Participantswere briefly
introduced to the research questions underlying the questionnaires ði.e., that
we were interested in studying interethnic relations in the cityÞ but were not
offered any compensation for participating.
9The second author was born in Northern Iraq ðfrom where he emigrated in the early
1990s at the age of 25Þ. His involvement was a prerequisite for the empirical part of this
study. Without his deep knowledge of the community and without his language skills
ðhe is fluent in both Arabic and Kurdish and has a working knowledge of other local
languages and dialectsÞ, data collection would have been much more difficult.
10The second author is Kurdish, which could potentially cause interviewer bias. However,
this risk is less pronounced when questionnaires are used compared to personal interviews,
and the second author—whowas aware of this potential problem—did not notice anything
during the data collecting process that indicated that non-Kurdish respondents reacted in a
negative way toward him.Moreover, the refusal rate was not dramatically higher for Arabs
or the two other non-Kurdish groups.
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It was impossible to identify and use a strictly randomized sample as reli-
able population registers do not exist. For that reason, we chose to distribute
the questionnaires at people’s homes, at various public places ðincluding street
corners, marketplaces, and coffeehousesÞ, and in workplaces and organiza-
tions using, to the largest extent possible, a combination of strategic and sys-
tematic sampling. The total sample consists of 2,264 completed question-
naires.11 Of the total sample, 1,476 cases were collected in Erbil and 788 in
Kirkuk.
The selection of distribution venues for the questionnaires was based

on knowledge acquired during the fieldwork, and the aim was to achieve
as high an overall representativeness as possible with regard to ethnicity
and socioeconomic status. More specifically, in Erbil we divided the city
into five districts: north ðShorsh, Sefin, and KaniÞ, south ðAzadi, Zanyari,
Rasti, and RizgaryÞ, east ðSetaqan, Mamostayan, Runaki, and BadaweÞ,
west ðNewroz, Tureq, and NishtimanÞ, and the central part ðTairawe and
BazarÞ. None of these districts are strongly ethnically skewed, in compari-
son to the composition of ethnic groups in the city at large—which is true for
almost all districts in Erbil—but they were selected to cover both richer and
poorer neighborhoods as well as central and suburban districts. In addition,
we included Ankawe, which is dominated by Assyrians/Chaldeans ðofficially
Ankawe is a separate municipality, but it has become integrated as a city dis-
trict of ErbilÞ. In these districts the questionnaires were distributed by knock-
ing on people’s doors. Most people live in privately owned townhouses or
small houses, and apartment blocks are uncommon. The selection of streets
or blocks, and within them the selection of houses, was systematic, for ex-
ample, every third or every fourth street/block/house depending on the size
of the neighborhood. Systematic sampling is a goodway to proxy randomness
in settings without a sampling frame, the only caveat being whether the
decision rule correlates with some underlying characteristic of the popula-
tion ðwhich we have no reason to suspect in this caseÞ. We also distributed
questionnaires in coffeehouses and teahouses and on popular streets and in
marketplaces such as Bata and Shekhela, where many people circulate ðin-
dependent of where they live in the cityÞ. In those venues, the selection rule
was to include all individuals who were encountered.
In Kirkuk, city districts dominated by one particular group are more com-

mon: the northern parts of the city tend to be dominated by Kurds and the
southern parts by Arabs, whereas the central parts are more mixed ðbut oc-
casionally with neighborhoods dominated by Turkmen, Kurds, or Assyrians/
11Since we do not have a sampling frame, we cannot estimate any response rates. Nonre-
sponse consists of not-at-home nonresponses and refusals.We have only an indication of the
size of the latter factor. We distributed 2,400 questionnaires, and 2,264 of them were re-
turned.
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ChaldeansÞ. To cover these differences, we distributed questionnaires in all
of these areas: north ðRehimawe, Azadi, andHemamEli BegÞ, south ðHey al-
wasity, Hey al-qadisiye, Al-urubeh, and Dour al-AmnÞ, and central ðShorije,
Imam Qasm, Begler, Almas, Arafa, Domiz, and Al-TiseinÞ. By doing this,
we also covered both richer and poorer neighborhoods as well as central
and suburban areas. As in Erbil, questionnaires were distributed by knock-
ing on people’s doors ðalso in Kirkuk most people live in privately owned
townhouses or small housesÞ, at coffeehouses and teahouses, and on popular
streets and at marketplaces ðsuch as Hesireke and JimhuriÞ. In addition, in
both cities a number of questionnaires were distributed at workplaces and
in organizations. In Kirkuk, these were selected to cover different degrees
of ethnic homogeneity ðsee Rydgren and Sofi ½2011� for these listsÞ, and in
Erbil—where statistics on ethnic composition of workplaces and organiza-
tions are missing—they were selected arbitrarily.
Although not optimal from amethodological standpoint, we see no reasons

to expect that the sample will be seriously biased, except for gender and a
slight underrepresentation of Arabs ðin KirkukÞ and a corresponding over-
representation of Assyrians/Chaldeans. Of those who filled in the question-
naire, 76%were men and 24%were women. The reason for the gender bias
is that males in the household tended to fill in the questionnaire and that
women are underrepresented in workplaces and in organizations. The com-
position of ethnic groups in the sample was 59%Kurds, 17%Turkmen, 15%
Assyrians/Chaldeans, and 8% Arabs. More specifically, in Kirkuk the
proportion of Arabs in the sample was 22% compared to the estimated
30%–35% in the population, whereas the proportion of Arabs in Erbil is
relatively small both in our sample and in the general population. One
reason for the slight underrepresentation of Arabs in Kirkuk was the higher
refusal rate in areas dominated by Arabs.12 To somewhat get at this prob-
lem we controlled for relevant socioeconomic and sociodemographic back-
ground factors ðage, gender, education, social class, and ethnicityÞ in all
models.
Table 1 contains a description of the items in our data, the definitions

of variables, and, when applicable, the wordings of the survey questions
they are based on. Education and social class are coded from open-ended
questions. The educational levels approximate what is standard in inter-
national comparisons, except that the highest level of postsecondary edu-
cation groups together various forms of postsecondary education without
separating out university education ðtertiaryÞ, because of the low propor-
tion of individuals with a university degree. The way social class is coded
approximates the Erikson-Goldthorpe-Portocarero social class scheme ðsee
12However, it should be noted that the refusal rate tended to be slightly lower than average
for all groups in these areas.
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TABLE 1
Variable Definitions

Variable Definition

Background:
City Kirkuk 5 1 and Erbil 5 0
Ethnic group Kurds ðreferenceÞ, Arabs, Assyrians/Chaldeans, Turkmen
Age In years 1 squared term
Gender Female 5 1, male 5 0 ðreferenceÞ
Education No education, elementary education ðreferenceÞ, secondary

education, postsecondary education, and education is missing
Social class Higher-grade professionals, administrators, and officials;

lower-grade professionals, administrators, and officials;
self-employed, qualified workers ðreferenceÞ, unqualified
workers, students, pensioners, unemployed, and social
class is missing

Organization
member

Are youmember of a civil organization? yes5 1, no5 0 ðreferenceÞ

Party member Are you member of a political party? yes5 1, no5 0 ðreferenceÞ
Social contact patterns:
Interethnic friendship Do you have friends belonging to other ethnic groups? yes 5 1,

no 5 0 ðreferenceÞ
Heterogeneous
neighborhood

Do you have neighbors belonging to other ethnic groups?
yes 5 1, no 5 0 ðreferenceÞ

Heterogeneous work-
place

In your workplace, do you have colleagues who belong to
other ethnic groups? yes 5 1, no 5 0 ðreferenceÞ

Social trust and tolerance:
Social trust Generally speaking, do you trust people in your city; would you be

willing to cooperate with them? yes 5 2, neither trust nor
distrust 5 1, no 5 0

Interethnic trust Generally speaking, do you trust people belonging to other ethnic
groups; would you be willing to cooperate with them? yes 5 2,
neither trust nor distrust 5 1, no 5 0

Intermarriage Would you consider marrying someone belonging to another
ethnic group? no 5 0, don’t know 5 1,a yes 5 2

a The “don’t know” item was located between yes” and “no”; for more, see n. 15 in text.
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Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992Þ. The other background variables are self-
explanatory ðage, genderÞ. The ethnic categories were chosen to represent
the population in Erbil and Kirkuk, as discussed above. We have included
individuals with missing information on education and social class in dedi-
cated categories, as we believe that these cases do contribute important in-
formation. This procedure does not influence the results in any substantial
way. We also asked whether the respondent is a member of an organization
or a political party, which we include as a further control in some models.
The workhorse in our theoretical analysis outlined above is what we

call interaction spaces and the extent to which they are ethnically heteroge-
neous. We gauge this with straightforward questions about the existence of
other ethnic groups within respondents’ neighborhoods and workplaces and
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whether the respondent herself has interethnic friendship ties. In a supple-
mentary analysis, we analyze intensity of interethnic interactions within
neighborhoods and workplaces, which is measured as indices based on five
and two items, respectively, such as “Do you often interact with your inter-
ethnic neighbors” ðsee table A1, app. AÞ. Workplaces and neighborhoods
constitute a type of interaction space that is comparatively structural, that is,
to a small degree chosen by the individuals in our sample. Because much of
the literature in this field revolves around organizations, we also look spe-
cifically at those who are members of an organization or a political party
and whether this was an ethnically homogeneous or heterogeneous orga-
nization ðsee table A1 for item wordingsÞ. For obvious reasons, these in-
teraction spaces are less structural than neighborhoods and workplaces.
We will focus our analysis on workplaces and neighborhoods, and then in
a supplementary section we will analyze organizations and political parties
as potentially heterogeneous interaction spaces to verify or qualify our re-
sults.13

The outcomes of interest are, first, the degree of general social trust the
respondent expresses toward other people in his or her city. This item ap-
proximates the General Social Survey item on social trust, which is standard
in the literature on social trust.14 This is followed by a question on interethnic
trust, that is, trusting individuals of an ethnicity different from theirs, and
then we ask whether the respondent would, hypothetically, consider marry-
ing someone of another ethnicity, which is a sharp test of outgroup toler-
ance and of whether individuals would be willing to translate their attitudes
into actual behavior.15 Each of these four chief outcome variables is measured
in three steps, with “yes” and “no” as extreme points and then an intermediate
13The population at risk differs across these interaction spaces. Neighborhood is valid
for all whereas organizations and political parties apply only for those who are them-
selves members. In the case of workplaces, the issue of the population at risk is more
ambiguous. Not everyone states an occupation and some are pensioners and students,
yet many of them claim to have a heterogeneous workplace. In our main analysis, we
have included the whole sample, but as a sensitivity analysis we excluded all without a
strong attachment to the labor market. The reason is that we might otherwise pick up
the effect of having a job rather than of having a job in a heterogeneous workplace. The
results from the different sample selections produce essentially the same results, and the
results that involve workplaces are not contingent on any spurious relation.
14The initial phrasing is very similar, but instead of emphasizing “that you can’t be too
careful in dealing with people,” our question emphasizes whether one would be willing
to cooperate with people. Given the context, this should increase validity since this ties a
concrete action ðalbeit hypotheticalÞ to the attitude.
15The “don’t know” item was located between “yes” and “no,” and we view this as an
intermediate position of uncertainty ðthe survey does not generally contain “don’t know”

answersÞ. Omitting the category ð394 casesÞ gives substantially similar results, and our
conclusion is not dependent on this assumption.
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alternative ðwhich varies across itemsÞ. We also ask the individuals how
they rate the quality of interethnic relations within each of the four interaction
spaces ðsee tables 1 and A1Þ.
There are also good reasons to assume that the difference between the

cities regarding the level of corruption is potentially important. As argued
by Rothstein ð2005Þ, the workings of political and legal institutions are cru-
cial for social trust. If such institutions are generally seen as fair and just,
the level of social trust is higher. In order not to confound our results with
otherwise unobserved effects of experiences of corruption and of crime and
violence, which are widespread and differ substantially between the cities,
and probably also between ethnic groups, we include controls for trust in the
legal system and satisfaction with the police ðsee table A1 for item wordingsÞ.
METHODS

Ourresearchinterestisdescriptive,andwestartbypresentingcross-tabulations
describing the basic associations between our binary and ordinal outcome
variables. To qualify our results, we then estimate binary and ordered logit
regressions and report average marginal effects, that is, the change in proba-
bility associated with a one-unit difference in an independent variable.16 For
reference purposes, we present data with indications of statistical signifi-
cance using heteroscedasticity-robust t-values and statistical tests as if we
had a random sample. This is not the case; although we do not believe that
sampling biases are large, thesemeasures should be taken as indicative rather
than definitive.
16A part of our research interest revolves around comparing estimates across Erbil and
Kirkuk as two cases. Binary and ordinal logit models are estimated under an assumption
of constrained error variance, and the coefficients are generally not comparable across
groups and specifications ðsee Mood ½2010� for a discussion and referencesÞ. There is no
general remedy for this problem, but as predicted probabilities are not subject to this bias
ðLong 2009Þ, we present average marginal effects on predicted probabilities for the most
positive outcome, i.e., o½yPðy5maxjX 5 x iÞ=yx�=n, a parameter that is comparable
across groups ðMood 2010Þ. Moreover, we have examined the assumption of parallel slopes
in the standard ordered logit model using generalized ordered logit models ðWilliams 2006Þ,
which estimates additional parameters for coefficients that differ across levels of the out-
come, e.g., whether b for 0 vs. 1 differs from b for 1 vs. 2. While there are some examples
of coefficients that differ across levels, these do not change our conclusions in any sub-
stantive way. Deviations are moderate in all other cases, and we present ordinary ordered
logit estimates for ease of presentation.We have also compared our results to those of linear
regression models ðwhich produce estimates that are comparable across groups or modelsÞ.
In the case of a binary outcome, this model is often called the linear probability model and
produces unbiased estimates. In the case of ordinal outcomes, one must invoke an as-
sumption of equidistance for the levels of the outcome in order for them to produce un-
biased estimates. These linear models produce the same substantive results as the binary/
ordinal logit models presented in the article.
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A short note on causality is warranted before we present the results.
As we rely on cross-sectional data, we will not be able to assess causality,
and the results below should be understood as statistical associations.17

However, we argue that selection effects—whereby people with higher trust
and more positive attitudes toward ethnic outgroups are more likely to select
into ethnically heterogeneous interaction spaces—are less likely for work-
places ðsee Mutz and Mondak 2006, p. 141Þ. In Erbil and Kirkuk, most
people are not in a position to choose their workplace on the basis of pref-
erences for ethnic homogeneity or heterogeneity; they generally must take
whatever jobs they are offered and for which they have training. For many
people, the same applies for neighborhoods: to move around the city is costly
and something most people cannot afford. However, for people moving into
the cities—in particular for expelledKurds ðbut also Turkmen andAssyrians/
ChaldeansÞ returning to Kirkuk—ethnic group affiliation is a potential se-
lection criterion for where to live.Moreover, we cannot exclude the possibility
that people who are more trustful and tolerant are more likely than others
to befriend ethnic outgroups given the pool of available alters provided by
the interaction spaces.
RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Analysis

Table A2 in appendix A provides descriptive statistics of background
characteristics for individuals in Erbil and Kirkuk separately. It is clear
that sample characteristics differ a great deal between the cities, and we
believe that most of these differences are due to the contrasting social cir-
cumstances.Mostprominently,ethniccompositiondifferssubstantially,with
few Arabs in Erbil. It is reassuring that both the gender and age distri-
butions are similar across cities in our sample. We also see that Erbil ap-
pears to be better off in socioeconomic terms: the proportion of individ-
uals with the highest level of education is higher in Erbil, and this holds
true for individuals in nonmanual classes and for students as well.
Table 2 shows two rows of cross-tables of having interethnic friends by

heterogeneous neighborhood and workplace, respectively, separately for
Erbil and Kirkuk. First, while Kirkuk is the more polarized of the two
cities, it is also the less segregated. Second, the proportion of respondents
who state that they have interethnic friends is, overall, relatively similar in
17For several reasons, a strict panel design, which would have allowed us to address
causality more accurately, was not possible to use in the two cities that we study here.
Most important, the lack of reliable population registers would have made it extremely
difficult to keep track of people.

1667

This content downloaded from 130.237.092.165 on October 13, 2016 03:51:21 AM
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).



TABLE 2
Bivariate Analyses of Interaction Spaces and Interethnic Friendship

ERBIL KIRKUK

INTERETHNIC FRIENDSHIP No Yes No Yes

Heterogeneous neighborhood:
No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 238

ð36.8Þ
60
ð7.2Þ

104
ð49.8Þ

31
ð5.4Þ

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 409
ð63.2Þ

769
ð92.8Þ

105
ð50.2Þ

548
ð94.6Þ

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . 647
ð100Þ

829
ð100Þ

209
ð100Þ

579
ð100Þ

Pðx2Þ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 .00
Cramér’s V . . . . . . . . . . .37 .52

Heterogeneous workplace:
No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 156

ð41.4Þ
142
ð12.9Þ

90
ð54.9Þ

45
ð7.2Þ

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 221
ð58.6Þ

957
ð87.1Þ

74
ð45.1Þ

579
ð92.8Þ

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . 377
ð100Þ

1,099
ð100Þ

164
ð100Þ

624
ð100Þ

Pðx2Þ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 .00
Cramér’s V . . . . . . . . . . .31 .51

NOTE.—The entries are numbers of observations, and the numbers in parentheses are
percentages.
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Erbil and Kirkuk ðcf. table A2Þ, whereas this differs across homogeneous
and heterogeneous interaction spaces. Those spending time in ethnically
heterogeneous interaction spaces are more likely to have interethnic friend-
ship networks, which provides support for hypothesis 1. This is the case for
both neighborhoods and workplaces and for both Erbil and Kirkuk. In fact,
in heterogeneous interaction spaces the proportion of respondents with in-
terethnic friends is close to or above 90% in both cities. Yet, there are some
important differences between the two cities, indicating support for hypoth-
esis 4: for those residing in an ethnically homogeneous neighborhood inErbil,
the likelihood of having an ethnically mixed friendship network is still con-
siderably larger than that of having a homogeneous one. This is much less the
case in Kirkuk. And whereas those in Erbil working in a homogeneous
workplace are still slightly more likely to have a heterogeneous friendship
network, in Kirkuk they are more likely to have a homogeneous one. Hence,
presumably because of the overall polarization in Kirkuk, fewer interethnic
friendship relations exist outside of structurally constraining heterogeneous
interaction spaces, which indicates that interethnic friendships are more
closely related to heterogeneous interaction spaces in Kirkuk than in Erbil
ðfor reference, we show Cramér’s V measure of association, which is larger
in KirkukÞ.
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Table 3 further analyzes trust and tolerance by interethnic friends and
provides support for hypotheses 2 and 3. Having interethnic friendship re-
lations is related to higher social and interethnic trust andmore tolerance, and,
not least important, the likelihood of distrust and intolerance is considerably
higher for those who do not have friendship ties spanning ethnic boundaries
ðcf. table A2Þ. This is true for both Erbil and Kirkuk: among those with
interethnic friends, the levels of trust and tolerance are very similar across the
two cities. However, here, too, we find important differences between the
cities: whereas social and interethnic distrust is relatively low inErbil even for
TABLE 3
Bivariate Analyses of Interethnic Friendship and Dimensions of Trust

ERBIL KIRKUK

No Yes No Yes

Social trust:
No . . . . . . . . . . . . 24

ð8.2Þ
37
ð3.2Þ

53
ð39.6Þ

19
ð2.9Þ

To some extent . . . 157
ð53.6Þ

499
ð43.1Þ

69
ð51.5Þ

348
ð53.9Þ

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . 112
ð38.2Þ

623
ð53.8Þ

12
ð9Þ

279
ð43.2Þ

Total . . . . . . . . . 293
ð100Þ

1,159
ð100Þ

134
ð100Þ

646
ð100Þ

Pðx2Þ . . . . . . . . . . . .00 .00
Cramér’s V. . . . . . . .15 .50

Interethnic trust:
No . . . . . . . . . . . . 64

ð22.5Þ
66
ð5.8Þ

67
ð55.8Þ

32
ð5Þ

To some extent . . . 178
ð62.5Þ

652
ð57Þ

47
ð39.2Þ

398
ð62.8Þ

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . 43
ð15.1Þ

425
ð37.2Þ

6
ð5Þ

204
ð32.2Þ

Total . . . . . . . . . 285
ð100Þ

1,143
ð100Þ

120
ð100Þ

634
ð100Þ

Pðx2Þ . . . . . . . . . . . .00 .00
Cramér’s V. . . . . . . .27 .56

Tolerance:
No . . . . . . . . . . . . 155

ð57Þ
389
ð34.4Þ

84
ð68.3Þ

215
ð35.2Þ

Don’t know . . . . . . 61
ð22.4Þ

175
ð15.5Þ

35
ð28.5Þ

123
ð20.1Þ

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . 56
ð20.6Þ

568
ð50.2Þ

4
ð3.3Þ

273
ð44.7Þ

Total . . . . . . . . . 272
ð100Þ

1,132
ð100Þ

123
ð100Þ

611
ð100Þ

Pðx2Þ . . . . . . . . . . . .00 .00
Cramér’s V . . . . . . .24 .32

NOTE.—The entries are numbers of observations, and the numbers in parentheses are
percentages.
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those lacking interethnic friendship relations, distrust is very high in Kirkuk
among these respondents. We find the same difference related to tolerance,
although the contrast between the cities is smaller. Again, this indicates that
the explanatory mechanisms outlined above have larger associations in the
more violent and polarized Kirkuk, thus indicating support for hypothesis 5.
Multivariate Analysis

Below we will elaborate on these findings using multivariate analyses, which
will allow us to take additional dimensions into account and to control for
important factors that might otherwise bias our results. The main findings
reported in the bivariate analyses above are confirmed in the multivariate
analyses, which is reassuring.
To give an initial picture of the opportunity structure of interaction, we

analyze the prevalence of living in heterogeneous interaction spaces on
city and on ethnic group, with and without controls, in table 4. The coeffi-
cients shown are the average marginal effects. Living in a heterogeneous
neighborhood is more likely in Kirkuk than in Erbil, and this also holds for
workplaces even though the associations are weaker. Arabs are much less
likely to live in heterogeneous neighborhoods than Kurds, but there is no
difference when it comes to heterogeneous workplaces. The Turkmen and
the Assyrians/Chaldeans are in turn more likely than Kurds to live and work
in heterogeneous environments.
Table 5 shows the associations of the neighborhoods and workplaces

with interethnic friendship in Erbil and Kirkuk. Heterogeneous neigh-
borhoods and workplaces are associated with interethnic friendship, con-
sistent with hypothesis 1. These associations exist in both Erbil and Kirkuk
but tend to be stronger in Kirkuk ðsee models 1 and 2Þ as predicted in hy-
pothesis 4, largely because the prevalence of interethnic friendships in ho-
mogeneous interaction spaces differs between the two cities. Controlling for
individual characteristics has some but not overly strong influence on the
estimated associations ðmodels 3 and 4Þ. When we include neighborhoods
and workplaces in the same model simultaneously, we can see that the asso-
ciations drop but that the association sizes are still substantial ðmodel 5Þ and
that the differences between Erbil and Kirkuk decrease. Heterogeneous
neighborhoods and workplaces are thus partially independently associ-
ated with interethnic friendship, which is evidence in favor of hypothesis 1.
The forces of homophily are not strong enough to counter the opportunity
structure of multiethnic environments. It should also be noted that Turk-
men and Assyrians/Chaldeans are more likely to have interethnic friend-
ship networks than either Kurds or Arabs. This is to be expected since, all
things being equal, members of smaller groups are always more likely to
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Interethnic Friendship, Trust, and Tolerance
have contacts with members of larger groups than vice versa ðe.g., Blau
1977Þ.18
In table 6, we analyze our indicators of trust and tolerance and hypothe-

ses 2, 3, and 5. For each outcome, the table displays four models; the first
shows only interaction spaces without individual controls, the second in-
troduces individual controls, and the third introduces interethnic friendship,
our focal variable. In the fourth and final model, legal trust and satisfaction
with the police are introduced as potentially confounding variables. Models 1
and 2 show that heterogeneous neighborhoods are associated with higher
levels of general social trust and interethnic trust in Kirkuk but not in Erbil
but are associated with our indicator of tolerance—whether one would con-
sider marriage to an individual of different ethnicity—in both cities. Het-
erogeneous workplaces have a more robust association with general social
trust, interethnic trust, and tolerance in both cities. Introducing individual-
level controls tends to weaken these associations but in some cases tomagnify
the difference across cities. Inmodel 3, we introduce our focal variable, which
according to our theory should provide the link between heterogeneous in-
teraction spaces and trust and tolerance. The direct associations between
heterogeneous interaction spaces and trust and tolerance tend to diminish or
in some cases even disappear. Interethnic friendship provides a compara-
tively strong association with all aspects of trust and tolerance. Hence, our
hypotheses 2 and 3 receive support. It is interesting to note that the asso-
ciations are virtually unchanged when legal trust and satisfaction with the
police are included in model 4. This is reassuring since interethnic trust and
tolerance could be confounded by the overall security situation, especially in
violent contexts, andwhere violent acts are often understood in ethnic terms.19

For heterogeneous workplaces, the association with trust and tolerance
tends to be explained by interethnic friendship, except for interethnic trust,
where workplaces provide an independent association, and for social trust,
where we find an association only in Kirkuk. Heterogeneous neighbor-
hoods tend to have a separate association with trust and tolerance in
Kirkuk but not in Erbil. This suggests that it is necessary to take the inter-
mediate variable of interethnic friendship into account when studying the
role of heterogeneous interaction spaces for trust and tolerance. The theo-
retical model outlined above is thus supported; that is, the main association
18To this we may add contextually grounded reasons: Turkmen and Assyrians/Chaldeans
are minority groups not only in the two cities but also nationally in Iraq, and they have
strong interests in maintaining friendly interethnic relations with other groups. For Arabs it
may be different since they belong to the majority group nationally.
19We have further estimated the models in tables 4 and 5 separately for Erbil and Kirkuk
ðnot shownÞ. These regressions corroborate our findings. So the results are not driven by
either Erbil or Kirkuk as a unique case, but the main results apply to both cities.
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TABLE 4
Logit Regression Estimates of Involvement in Heterogeneous Interaction

Spaces on City, Ethnic Group, and Control Variables

HETEROGENEOUS

NEIGHBORHOOD

HETEROGENEOUS

WORKPLACE

ð1Þ ð2Þ ð1Þ ð2Þ
Female gender . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .042

ð1.689Þ
.006
ð.260Þ

Age . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .004
ð.723Þ

.000
ð.099Þ

Age squared . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .000
ð2.115Þ

.000
ð.349Þ

Education
ðref. 5 elementaryÞ:
No education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .201*

ð2.291Þ
.098

ð1.429Þ
Secondary education . . . . . . . . . .049

ð1.556Þ
.046

ð1.706Þ
Postsecondary education . . . . . . .095**

ð2.782Þ
.175***

ð5.662Þ
Education is missing . . . . . . . . . .063

ð1.867Þ
.092**

ð3.043Þ
Social class ðref. 5 qualified workerÞ:

Higher-grade professionals,
administrators, and officials . . . 2.09 2.209***

ð21.690Þ ð23.902Þ
Lower-grade professionals,
administrators, and officials . . . 2.026 2.118**

ð2.648Þ ð22.878Þ
Self-employed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.019

ð2.488Þ
2.236***

ð26.057Þ
Unqualified workers . . . . . . . . . .071

ð1.467Þ
2.127**

ð22.754Þ
Students . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .037

ð.879Þ
2.095*

ð22.285Þ
Pensioners . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .053

ð.654Þ
2.341***

ð25.149Þ
Unemployed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.02

ð2.310Þ
2.447***

ð28.160Þ
Social class is missing . . . . . . . . 2.022

ð2.475Þ
2.162***

ð23.456Þ
Organization member . . . . . . . . . . .061**

ð2.946Þ
.024

ð1.314Þ
Party member . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .048*

ð2.183Þ
.039*

ð1.978Þ
Ethnicity ðref. 5 KurdÞ:

Arab . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.225***
ð26.016Þ

2.187***
ð24.921Þ

2.056
ð21.630Þ

.009
ð.249Þ

Turkman . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .431***
ð11.128Þ

.464***
ð10.584Þ

.150***
ð5.262Þ

.180***
ð5.958Þ

Assyrian/Chaldean . . . . . . . . . . .219***
ð8.072Þ

.226***
ð7.747Þ

.127***
ð4.503Þ

.114***
ð3.946Þ
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TABLE 4 (Continued )

HETEROGENEOUS

NEIGHBORHOOD

HETEROGENEOUS

WORKPLACE

ð1Þ ð2Þ ð1Þ ð2Þ
Kirkuk ðcityÞ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .241***

ð9.955Þ
.225***

ð8.878Þ
.066**

ð3.056Þ
.093***

ð4.084Þ
N. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,258 2,133 2,258 2,133
Pseudo R2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .124 .149 .025 .127

NOTE.—Coefficients refer to average marginal effects of p ðy5maxÞ ðsee textÞ; t-values ðin
parenthesesÞ are provided for reference purposes ðnot entirely random sampleÞ.
* P < .05.
** P < .01.
*** P < .001.

Interethnic Friendship, Trust, and Tolerance
of interaction spaces with trust and tolerance is mediated by interethnic
friendships. Yet, as is evident from table 6, there is also some direct associa-
tion between interaction spaces and attitudes, even when controlling for
friendship.
Moreover, the results indicate substantial differences between the two

cities for the association between interethnic friendship and trust and toler-
ance. The interaction effect is strongly positive for social and interethnic trust,
meaning that associations are stronger in Kirkuk than in Erbil, indicating
support for hypothesis 5. This is driven by differences in trust across cities
in the group without interethnic friendships, as indicated by the cross-tables
above. For attitudes toward intermarriage as an indicator of tolerance, the
coefficient is smaller. This is, however, not the end of the story since trust
and tolerance are generally lower in Kirkuk. Hence, what we pick up as a
stronger association is indicative of the greater polarization in Kirkuk. That
city is more divided between those who trust and tolerate and those who do
not, and here friendships and contacts matter to a large degree. In Erbil, by
contrast, contacts have less meaning since the overall state of affairs is less
polarized there and relations are generally of higher quality. We may specu-
late that even though polarization is bad, the contact that does exist across
ethnic groups does tend to engender trust.
Differences between ethnic groups are far from straightforward, but we

can see that Turkmen tend to display higher levels of interethnic trust and
tolerance, with small differences between Arabs, Kurds, and Assyrians/
Chaldeans. When law and order trust and attitudes are controlled for, the
differences diminish or disappear. The exception is attitudes toward inter-
ethnic intermarriage, where Assyrians/Chaldeans stand out as the most neg-
ative group. This is likely to be a result of religious rather than ethnic identity
ðAssyrians/Chaldeans are Christian whereas the other three groups are pre-
dominantly MuslimÞ, and because they are the smallest group, Assyrians/
1673
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TABLE 5
Logit Regression Estimates of Interethnic Friendship on Involvement

in Heterogeneous Interaction Spaces and Control Variables

ð1Þ ð2Þ ð3Þ ð4Þ ð5Þ
Female gender . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.047*

ð22.505Þ
2.036

ð21.934Þ
2.045*

ð22.443Þ
Age . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.008

ð21.717Þ
2.007

ð21.533Þ
2.008

ð21.742Þ
Age squared . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .000*

ð2.143Þ
.000*

ð2.027Þ
.000*

ð2.094Þ
Education ðref. 5 elementaryÞ:
No education . . . . . . . . . . . .051

ð.909Þ
.091

ð1.375Þ
.055
ð.961Þ

Secondary education . . . . . . .036
ð1.612Þ

.048*
ð2.180Þ

.035
ð1.635Þ

Postsecondary education . . . .126***
ð5.005Þ

.108***
ð4.291Þ

.095***
ð3.904Þ

Education is missing . . . . . . .04
ð1.550Þ

.024
ð.962Þ

.022
ð.931Þ

Social class ðref. 5 qualified
workerÞ:

Higher-grade professionals,
administrators, and
officials . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.092 2.041 2.043

ð21.920Þ ð2.872Þ ð2.959Þ
Lower-grade professionals,
administrators, and
officials . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.051 2.008 2.019

ð21.459Þ ð2.231Þ ð2.578Þ
Self-employed . . . . . . . . . . . 2.099**

ð23.143Þ
2.03
ð2.938Þ

2.043
ð21.425Þ

Unqualified workers . . . . . . 2.066
ð21.690Þ

.005
ð.131Þ

2.026
ð2.704Þ

Students . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.121***
ð23.666Þ

2.069*
ð22.064Þ

2.085**
ð22.721Þ

Pensioners . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.203**
ð23.013Þ

2.085
ð21.239Þ

2.125
ð21.937Þ

Unemployed . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.206***
ð24.793Þ

2.022
ð2.485Þ

2.078
ð21.833Þ

Social class is missing . . . . . . . . 2.096**
ð22.597Þ

2.041
ð21.097Þ

2.053
ð21.485Þ

Organization member. . . . . . . . . .085***
ð5.456Þ

.098***
ð6.174Þ

.079***
ð5.310Þ

Party member . . . . . . . . . . . . .029
ð1.840Þ

.03
ð1.887Þ

.027
ð1.761Þ

Ethnicity ðref. 5 KurdÞ:
Arab . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .002

ð.081Þ
2.078**

ð22.883Þ
.035

ð1.169Þ
2.05

ð21.782Þ
.02
ð.661Þ

Turkman . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133***
ð4.289Þ

.206***
ð6.730Þ

.133***
ð4.082Þ

.208***
ð5.997Þ

.132***
ð4.167Þ

Assyrian/Chaldean . . . . . . . .088***
ð3.412Þ

.126***
ð4.840Þ

.117***
ð4.376Þ

.160***
ð6.040Þ

.110***
ð4.315Þ

Kirkuk ðcityÞ . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.064*
ð22.549Þ

2.060*
ð22.295Þ

2.041
ð21.647Þ

2.039
ð21.471Þ

2.088**
ð22.746Þ
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TABLE 5 (Continued )

ð1Þ ð2Þ ð3Þ ð4Þ ð5Þ
Heterogeneous neighborhood. . . .223***

ð10.925Þ
.195***

ð9.915Þ
.159***

ð8.610Þ
Heterogeneous neighborhood

� Kirkuk ðcityÞ. . . . . . . . . . .113**
ð3.087Þ

.120***
ð3.325Þ

.078*
ð2.123Þ

Heterogeneous workplace . . . . .175***
ð9.867Þ

.153***
ð8.351Þ

.108***
ð6.256Þ

Heterogeneous workplace
� Kirkuk ðcityÞ. . . . . . . . . .

.174***
ð5.147Þ

.151***
ð4.556Þ

.096**
ð3.040Þ

N. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,258 2,258 2,133 2,133 2,133
Pseudo R2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .193 .18 .279 .25 .32

NOTE.—Coefficients refer to average marginal effects of p ðy 5 maxÞ ðsee textÞ; t-values ðin
parenthesesÞ are provided for reference purposes ðnot entirely random sampleÞ.
* P < .05.
** P < .01.
*** P < .001.

Interethnic Friendship, Trust, and Tolerance
Chaldeans are more concerned about the demographic threat to their com-
munal existence.
Supplementary Analysis: Intensity of Interethnic Relations

In table A3 in appendix A, we analyze the intensity of interethnic relations
specific to the interaction spaces of neighborhoods and workplaces, which
is an alternative measure of acquaintance or friendship contacts across
ethnic boundaries. In contrast to our general measure of interethnic
friendship, which discriminates only between the presence and absence of
an interethnic tie, our measure of intensity does discriminate between dif-
ferent sporadic and regular interaction patterns, which according to our
theoretical models should be crucial for understanding trust and tolerance.
This, however, limits the sample to those who have interethnic relations
within neighborhoods and workplaces. However, we can control for having
any interethnic friend regardless of its source and for heterogeneity in the
complementary interaction space; that is, within neighborhoods we can con-
trol for whether the workplace is or is not ethnically heterogeneous. Within
neighborhoods, the intensity of interethnic relations is strongly associated
with trust and tolerance. Interestingly, this association does not differ across
cities, even though the point estimates suggest that it might be stronger in
Kirkuk. Intensity of interethnic relations within the workplace has a weaker
association with trust and tolerance compared to such relations within neigh-
borhoods, and this can be explained by the fact that we measure fewer as-
pects of intensity for workplaces compared to neighborhoods, which might
attenuate the association ðsee table A1Þ.
1675
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In sum, these analyses give further support to hypotheses 2 and 3 ðthat in-
terethnic friend relations are positively associated with trust and toleranceÞ
but cast some doubt on whether this differs between Erbil and Kirkuk, as
suggested by hypothesis 4. Intensity of interethnic relations has more ex-
planatory power than extent of friendship relations alone. Having access to
heterogeneous interaction spaces per se, by contrast, without having friend-
ship ties has a very small independent association with the quality of ethnic
relations. Hence, contact opportunities are likely to be effective in gener-
ating interethnic trust and outgroup tolerance only to the extent that they
generate relatively stable relations crossing ethnic boundaries. It should be
emphasized that interaction spaces per se are not negatively associated with
trust and tolerance, indicating that the heterogeneity-conflict hypothesis is
not supported by our study.
Supplementary Analysis: Organizations and Political Parties
as Interaction Spaces

Tables B1–B3 in appendixB correspond to the same analyses as in tables 3–5,
but for organizations and political parties. The sample is limited to individ-
uals who are members of organizations and parties, and therefore the results
are not entirely comparable to those of neighborhoods and workplaces. Ta-
ble B1 shows that heterogeneous parties are less common in Kirkuk than in
Erbil, but only on themargin. It also appears that the Kurdishmajority more
often joins heterogeneous parties and that Arabs, Turkmen, and Assyrians/
Chaldeans are to a larger extentmembers of homogeneous organizations and
political parties.
Table B2 reveals that heterogeneous organizations and parties are as-

sociated with interethnic friendship, but only in Kirkuk ðmodels 2 and 3Þ.
When both heterogeneous neighborhoods and workplaces are included in
the same model, heterogeneous organizations have a generally positive as-
sociation with interethnic friendship in both Erbil and Kirkuk, while het-
erogeneous parties are negatively associated with interethnic friendship in
Erbil but not in Kirkuk. However, one should remember that the sample
size decreased drastically ðfrom N5 1; 047 and 1,258 to N5 700Þ, and so
this association can potentially be explained by sample selection issues. None-
theless, in three-quarters of the combinations of city and type of organiza-
tion, we can find positive associations that provide further support for the
hypothesis ðhypothesis 1Þ that heterogeneous interaction spaces are associ-
ated with higher incidences of interethnic friendship.20
20Why heterogeneous parties do not provide grounds for interethnic friendships in Erbil is
puzzling, but one should not forget that the sample is now down to N5 700 and that a
model with more observations but fewer controls yielded a zero effect in Erbil ðnot
negativeÞ.
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Table B3 shows that there is an independent association between both
heterogeneous organizations and parties and social trust, but for intereth-
nic trust, there are no substantial associations. Heterogeneous organizations
have a positive association with our indicator of tolerance ðto consider in-
termarriageÞ. For organizations, there is a positive association with both eth-
nic relations and tolerance, but only in Kirkuk. The association of heteroge-
neous interaction spaces with trust and tolerance is substantially reduced
when we control for interethnic friendship relations. These analyses are, of
course, constrained by the small sample size ðN5 700Þ but nonetheless sug-
gest that organizational heterogeneity is important for trust and tolerance,
both directly and indirectly.
As in the previous analysis, interethnic friendships are important, but

more on a par with the size of the association of the interaction spaces than
the dominant factor. These results give further support to hypotheses 1–4.
CONCLUSION

This study finds support for the theoretical argument that heterogeneous so-
cial interaction spaces correlate positivelywith interethnic friendship relations
and that interpersonal relations that cross ethnic group boundaries are asso-
ciated with more social trust, interethnic trust, and tolerance. We found sup-
port for these mechanisms in both Erbil and Kirkuk, which not only provide
highly problematic and violent multiethnic settings but also differ from one
another inmany important respects. Not even in violent and highly polarized
settings such as Erbil and especially in Kirkuk are tendencies toward ho-
mophily based on preferences for sameness strong enough to counteract the
importance of ethnically heterogeneous interaction spaces for interethnic
friendship relations. And even in violent and polarized contexts, the contact
hypothesis is supported.
We tended to find stronger associations in the more violent Kirkuk than in

the relatively more peaceful Erbil between ethnically heterogeneous inter-
action spaces and interethnic friendship relations and between interethnic
friendship relations and social trust, interethnic trust, and tolerance. One in-
terpretation of this is that the degree of polarization in the surrounding con-
text matters in particular when individuals are not well integrated. Under
polarized circumstances, fewer persons outside of heterogeneous interaction
spaces have interethnic friendship relations, and we may speculate that trust
and tolerance are more closely connected to those interethnic relations that
do exist.21 For individuals who were integrated, on the other hand, we found
21This finding confirms previous research based on qualitative data, which indicated
that there was a considerable potential for interethnic friendship, and for intergroup
trust, in Kirkuk ðsee Rydgren and Sofi 2011Þ.
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that the associations between intensity of interethnic relations within hetero-
geneous interaction spaces and social trust, ethnic trust, and tolerance were
large and similar across cities ðalthough point estimates were very large in
KirkukÞ.These resultsare interestingandofobviousgeneral relevance, butwe
should keep in mind that we have a very limited number of cases at the ag-
gregated level to draw from in this study and that more research is needed.
It should also be noted that not all interaction spaces were equally impor-

tant for interethnic friendship. For example, a mixed neighborhood seems to
be slightlymore associatedwith interethnic friendship than is a heterogeneous
workplace. Our analyses thus point to the importance of looking at different
kinds of interaction spaces: different kinds of interaction spaces seem to be
independently associated with interethnic friendship and, directly or indi-
rectly, with trust and tolerance. Inferences cannot easily be made across types
of interaction spaces without the risk of bias. If we had followed Varshney
ð2002Þ and others working in the tradition of Robert Putnam ð2000Þ and fo-
cused primarily on civil society organizations, we would have missed this
complex pattern. Our results indicate that relations within interaction spaces,
not interaction spaces per se, are important for trust and tolerance. This
points to a great risk in using interaction spaces as a proxy for real interac-
tions. Contact is a necessary but not sufficient criterion for trust and tolerance.
In order to study the complex links between heterogeneous interaction spaces,
interethnic friendship, and trust and tolerance, we need individual-level data,
largely because this would allow us to sort among explanations with greater
accuracy.
Our results also suggest that ethnic heterogeneity is not per se negatively

associated with trust and tolerance. Our study indicates that at least within
structurally constraining interaction spaces, ethnic diversity is a positive
phenomenon, even in highly violent settings, and that the heterogeneity-
conflict hypothesis is unsupported by our data. Ethnic heterogeneity out-
side of structurally constraining interaction spaces, where casual contacts
with outgroups are unlikely to develop into closer relations, may still be as-
sociated with lower trust and intergroup tolerance. However, our results
question the universality of the conflict-heterogeneity hypothesis and point to
the importance of making a clear distinction between ethnic heterogeneity
outside and insideof structurally constraining interaction spaces, adistinction
that has often been lacking in previous research.
Finally, let us say that although we doubt that interethnic friendship,

trust, and outgroup tolerance are sufficient factors to prevent violent eth-
nic conflict, we believe that they are important and that by focusing on these
factorswewillfind a potentially important complement to other explanations
of ethnic conflict—in particular, theories focusing on elite mobilization. Mo-
bilization against ethnic outgroups is often a crucial element in elite power
struggles, and interethnic trust and outgroup tolerance generated by inter-
1680
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ethnic friendship relations and heterogeneous interaction spaces play a po-
tentially important role by making this kind of mobilization less likely to suc-
ceed. In situations in which ethnic groups are mutually detached and in-
terethnic trust and outgroup tolerance are low, attempts by elite actors to
scapegoat ethnic outgroups, or to frame them in negative ways, are more
likely to resonatewith the populace. And even if interethnic friendship, cross-
ethnic trust, and outgroup tolerance have so far failed to counteract other
conflict-generating factors in Kirkuk, the situation might have been even
worse if ethnic groups had been more decoupled and if the level of trust and
tolerance had been lower.22 Now there are some reasons for hope. Our 2006
data also reveal that the level of optimism was, at that time, quite high in
both Erbil and Kirkuk: whereas 40% in Erbil described relations between
ethnic groups as good and in Kirkuk only 15% did so, 46% in Kirkuk and
55% in Erbil believed that ethnic relations would get better in the near
future.
22However, it should be emphasized that the level of intergroup violence can potentially
be relatively decoupled from attitudes at the grassroots level. We may reasonably as-
sume that only a relatively small, rather select group of people engage in the violent acts
seen in Kirkuk, although their actions have wide ramifications at the more aggregate
level. Sometimes these groups may even consist of terrorist cells that come in from other
parts of Iraq rather than of members of the local communities.

1681

This content downloaded from 130.237.092.165 on October 13, 2016 03:51:21 AM
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).



A
P
P
E
N
D
IX

A

Su
pp

le
m
en
ta
ry

T
ab

le
s

T
A
B
L
E

A
1

A
u
x
i
l
i
a
r
y
V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
D
e
fi
n
i
t
i
o
n
s

V
ar
ia
b
le

D
efi
n
it
io
n

Q
ua

lit
y
of

re
la
ti
on

s
w
it
hi
n

in
te
ra
ct
io
n
sp
ac
es
:

In
te
n
si
ty

of
in
te
re
th
n
ic

re
la
ti
on

s
in

ne
ig
hb

or
ho

od
A
sc
al
e
b
et
w
ee
n
0
an

d
1
b
as
ed

on
th
e
fo
llo

w
in
g
it
em

s:
ðiÞ

D
o
yo
u
of
te
n
in
te
ra
ct
w
it
h
yo
u
r
in
te
re
th
ni
c
n
ei
gh

bo
rs
?
ðii
ÞD

o
yo
u

p
ar
ti
ci
p
at
e
in

in
te
re
th
n
ic
n
ei
gh

bo
rs
’
ce
le
b
ra
ti
on

s
of

ho
lid

ay
s
an

d
vi
ce

ve
rs
a?

ðii
iÞ
D
o
yo
u
in
v
it
e
in
te
re
th
ni
c
n
ei
gh

bo
rs

to
yo
u
r
ho

m
e?

ðiv
ÞD

o
yo
ur

ch
ild

re
n
pl
ay

w
it
h
ch
ild

re
n
of

in
te
re
th
ni
c
n
ei
gh

bo
rs
?
ðv
ÞD

o
yo
u
of
te
n
gr
ee
t
in
te
re
th
ni
c

n
ei
gh

bo
rs
?
T
h
e
re
sp
on

se
ca
te
go
ri
es

ðy
es
,
of
te
n
5

2,
so
m
et
im

es
5

1,
n
o
5

0Þ
h
av

e
b
ee
n
su
m
m
ed

an
d
re
sc
al
ed

so
th
at

m
ax

5
1.

C
ro
nb

ac
h’
s
a
5

.8
6.

In
te
n
si
ty

of
in
te
re
th
n
ic

re
la
ti
on

s
in

w
or
k
pl
ac
e

A
sc
al
e
b
et
w
ee
n
0
an

d
1
b
as
ed

on
th
e
fo
llo

w
in
g
it
em

s:
ðiÞ

D
o
yo
u
in
te
ra
ct

w
it
h
yo
ur

in
te
re
th
n
ic

co
lle
ag
u
es

af
te
r
w
or
k

ðp
ro
m
en
ad

e,
ha

ve
co
ff
ee
,
d
o
so
m
et
hi
n
g
el
se
Þ?

ðii
ÞH

ow
of
te
n
h
av

e
yo
u
in
vi
te
d
in
te
re
th
ni
c
co
lle
ag
u
es

to
yo
ur

h
om

e?
T
he

re
sp
on

se
ca
te
go
ri
es

ði:
ye
s,
of
te
n
5

2,
so
m
et
im

es
5

1,
no

5
0;
ii:
m
an

y
ti
m
es

5
2,
so
m
et
im

es
5

1,
ne
ve
r
5

0Þ
ha

ve
be
en

su
m
m
ed

an
d
re
sc
al
ed

so
th
at

m
ax

5
1.
C
ro
nb

ac
h’
s
a
5

.7
2.

So
ci
al

co
nt
ac
t
pa

tt
er
ns
:

H
et
er
og
en
eo
us

or
ga
ni
za
ti
on

a
A
m
on

g
th
e
m
em

be
rs
,a
re

th
er
e
pe
op

le
be
lo
ng

in
g
to

ot
he
r
et
hn

ic
gr
ou

ps
?
ye
s
5

1,
no

5
0
ðre

fe
re
nc
eÞb

H
et
er
og
en
eo
us

po
lit
ic
al
pa

rt
ya

A
m
on

g
th
e
m
em

b
er
s,
ar
e
th
er
e
p
eo
pl
e
be
lo
ng

in
g
to

ot
h
er

et
hn

ic
gr
ou

ps
?
ye
s
5

1,
n
o
5

0
ðre

fe
re
nc
eÞb

L
aw

an
d
or
d
er

tr
u
st
an

d
at
ti
tu
d
es
:

L
eg
al

tr
u
st

G
en
er
al
ly

sp
ea
k
in
g,
do

yo
u
tr
us
t
th
e
le
ga
ls
ys
te
m

in
yo
ur

ci
ty
?
ye
s
5

2,
n
ei
th
er

tr
u
st
n
or

d
is
tr
us
t
5

1,
n
o
5

0
S
at
is
fa
ct
io
n
w
it
h
po

lic
e

G
en
er
al
ly

sp
ea
k
in
g,
ar
e
yo
u
sa
ti
sfi
ed

w
it
h
h
ow

th
e
p
ol
ic
e
op

er
at
e
in

yo
u
r
ci
ty
?
ye
s
5

2,
to

so
m
e
ex
te
n
t
5

1,
no

5
0

W
ou

ld
re
po

rt
cr
im

e
ag
ai
n
st

se
lf

If
yo
u
w
er
e
th
e
v
ic
ti
m

of
a
cr
im

in
al

ac
t,
w
ou

ld
yo
u
re
p
or
t
th
at

to
p
ol
ic
e?

ye
s
5

2,
d
on

’t
k
n
ow

5
1,

n
o
5

0

A
gr
ee
s
cr
im

in
al
s
sh
ou

ld
b
e

p
ut

to
ju
st
ic
e

D
o
yo
u
th
in
k
cr
im

in
al
s
sh
ou

ld
b
e
pu

t
to

ju
st
ic
e?

ye
s
5

2,
d
on

’t
k
no

w
5

1,
n
o
5

0

a
P
ut

on
ly

to
in
di
v
id
u
al
s
at

ri
sk

ðo
rg
an

iz
at
io
n
m
em

b
er
s
or

p
ar
ty

m
em

b
er
s
an

d
in
d
iv
id
u
al
s
w
it
h
in
te
re
th
n
ic

p
ee
rs

in
p
ar
ti
es

an
d
in

or
ga
n
iz
at
io
n
sÞ.

b
T
h
e
or
ig
in
al

re
sp
on

se
s
w
er
e
ye
s,
m
an

y
5

2,
a
fe
w

5
1,

n
o
5

0
ðre

fe
re
n
ce
Þ.

1682

This content downloaded from 130.237.092.165 on October 13, 2016 03:51:21 AM
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).



TABLE A2
Descriptive Statistics of Individual Background Characteristics
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al trusta . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 .646
 873
 .679
 580
ð.254Þ
 ð.238Þ

rethnic trusta . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 .393
 1,161
 .393
 621
ð.301Þ
 ð.280Þ

ld consider intermarriagea . . . . . . .
 1.056
 1404
 .97
 734
ð.910Þ
 ð.885Þ

and order trust and attitudes:
egal trusta . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 1.054
 1,421
 .883
 710

ð.697Þ
 ð.611Þ
tisfaction with policea . . . . . . . . . .
 1.058
 1,441
 .935
 747

ð.753Þ
 ð.586Þ
ould report crime against selfa . . . .
 1.103
 1,438
 1.086
 696

ð.622Þ
 ð.510Þ
grees criminals should be put to
justicea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 1.215
 1,431
 1.343
 706
ð.790Þ
 ð.798Þ

a Variables take the values 0, 1, and 2 ðsee table 1 or A1Þ.
M
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APPENDIX B

Analyses of Civil Organizations and Political Parties as Interaction Spaces
TABLE B1
Logit Regression Estimates of Involvement in Heterogeneous Interaction

Spaces on City, Ethnic Group, and Control Variables
Fem

Age

Age

Edu
N

Se

Po

E

Soci
H

L

Se

U

St

Pe

U

So

Ethn
A

T

A
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This content downloaded from 130.237.092
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and C
Heterogeneous
Organizationa
.165 on October 13, 2
onditions (http://www
Heterogeneous
Political Partya
ale gender . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.021
ð2.688Þ
2.044
ð21.402Þ
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 .005
ð.811Þ
.012*
ð2.154Þ
squared . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 .000
ð2.786Þ
2.000*
ð22.489Þ
cation ðref. 5 elementaryÞ:

o education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 .294**

ð2.938Þ

condary education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.049

ð21.255Þ

2.011
ð2.312Þ
stsecondary education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 .058
ð1.311Þ
.05
ð1.312Þ
ducation is missing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 .096*
ð2.097Þ
.138**
ð3.121Þ
al class ðref. 5 qualified workerÞ:

igher-grade professionals, administrators,
and officials . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.06
 2.091
ð2.818Þ
 ð21.504Þ

ower-grade professionals, administrators,
and officials . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.105*
 2.024
ð22.105Þ
 ð2.521Þ

lf-employed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.043

ð2.775Þ

2.093*

ð22.089Þ

nqualified workers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.12

ð21.915Þ

.009
ð.153Þ
udents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.102
ð21.892Þ
2.084
ð21.696Þ
nsioners . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 .02
ð.193Þ
.038
ð.357Þ
nemployed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.275***
ð23.297Þ
2.131
ð21.930Þ
cial class is missing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.076
ð21.224Þ
2.062
ð21.123Þ
icity ðref. 5 KurdÞ:

rab . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.100*

ð21.998Þ

2.189***

ð24.206Þ

urkman . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.114***

ð23.448Þ

2.198***

ð26.741Þ

ssyrian/Chaldean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.196***

ð25.479Þ

2.194***

ð25.700Þ
016 03:51:21 AM
.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).
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uk ðcityÞ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.011
ð2.398Þ
2.069**
ð22.767Þ
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 1,037
 1,258

do R2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 .076
 .099
Pseu

NOTE.—Coefficients refer to yPðy5 1Þ=yx; t-values ðin parenthesesÞ are provided for ref-
erence purposes ðnot entirely random sampleÞ.

a Limited to individuals who are members of an organization or party.
* P < .05.
** P < .01.
*** P < .001.
TABLE B2
Logit Regression Estimates of Interethnic Friendship on Involvement

in Heterogeneous Interaction Spaces and Control Variables
ð1Þ
 ð2Þ
 ð3Þ
 ð4Þ
 03:
urna
ð5Þ

ale gender . . . . . . . . .
 2.021

ð2.793Þ

2.014
ð2.489Þ
2.023
ð2.672Þ
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 .003
ð.454Þ
2.004
ð2.575Þ
.006
ð.585Þ
squared . . . . . . . . . . .
 0
ð2.106Þ
0
ð1.071Þ
0
ð2.348Þ
al class ðref. 5 qualified
orkerÞ:

igher-grade professionals,
administrators, and
officials . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.1

ð21.754Þ

2.133*

ð22.186Þ

2.029
ð2.420Þ
ower-grade professionals,
administrators,
and officials . . . . . . . .
 2.002

ð2.039Þ

2.082

ð21.716Þ

.021
ð.373Þ
lf-employed . . . . . . . .
 2.025
ð2.558Þ
2.105*
ð22.418Þ
.002
ð.041Þ
nqualified workers . . . .
 .017
ð.307Þ
2.044
ð2.851Þ
.004
ð.065Þ
udents . . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.042
ð2.978Þ
2.052
ð21.134Þ
.006
ð.109Þ
ensioners . . . . . . . . . . .
 2.182*
ð22.255Þ
2.249**
ð22.847Þ
2.201
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