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Two	sides	of	integration	
Effects	of	exposure	and	friendships	on	

second-	and	third-generation	immigrant	
and	majority	youth’s	intergroup	attitudes	

	
	

	
	

	

 

 
 
THIS	CHAPTER	IS	BASED	ON	

Hooijsma,	M.,	&	Juvonen,	J.	(under	review).	Two	sides	of	integration:	Effects	of	exposure	
and	friendships	on	second-	and	third-generation	immigrant	and	majority	youth’s	
intergroup	attitudes.		 	
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105						CHAPTER	5	

	

	

	 	

To	 gain	 insights	 into	 social	 integration	 of	 second-	 and	 third-generation	 immigrant	
youth	 in	 Dutch	 secondary	 schools,	 we	 examined	 the	 two	 sides	 of	 integration:	
immigrant	 youth’s	 attitudes	 toward	 the	 societal	majority	 and	 the	 societal	majority	
youth’s	 attitudes	 toward	 immigrants,	 while	 taking	 into	 account	 immigrant	 youth’s	
diverse	 cultural	 backgrounds.	 The	 sample	 included	 Dutch-born	 Turkish	 (n	 =	 187),	
Moroccan	(n	=	188),	and	Surinamese	(n	=	164)	adolescents	as	well	as	societal	majority	
youth	(n	=	2,141)	across	169	classrooms	in	92	Dutch	secondary	schools.	School-based	
exposure	 to,	 and	 friendships	 with	 relevant	 out-group	 classmates	 were	 examined	
separately	as	predictors	of	out-group	attitudes.	Also,	mediational	models	were	used	to	
examine	the	mediational	effect	of	out-group	friendships	on	the	association	between	
exposure	and	attitudes.	The	results	varied	between	immigrant	and	societal	majority	
youth,	as	well	as	across	the	cultural	groups.	Overall,	out-group	exposure	was	found	to	
benefit	all	immigrant	adolescents’	attitudes	toward	the	societal	majority.	For	societal	
majority	 adolescents,	 however,	 the	 association	 between	 exposure,	 friendships	 and	
attitudes	differed	based	on	the	relevant	out-group.	This	study	highlights	the	nuances	
between	 immigrant	 groups	 and	 between	 immigrant	 and	 societal	 majority	 groups’	
attitudes	toward	one	another.		
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TWO	SIDES	OF	INTEGRATION	

EFFECTS	OF	EXPOSURE	AND	FRIENDSHIPS	ON	SECOND-	AND	

THIRD-GENERATION	IMMIGRANT	AND	MAJORITY	YOUTH’S	

INTERGROUP	ATTITUDES	

Social	 integration	of	 immigrants	 is	 a	 critical	 societal	 goal.	 Successful	 social	 integration	
entails	 positive	 attitudes	 of	 immigrants	 toward	 the	 host	 society	 as	 well	 as	 positive	
attitudes	 of	 the	 societal	 majority	 toward	 immigrants	 (Berry,	 2003).	 Most	 relevant	
research	focuses,	however,	on	the	societal	majority’s	attitudes	toward	immigrant	groups.	
Moreover,	 studies	 including	 immigrants’	 perspective	 frequently	 treat	 immigrants	 as	 a	
homogeneous	group,	ignoring	differences	within	this	group.	In	this	study,	we	focus	on	an	
understudied	 group	 of	 immigrants:	 second-	 and	 third	 generation	 youth,	 for	 whom	
language	and	cultural	capital	are	likely	to	no	longer	pose	similar	challenges	as	they	do	for	
first-generation	immigrants.	Furthermore,	we	differentiate	between	youth	from	cultural	
backgrounds	 that	 vary	 in	 the	 degree	 to	which	 they	 are	more	 or	 less	 distant	 from	 the	
societal	majority	 culture.	 Specifically,	we	 examine	 second-	 and	 third-generation	 youth	
from	Turkish,	Moroccan,	and	Surinamese	backgrounds	in	the	Dutch	context1.	By	focusing	
on	adolescents	from	culturally	diverse	groups	whose	parents	or	grandparents	came	to	the	
Netherlands,	we	hope	to	gain	insights	in	the	success	of	social	integration	of	immigrants	in	
a	country	with	a	long	and	complex	history	of	immigration.		

	In	this	study,	we	focus	on	youth	in	secondary	school	classrooms.	Public	schools	
provide	opportunities	for	youth	to	get	to	know	peers	of	different	backgrounds	in	ways	
that	are,	 in	 line	with	contact	theory	(Allport,	1954;	Pettigrew	&	Tropp,	2006),	 likely	to	
promote	the	development	of	positive	 intergroup	attitudes.	Daily	sustained	exposure	to	
out-groups	 in	 the	 classroom	 increases	 familiarity	 with	 out-group	 peers	 that	 can	
generalize	 into	greater	out-group	familiarity	(Pettigrew,	1997)	and	alleviate	out-group	
anxiety	or	threat	(Stark,	Flache,	&	Veenstra,	2013).	Given	that	mere	out-group	exposure	
may	not	be	enough	to	affect	attitudes	across	groups	(Dejaeghere,	Hooghe,	&	Claes,	2011;	
Stark,	Mäs,	&	Flache,	2015),	we	also	examine	out-group	friendships	between	immigrant	
and	societal	majority	youth.	Using	cross-sectional	data	on	2,680	immigrant	and	societal	
majority	adolescents	in	92	Dutch	secondary	schools,	our	goal	is	to	examine	whether	out-
group	exposure	and	friendships	function	similarly	across	second-	and	third-generation	
immigrant	from	multiple	cultural	backgrounds	and	societal	majority	youth.	
	

 
1	 Although	 second-	 and	 third-generation	 youth	 are	 Dutch	 citizens,	we	 refer	 to	 the	 immigrant	
groups	based	on	their	families’	national	origin	(referring	to	Turkish,	Moroccan	and	Surinamese)	
and	use	the	term	‘Dutch’	for	societal	majority	adolescents	(i.e.,	youth	growing	up	in	non-immigrant	
families)	in	the	Netherlands.	
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107						CHAPTER	5	

5.1	THEORY	

OUT-GROUP	EXPOSURE,	FRIENDSHIPS	AND,	ATTITUDES	IN	SCHOOL	
Although	 the	 effects	 of	 out-group	 exposure	 are	 proposed	 to	 be	 universal	 (Pettigrew,	
Tropp,	Wagner,	&	Christ,	2011),	 the	effects	are	 typically	 stronger	 for	 societal	majority	
groups	than	for	minority	groups	(Tropp	&	Pettigrew,	2005).	There	is	some	evidence	to	
suggest	that	contact	theory	may	not	apply	to	individuals	from	minority	groups	(Feddes	et	
al.,	 2009),	 as	 they	 are	 likely	 to	 experience	 prejudice	 regardless	 of	 their	 exposure	 to	
majority	 group	 members	 (Bikmen,	 2011;	 Tropp	 &	 Pettigrew,	 2005).	 Consequently,	
awareness	of	such	prejudice	and	perceived	unequal	status	are	 likely	to	 foster	negative	
expectations	 and	 can	 inhibit	 interactions	 and	 formation	 of	 close	 relationships	 across	
groups	(Bikmen,	2011;	Tropp,	2003).	Although	second-	and	third-generation	immigrants	
may	experience	less	barriers	to	social	integration	than	first-generation	immigrants,	they	
are	 nevertheless	 likely	 to	 experience	 prejudice.	 Therefore,	 the	 effects	 of	 out-group	
exposure	 may	 be	 smaller	 for	 second-	 and	 third-generation	 immigrants	 than	 for	 the	
societal	majority.		

The	association	between	out-group	exposure	and	out-group	attitudes	is	frequently	
explained	by	out-group	friendships	(Bekhuis,	Ruiter,	&	Coenders,	2013;	Dejaeghere	et	al.,	
2011;	 Graham,	 Munniksma,	 &	 Juvonen,	 2014;	 Knifsend	 &	 Juvonen,	 2017;	 Stark	 et	 al.,	
2015).	Out-group	 friendships	are	powerful	 in	 changing	attitudes	because	 they	capture	
most	of	the	optimal	conditions	for	contact	presumed	to	be	related	to	better	intergroup	
attitudes:	equal	status,	cooperation,	and	common	objectives	(Allport,	1954;	Pettigrew	&	
Tropp,	2006).	 Indeed,	Dutch	majority	adolescents’	attitudes	toward	immigrants	can	be	
explained	by	their	positive	relationships	with	immigrant	classmates	(Stark	et	al.,	2015).	
Whether	 the	 association	 between	 out-group	 friendships	 and	 adolescents’	 attitudes	
toward	 the	 societal	 majority	 functions	 similarly	 for	 second-	 and	 third-generation	
immigrant	youth	is	not	clear.	If	minority	group	members	experience	prejudice	and	lower	
status	 regardless	 of	 their	 exposure	 to,	 and	 friendships	 with,	 societal	 majority	 peers	
(Bikmen,	 2011;	Tropp,	 2003;	Tropp	&	Pettigrew,	 2005),	 they	may	 continue	 to	 remain	
generally	prejudiced.	
	
DIFFERENCES	AMONG	IMMIGRANT	GROUPS	
In	 addition	 to	 possible	 differences	 in	 factors	 benefiting	 immigrant	 youth’s	 attitudes	
toward	the	societal	majority	and	societal	majority	youth’s	attitudes	toward	immigrants,	
there	are	likely	to	be	differences	between	various	immigrant	groups.	These	differences	
may	 be	 explained	 by	 cultural	 distance,	 based	 on,	 for	 example,	 religion,	 language,	 and	
norms	and	values	(Beiser	et	al.,	2015;	Lundborg,	2013;	Schiefer	et	al.,	2012;	Sortheix	&	
Lönnqvist,	 2015).	 Perceived	 cultural	 closeness	 or	 similarity	 is	 associated	 with	 more	
positive	 attitudes	 (Berry,	 2003).	With	 greater	 cultural	 distance,	 immigrants	 are	more	
likely	to	experience	discrimination	(Beiser	et	al.,	2015)	and	have	more	difficulties	with	
social	integration	(Lundborg,	2013;	Schiefer	et	al.,	2012;	Sortheix	&	Lönnqvist,	2015)	than	
immigrants	from	cultures	more	similar	to	the	host	society’s	culture.	
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In	the	Dutch	context,	Surinamese	immigrants	are	culturally	closer	to	the	societal	
majority:	most	 of	 them	 speak	Dutch	 and	 share	 similar	 religious	beliefs	 as	most	Dutch	
majority.	In	contrast,	Turkish	and	Moroccan	immigrants’	language,	religion,	and	cultural	
traditions	 are	 more	 distant	 from	 the	 Dutch	 culture.	 In	 line	 with	 the	 idea	 of	 cultural	
distance,	research	on	ethnic	hierarchies	in	the	Netherlands	has	shown	that	Dutch	majority	
adolescents	prefer	northern	European	immigrants	and	members	of	ex-colonial	groups,	
such	as	Surinamese,	over	immigrants	from	Islamic	countries,	such	as	Morocco	and	Turkey	
(Verkuyten	et	al.,	1996;	Verkuyten	&	Kinket,	2000).	More	recent	studies,	however,	also	
indicate	differences	in	societal	majority’s	attitudes	toward	Turkish	and	Moroccans.	Dutch	
majority	 adolescents	 are	 generally	 less	 positive	 about	 and	 feel	 more	 threatened	 by	
Moroccans	than	other	immigrant	groups	–	possibly	due	to	media	attention	to	high	crime	
rates	concerning	Moroccan	immigrants	(Bouabid,	2016).		

Whereas	 cultural	 differences	 and	 negative	 media	 portrayals	 may	 bias	 societal	
majority	youth’s	attitudes	toward	particular	immigrant	groups,	it	is	unclear	whether	the	
attitudes	of	youth	from	those	immigrant	groups	toward	the	societal	majority	mirror	the	
attitudes	of	Dutch	majority	youth.	Do	Moroccan	immigrants	also	feel	more	threatened	by	
the	Dutch	majority	and	therefore	have	more	negative	attitudes	toward	them?	Moreover,	
it	is	not	clear	whether	the	differences	are	sustained	across	generations.	Although	cultural	
factors	 such	 as	 language	may	 not	 influence	 second-	 and	 third-generation	 immigrants’	
feelings	 of	 cultural	 distance	 as	much	 as	 for	 first-generation	 immigrants,	 their	 cultural	
norms	and	values,	passed	on	by	their	(grand)parents,	may	still	differentiate	them	from	
their	societal	majority	peers. 
	
THE	CURRENT	STUDY	
To	gain	insights	into	social	integration	of	second-	and	third-generation	immigrant	youth	
in	Dutch	secondary	schools,	we	examined	the	two	sides	of	integration:	immigrant	youth’s	
attitudes	toward	the	societal	majority	and	the	societal	majority	youth’s	attitudes	toward	
immigrants	 (Turkish,	 Moroccan,	 and	 Surinamese).	 In	 Dutch	 secondary	 schools,	
classrooms	are	largely	self-contained	and	relatively	small,	including	on	average	20	to	25	
students,	 intensifying	 intergroup	 exposure.	 We	 therefore	 focused	 our	 analyses	 on	
classrooms	and	presume	that	out-group	exposure	and	friendships	are	positively	related	
to	relevant	out-group	attitudes.	We	also	presumed	that	distance	from	the	Dutch	culture	
may	 help	 explain	 possible	 differences	 across	 the	 attitudes	 of,	 and	 toward,	 the	 three	
immigrant	groups.	

We	first	tested	differences	 in	attitudes	 toward	Dutch	across	the	three	immigrant	
groups.	Regardless	of	the	numerical	representation	of	immigrant	adolescents	and	Dutch	
majority	youth,	we	expected	that	culturally	more	distant	groups	would	be	less	positive	
about	the	host	society.	Turkish	and	Moroccan	youth	were	expected	to	hold	less	positive	
attitudes	toward	Dutch	compared	to	Surinamese	(H1a).	Similarly,	we	expected	that	Dutch	
youth	would	 hold	 less	 positive	 attitudes	 toward	 Turkish	 and	Moroccans	 than	 toward	
Surinamese	(H1b).	
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109						CHAPTER	5	

Second,	we	 examined	whether	 classroom	 exposure	 to	 societal	majority	 youth	 is	
related	to	immigrant	youth’s	attitudes	toward	Dutch	and	vice	versa.	Classroom	exposure	
not	only	 increases	opportunities	 for	positive	 interpersonal	contact	which,	according	to	
contact	 theory	 (Allport,	 1954;	 Pettigrew	 &	 Tropp,	 2006),	 should	 improve	 intergroup	
relations,	it	also	implies	mere	exposure	to	out-group	members	which	has	been	found	to	
consistently	 improve	 intergroup	attitudes	as	well	 (Pettigrew	&	Tropp,	2006).	We	 thus	
hypothesized	that	having	more	out-group	classmates	would	be	positively	related	to	both	
immigrant	 and	Dutch	majority	 adolescents’	 out-group	 attitudes	 (H2a).	 Based	 on	 prior	
research	(Tropp	&	Pettigrew,	2005),	we	expected	that	the	association	would	be	stronger	
among	Dutch	majority	adolescents	than	among	immigrant	youth	(H2b).	Additionally,	we	
expected	that	exposure	between	the	societal	majority	and	immigrants	from	more	distant	
cultural	 backgrounds	 would	 more	 strongly	 relate	 to	 out-group	 attitudes	 because	 the	
initial	level	of	prejudice	is	higher.	We	therefore	hypothesized	that	the	association	between	
out-group	exposure	and	out-group	attitudes	would	be	stronger	for	Turkish	and	Moroccan	
adolescents	than	for	Surinamese	(H2c).	

Third,	 we	 focused	 on	 out-group	 friendships.	 We	 hypothesized	 that	 friendships	
between	 immigrant	and	Dutch	majority	youth	would	mediate	 the	association	between	
exposure	 to	 the	 relevant	 out-group	 and	 out-group	 attitudes	 (H3a).	 We	 expected	 the	
mediation	hypothesis	to	apply	to	immigrants	as	well	as	the	Dutch	majority.	However,	we	
also	 hypothesized	 that	 out-group	 friendships	 would	 be	 particularly	 important	 for	
adolescents	from	culturally	more	distant	groups	(i.e.,	Turkish	and	Moroccan)	than	from	
culturally	similar	groups	(i.e.,	Surinamese)	(H3b).	

This	study	contributes	to	knowledge	on	immigrant	adolescents’	social	integration	
in	several	ways.	First,	we	focused	specifically	on	an	understudied	group	of	second-	and	
third-generation	immigrant	youth.	Second,	by	investigating	both	immigrant	and	societal	
majority	 youth’s	 attitudes	 toward	 one	 another,	 we	 were	 able	 to	 detect	 possible	
differences	in	factors	relating	to	positive	intergroup	attitudes.	That	is,	we	are	able	to	learn	
whether	 out-group	 exposure	 or	 friendships	 relate	 similarly	 to	 immigrant	 youth’s	
attitudes	toward	Dutch	and	vice	versa.	As	such,	the	current	study	is	designed	to	shed	light	
on	the	nuances	of	social	integration	in	secondary	schools	in	the	Netherlands	across	three	
distinct	immigrant	groups.	
	

5.2	METHOD	

PROCEDURE	
We	used	data	collected	in	the	Netherlands	for	the	first	wave	(2010/2011)	of	the	Children	
of	 Immigrants	Longitudinal	Survey	 in	 four	European	Countries	 (CILS4EU;	Kalter	et	al.,	
2016).	The	CILS4EU	project	 focuses	on	the	 intergenerational	 integration	of	children	of	
immigrants.	Studies	published	on	these	data	examined,	for	example,	adolescents’	ethnic	
identification,	 friendships,	 partner	 choices,	 and	 the	 role	of	parents,	 but	 little	 is	 known	
about	the	social	integration	of	second-	and	third-generation	immigrant	adolescents	from	
different	 immigrant	 groups.	 The	 CILS4EU	 target	 population	 is	 14-year	 old	 children	 of	
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immigrants	and	their	majority	peers.	A	three-stage	sampling	method	was	used.	Schools	in	
which	 the	 target	grades	 (grade	9)	were	enrolled	were	 selected	based	on	a	probability	
proportional	to	size	and	proportional	to	the	proportion	of	students	with	an	immigrant	
background	(referring	to	students	who	were	themselves,	or	had	at	least	one	parent	who	
was,	 born	 in	 a	 non-Western	 country).	 Schools	 in	which	 the	 target	 classroom	 size	was	
smaller	than	one	quarter	of	the	average	classroom	size	and	special	schools	for	students	
with	 cognitive,	 emotional,	 or	 physical	 disabilities	 were	 excluded	 from	 the	 school	
population.	Generally,	schools	were	not	offered	a	financial	incentive.	However,	in	order	to	
increase	 the	 participation	 of	 ethnically	 diverse	 schools	 in	 the	 last	 phase	 of	 school	
recruitment,	schools	in	the	stratum	with	the	highest	immigrant	proportion	were	offered	
a	financial	incentive	of	€1,000	for	participation.	Five	schools	agreed	to	participate	after	
the	incentive	was	offered.	34.9%	of	the	109	originally	targeted	schools	participated	in	first	
instance.	 After	 a	 replacement	 strategy	 was	 implemented	 in	 which	 non-participating	
schools	 were	 replaced	 by	 matching	 schools	 to	 increase	 the	 number	 of	 participating	
schools,	100	schools	participated.	

In	most	schools,	 two	classrooms	were	selected.	 In	schools	with	more	than	60%	
immigrant	 students,	 as	 many	 classrooms	 as	 possible	 were	 selected	 to	 increase	 the	
number	of	participating	immigrants.	94.5%	(222	classrooms)	of	the	selected	classrooms	
participated	in	the	study.	Only	students	not	able	to	respond	to	the	questionnaire	in	the	
language	 of	 the	 host	 country	 (e.g.,	 students	 with	 inadequate	 language	 skills)	 were	
excluded	 from	 the	 project.	 Exclusions	 within	 schools	 were	 negligible.	 Both	 students	
themselves	and	their	parents	were	able	to	decline	participation	of	the	student	in	the	study.	
In	total,	91.1%	of	the	selected	students	participated	in	the	study.	The	total	sample	in	the	
Netherlands	 in	 the	 first	wave	consisted	of	4,363	students	 (2,539	non-immigrants,	295	
first-generation	immigrants,	1,062	second-generation	immigrants,	447	third-generation	
immigrants,	missing	data	on	20	students)	in	222	classrooms	across	100	schools.	Turkish	
(17.1%),	 Moroccan	 (17.6%)	 and	 Surinamese	 (14.1%)	 youth	 were	 the	 three	 largest	
second-	and	third-generation	immigrant	groups.		
	
SAMPLE	
The	 second-	 and	 third-generation	 immigrants	 from	Turkish	 (n	 =	 246),	Moroccan	 (n	 =	
255),	 and	 Surinamese	 (n	 =	 204)	 origin	 and	 their	 non-immigrant	 majority	 Dutch	
classmates	 (n	 =	 2,564)	 were	 included	 in	 the	 current	 study.	 Given	 that	 we	 examine	
friendships	between	immigrant	and	majority	youth,	twenty	classrooms	with	less	than	ten	
students	 were	 excluded	 to	 have	 sufficient	 contact	 opportunities	 between	 classmates.	
Given	the	important	role	academic	track	plays	in	segregation	in	Dutch	secondary	schools	
(Statistics	Netherlands,	2019a)	and	our	interest	in	possible	differences	across	immigrant	
groups,	 we	 take	 into	 account	 academic	 track	 as	 a	 possible	 confound,	 accounting	 for	
classroom	immigrant	composition.	We	selected	classrooms	in	which	all	students	reported	
to	follow	the	same	academic	track	(n	=	34	classrooms	excluded).	This	selection	resulted	
in	 a	 sample	 of	 169	 classrooms	 in	 92	 schools	 with	 187	 Turkish,	 188	 Moroccan,	 164	
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111						CHAPTER	5	

Surinamese,	and	2,141	Dutch	students	(total	n	=	2,680).	Complete	data	on	all	variables	in	
the	study	was	available	for	149	Turkish	(79.7%),	138	Moroccan	(73.4%),	143	Surinamese	
(87.2%),	and	1,816	Dutch	(84.8%)	adolescents.	On	average,	students	were	14.82	years	
old	(SD	=	0.56),	approximately	half	of	the	sample	were	girls	(50.2%),	and	85.7%	of	the	
immigrants	 was	 second-generation.	 We	 assume	 the	 missing	 data	 can	 be	 considered	
random	 because	 we	 did	 not	 find	 any	 meaningful	 differences	 between	 students	 with	
missing	data	on	one	or	more	variables	and	students	with	complete	data	in	terms	of	sex,	
age,	 parental	 occupation,	 academic	 track,	 and	 number	 of	 friends.	 Consequently,	 we	
applied	 the	 full	 information	maximum	 likelihood	 (FIML)	 estimation	 to	 handle	missing	
data	in	our	analyses.	
	
MEASURES	
Immigrant	 background.	 Immigrant	 background	 was	 assessed	 using	 information	 on	
country	of	birth	and	country	of	origin	of	parents	and	grandparents	as	provided	by	the	
student	as	well	as	the	parents.	When	students,	parents,	and	grandparents	were	all	born	
in	 the	 Netherlands	 the	 students	 were	 classified	 as	 ‘societal	 majority’.	 Students	 who	
themselves	were	born	in	the	Netherlands,	but	whose	parents	or	grandparents	were	born	
outside	of	 the	Netherlands	were	classified	as	 ‘immigrants’.	A	bottom-up	approach	was	
used	to	define	immigrant	students’	ethnic	origin	in	which	information	at	the	grandparent	
level	was	used	 first,	 following	 information	about	 the	parents.	Two	decision	rules	were	
applied	to	define	immigrant	students’	ethnic	origin.	First,	the	majority	rule	indicated	that	
if	the	majority	of	(grand)parents	was	born	in	a	certain	country,	this	information	was	used	
to	define	student’s	ethnic	origin.	Second,	the	priority	rule	indicated	that	if	there	was	no	
majority,	priority	was	given	to	the	country	of	birth	of	the	(maternal	grand)mother.	For	
details	on	the	definition	of	students’	ethnic	origin	see	Dollmann,	Jacob	&	Kalter	(2014).	

Intergroup	attitudes.	The	main	dependent	variable	 in	our	models	 is	out-group	
attitudes.	Students	rated	how	they	feel	about:	Dutch,	Turkish,	Moroccan,	and	Surinamese	
with	 response	options	 ranging	 from	0	 (negative)	 to	100	 (positive).	Although	previous	
studies	into	intergroup	attitudes	often	use	multi-item	measures,	a	meta-analysis	on	the	
association	between	contact	and	attitudes	has	shown	that	single-item	and	reliable	multi-
item	 measures	 produced	 relatively	 similar	 effect	 sizes	 (Pettigrew	 &	 Tropp,	 2006).	
Another	meta-analysis	on	the	association	between	out-group	friendships	and	attitudes	
found	that	multi-item	measures	yielded	larger	effect	sizes	than	single-item	measures,	but	
the	difference	was	relatively	small	(respectively	.28	and	.21;	Davies,	Tropp,	Aron,	Thomas,	
&	Wright,	2011).	Table	5.1	shows	that	Turkish,	Moroccan,	and	Surinamese	youth	rated	
the	Dutch	on	average	with	62.6	(SD	=	24.7),	63.7	(SD	=	25.2),	and	73.0	(SD	=	20.9).	Dutch	
majority	 youth	 rated	 Turkish,	Moroccan,	 and	 Surinamese	 on	 average	with	 52.3	 (SD	 =	
23.0),	46.9	(SD	=	24.2),	and	62.3	(SD	=	21.8).	In	the	analyses	predicting	out-group	attitudes	
we	control	 for	 adolescents’	 general	 tendency	 to	have	positive	or	negative	attitudes	by	
including	their	in-group	attitudes.	Turkish	students	rated	their	in-group	on	average	85.0	
(SD	=	19.5),	Moroccan	students	rated	their	in-group	81.9	(SD	=	25.5),	Surinamese	students		
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Table	5.1.	Descriptive	statisticsa	

	 Turkish	
(n	=	187)	

Moroccan	
(n	=	188)	

Surinamese	
(n	=	164)	

Dutch	
(n	=	2,141)	

Out-group	attitudes	 62.6	(24.7)	 63.7	(25.2)	 73.0	(20.9)	
Turkish:	52.3	(23.0)	
Moroccan:	46.9	(24.2)	
Surinamese:	62.3	(21.8)	

In-group	attitudes	 85.0	(19.5)	 81.9	(25.5)	 74.5	(21.9)	 86.3	(14.0)	

Out-group	exposure	 27.5%	(26.8)	 26.0%	(27.9)	 40.2%	(27.3)	
Turkish:	2.7%	(4.9)	
Moroccan:	2.4%	(4.7)	
Surinamese:	3.3%	(4.6)	

In-group	exposure	 21.9%	(13.5)	 24.0%	(15.3)	 13.5%	(8.3)	 70.2%	(16.6)	

At	least	one	out-group	
friend	 35.8%	 33.5%	 62.2%	

Turkish:	5.4%	
Moroccan:	5.6%	

Surinamese:	10.9%	

Sex	 51.9%	boys	
48.1%	girls	

55.6%	boys	
44.4%	girls	

41.5%	boys	
58.5%	girls	

49.7%	boys	
50.3%	girls	

Parental	occupation	 38.7	(19.6)	 41.0	(19.8)	 50.9	(18.8)	 53.3	(19.5)	

Academic	track	

39.0%	level	1	
35.3%	level	2	
17.1%	level	3	
8.6%	level	4	

37.2%	level	1	
27.7%	level	2	
21.3%	level	3	
13.8%	level	4	

23.8%	level	1	
34.8%	level	2	
20.7%	level	3	
20.7%	level	4	

18.1%	level	1	
38.1%	level	2	
19.5%	level	3	
24.3%	level	4	

Number	of	friends	 3.2	(1.7)	 3.4	(1.6)	 3.2	(1.6)	 3.6	(1.5)	
Note.	 a	 Means	 and	 standard	 deviations	 are	 reported.	 For	 nominal	 variables,	 the	 frequency	
distribution	is	reported	in	percentages.	

	
rated	 their	 in-group	74.5	(SD	=	21.9),	and	Dutch	majority	students	rated	 the	Dutch	on	
average	86.3	(SD	=	14.0).	For	the	analyses,	both	out-	and	in-group	attitudes	were	divided	
by	ten.	
	 Intergroup	exposure.	The	exposure	to	out-	and	in-group	classmates	was	assessed	
using	information	on	classmates’	ethnic	background.	For	each	ethnic	group,	we	calculated	
the	number	and	proportion	of	students	in	the	classroom.	For	immigrant	adolescents,	out-
group	exposure	was	measured	as	the	proportion	of	Dutch	majority	classmates.	For	Dutch	
adolescents,	out-group	exposure	was	measured	as	the	proportion	of	first-,	second-,	and	
third-generation	 Turkish,	 Moroccan,	 or	 Surinamese	 classmates.	 Exposure	 to	 in-group	
classmates	 was	 measured	 as	 the	 proportion	 of	 classmates	 from	 the	 same	 immigrant	
background.	Table	5.1	shows	that,	on	average,	27.5%	of	Turkish	adolescents’	classmates	
was	Dutch	(out-group	exposure)	and	21.9%	was	Turkish	(in-group	exposure);	on	average,	
26.0%	 of	 Moroccan	 adolescent’	 classmates	 was	 Dutch	 and	 24.0%	 was	 Moroccan;	 on	
average,	 40.2%	 of	 Surinamese	 adolescents’	 classmates	 was	 Dutch	 and	 13.5%	 was	
Surinamese;	and,	on	average,	2.7%	of	Dutch	adolescents’	classmates	was	Turkish,	2.4%	
was	Moroccan,	3.3%	was	Surinamese,	and	70.2%	was	Dutch.	

Out-group	 friendships.	Students	nominated	 classmates	 they	perceived	as	 their	
best	friends	(“Who	are	your	best	friends?”).	Participants	received	a	list	with	names	and	
random	identification	numbers	of	all	classmates	(also	non-participating	classmates)	and	
were	asked	to	write	down	no	more	than	five	id-numbers.	We	calculated	the	number	of	
out-group	 friends	 by	 taking	 how	 often	 Dutch	 majority	 classmates	 were	 named	 by	
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immigrant	 youth	 and	 vice	 versa,	 separately	 for	 Turkish,	 Moroccan,	 and	 Surinamese	
classmates.	Due	to	the	skewness	of	the	distribution	of	out-group	friendships	(immigrants	
having	Dutch	friends,	skewness	=	1.30,	p	<	.001;	Dutch	having	Turkish	friends,	skewness	
=	4.27,	p	<	.001;	Dutch	having	Moroccan	friends,	skewness	=	4.95,	p	<	.001;	Dutch	having	
Surinamese	 friends,	 skewness	=	3.15,	p	 <	 .001),	we	used	a	dummy	variable	 indicating	
whether	adolescents	had	no	(0)	or	at	least	one	(1)	out-group	friendship	nomination.	Table	
5.1	shows	 that	35.8%	of	Turkish	students,	33.5%	of	Moroccan	students,	 and	62.2%	of	
Surinamese	students	had	at	least	one	Dutch	friend.	Of	all	Dutch	students,	5.4%	had	at	least	
one	Turkish	friend,	5.6%	had	at	least	one	Moroccan	friend,	and	10.9%	had	at	least	one	
Surinamese	friend.	
	 Control	variables.	We	take	into	account	self-reported	sex	to	examine	possible	sex	
differences	 in	 out-group	 attitudes	 (girls	were	 coded	 as	 0	 and	 boys	were	 coded	 as	 1).	
Across	all	groups,	there	were	about	as	many	boys	as	girls	(see	Table	5.1).	

The	 parental	 occupation	 was	 included	 in	 the	 analyses	 because	 immigrant	 and	
societal	majority	youth	often	differ	in	socio-economic	background.	Students	were	asked	
to	 name	 the	 occupation	 or	 profession	 of	 both	 of	 their	 parents	 including	 the	 job	
description.	 This	 information	 was	 used	 to	 code	 parents’	 occupation	 following	 the	
International	Standard	Classification	of	Occupations.	Using	this	variable,	the	international	
socio-economic	 index	 of	 occupational	 status	 (ISEI;	 Ganzeboom	 et	 al.,	 1992)	 was	
constructed.	We	analyzed	parental	occupation	as	the	highest	ISEI	of	both	parents.	The	ISEI	
scale	 ranged	 from	0	 (low	 socio-economic)	 to	 100	 (high	 socio-economic).	 As	 shown	 in	
Table	 5.1,	 Turkish	 students’	 parents	 scored	 on	 average	 38.7	 (SD	 =	 19.6),	 Moroccan	
students’	parents	scored	41.0	(SD	=	19.8),	Surinamese	students’	parents	scored	50.9	(SD	
=	18.8),	and	Dutch	majority	students’	parents	scored	53.3	(SD	=	19.5).	These	ISEI	scores	
were	divided	by	ten	in	our	analyses.	
	 Academic	 track	 plays	 an	 important	 role	 in	 Dutch	 secondary	 schools.	 Schools	
distinguish	 pre-vocational	 education	 (called	 ‘VMBO’),	 general	 secondary	 education	
(called	 ‘HAVO’),	 and	 pre-university	 education	 (called	 ‘VWO’	 and	 ‘Gymnasium’).	 Pre-
vocational	 education	 classrooms	 are	 divided	 into	 four	 sub-tracks,	 of	 which	 two	 are	
practically	 oriented,	 one	 is	 theoretically	 oriented,	 and	 one	 is	 both	 practically	 and	
theoretically	oriented.	In	this	study,	we	separated	the	pre-vocational	education	into	two	
tracks,	resulting	in	four	academic	tracks:	1)	pre-vocational	practical	(49	classrooms),	2)	
pre-vocational	theoretical	(58	classrooms),	3)	general	secondary	(29	classrooms),	and	4)	
pre-university	(33	classrooms).	Table	5.1	gives	the	distribution	of	students	per	academic	
track	for	each	ethnic	group.	In	our	analyses,	we	treat	the	 lowest	academic	track	as	the	
reference	category.		
	
ANALYTICAL	STRATEGY	
We	conducted	analyses	on	immigrant	and	Dutch	majority	youth	to	examine	immigrant	
adolescents’	 social	 integration	 from	 the	perspectives	of	 each	group.	Our	 study	 focuses	
primarily	 on	 processes	 within	 classrooms	 which	 calls	 for	 multilevel	 analyses.	 Initial	
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analyses,	however,	indicated	that	the	intraclass	correlation	(ICC)	at	the	classroom-level	
for	out-group	attitudes	was	low	(ICC	=	.06),	indicating	little	between-classroom	variation.	
In	addition,	the	design	effect	of	the	classroom-level	was	1.99.	Only	for	multilevel	samples	
with	 a	 design	 effect	 larger	 than	 two,	 multilevel	 analyses	 are	 considered	 necessary	
(Muthén	&	Satorra,	1995).	Therefore,	we	only	control	for	clustering	within	classrooms	in	
the	standard	errors	in	our	analyses.		

We	analyzed	our	data	in	two	models	using	Mplus	(version	8.1;	Muthén	&	Muthén,	
2017).	To	examine	the	first	two	hypotheses,	we	relied	on	multi-group	regression	models	
predicting	 out-group	 attitudes	with	 out-group	 exposure	 as	 the	main	 predictor.	 Multi-
group	analyses	enable	to	examine	each	of	the	three	immigrant	groups	within	one	analysis.	
For	 our	 third	 hypothesis	 to	 investigate	 the	 direct	 association	 between	 out-group	
friendships	and	out-group	attitudes	and	the	mediation	between	out-group	exposure	and	
out-group	attitudes	(using	indirect	effects),	we	relied	on	path	analysis	using	multi-group	
structural	 equation	modelling	 (SEM),	 including	only	directly	observed	variables.	 In	 the	
SEM,	 out-group	 attitudes	 were	 predicted	 with	 out-group	 exposure	 and	 out-group	
friendships	and	out-group	friendships	were	predicted	with	out-group	exposure.	The	fit	of	
SEM	 analyses	 was	 evaluated	 based	 on	 Comparative	 Fit	 Index	 (CFI;	 at	 least	 .90	 for	
reasonable	fit	and	.95	for	good	fit,	see	Bentler,	1990;	Hu	&	Bentler,	2009)	and	Root	Mean	
Square	 Error	 of	 Approximation	 (RMSEA;	 less	 than	 .08	 for	 reasonable	 fit	 and	 .05	 for	
approximate	fit,	see	Browne	&	Cudeck,	1992).	All	continuous	independent	variables	were	
grand-mean	centered.		

Within	the	multi-group	framework,	we	were	able	to	examine	differences	between	
the	 three	 immigrant	 groups	 on	 the	 main	 parameters	 (referring	 to	 the	 associations	
between	out-group	exposure,	out-group	friendships,	and	out-group	attitudes)	by	allowing	
the	parameters	to	vary	freely.	We	tested	whether	the	effects	differed	for	immigrants	from	
the	three	groups	and	for	Dutch	adolescents’	attitudes	toward	the	three	groups	using	the	
Wald-test	 for	 parameter	 constraints.	 A	 significant	 Wald-test	 suggests	 that	 immigrant	
groups	(or	majority’s	attitudes	toward	the	three	immigrant	groups)	vary	on	the	pathway	
of	interest,	whereas	a	nonsignificant	test	suggests	that	similar	parameters	are	obtained	
for	 the	 groups.	 For	 the	 sake	 of	 parsimony,	 we	 constrained	 the	 parameters	 of	 control	
variables	which	 resulted	 in	 nonsignificant	Wald-tests.	 In	 the	 result	 section,	we	 report	
standardized	parameter	estimates	and	their	confidence	intervals.	

	
5.3	RESULTS	

The	result	section	is	divided	into	three	main	sections.	First,	we	examine	immigrant	group	
differences	in	adolescents’	out-group	attitudes	(hypothesis	1)	by	relying	on	multi-group	
regression	 analyses.	 Second,	 relying	 on	 the	 same	 analyses,	 we	 examine	 whether	 out-
group	exposure	relates	to	adolescents’	out-group	attitudes	for	immigrants	from	the	three	
immigrant	groups	and	the	Dutch	majority	(hypothesis	2).	Finally,	by	relying	on	the	multi-
group	SEM	model,	we	examine	whether	the	association	between	out-group	exposure	and	
out-group	 attitudes	 is	 mediated	 by	 having	 an	 out-group	 friend	 (hypothesis	 3).	
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Furthermore,	by	comparing	coefficient’s	confidence	intervals	and	performing	additional	
Wald	tests,	we	were	able	to	test	whether	coefficients	differed	between	immigrant	groups	
and	between	Dutch	adolescents’	attitudes	toward	the	three	immigrant	groups.	
	
DIFFERENCES	IN	OUT-GROUP	ATTITUDES	
The	multi-group	regression	model	predicting	out-group	attitudes	showed	reasonable	fit	
(CFI	=	.84;	RMSEA	=	.03).	The	intercepts	in	Table	5.2	show	that,	consistent	with	hypothesis	
1a,	Turkish	were	less	positive	about	Dutch	than	Surinamese	(Wald	test	of	intercepts	in	
Model	1;	WT-S	=	4.18,	p	=	.04),	Moroccans	were	slightly	less	positive	than	Surinamese	(WM-

S	=	3.04,	p	=	.08),	and	Turkish	and	Moroccan	adolescents	were	not	found	to	differ	in	their	
attitudes	(WT-M	=	0.01,	p	=	 .94).	 In	 line	with	hypothesis	1b,	Dutch	majority	adolescents	
were	less	positive	about	both	Turkish	and	Moroccans	than	about	Surinamese	(WDT-DS	=	
9.21,	p	 =	 .002;	WDM-DS	=	28.26,	p	 <	 .001).	 In	addition,	Dutch	were	more	positive	about	
Turkish	than	about	Moroccan	(WDT-DM	=	23.36,	p	<	.001).	
	
CLASSROOM	EXPOSURE	TO	THE	OUT-GROUP	
Across	all	 immigrant	groups,	having	more	Dutch	classmates	(out-group	exposure)	was	
related	to	more	positive	attitudes	toward	Dutch	for	immigrant	adolescents	(Table	5.2;	PET	
=	0.21,	p	=	.003;	PEM	=	0.29,	p	<	.001;	PEM	=	0.16,	p	=	.046).	For	Dutch	majority	adolescents,	
higher	 proportions	 of	 Turkish	 classmates	 related	 to	 more	 positive	 attitudes	 toward	
Turkish	(Table	5.2;	PEDT	=	0.07,	p	=	.02).	Nevertheless,	this	effect	was	not	found	to	differ	
from	 the	 non-significant	 effects	 of	 exposure	 on	 Dutch	 majority	 adolescents’	 attitudes	
toward	Moroccans	and	Surinamese	(PEDM	=	0.05,	p	=	.06;	PEDS	=	0.02,	p	=	.31),	as	indicated	
by	overlapping	confidence	intervals	(see	Table	5.2)	and	non-significant	Wald-tests	(WDT-

DM	 =	 0.29,	 p	 =	 .59;	WDT-DS	 =	 1.83,	 p	 =	 .18;	WDM-DS	 =	 0.72,	 p	 =	 .40).	 These	 findings	 are	
consistent	with	hypothesis	2a,	stating	that	having	more	out-group	classmates	is	positively	
related	 to	adolescents’	out-group	attitudes,	 for	 immigrants,	but	not	 for	Dutch	majority	
youth.	

Wald-tests	 indicated	 that	 the	 association	 between	 out-group	 exposure	 and	
adolescents’	out-group	attitudes	did	not	significantly	differ	between	immigrant	and	Dutch	
youth	as	indicated	by	overlapping	confidence	intervals	(WDT-T	=	0.84,	p	=	.36;	WDM-M	=	.02,	
p	=	.88;	WDS-S	=	0.002,	p	=	.96).	However,	the	confidence	intervals	of	immigrants’	estimates	
were	 large,	 likely	 due	 to	 the	 relatively	 small	 sample	 size	 of	 immigrant	 adolescents.	
Looking	 at	 the	 specific	 parameter	 estimates,	 the	 effect	 of	 out-group	 exposure	 on	
immigrant	adolescents’	attitudes	toward	Dutch	was	systematically	larger	than	on	Dutch	
adolescents’	 attitudes	 toward	 the	 three	 immigrant	 groups.	 Consequently,	 our	 findings	
seem	 to	 suggest	 that	 the	 association	 between	 out-group	 exposure	 and	 attitudes	 is	
stronger	for	immigrant	than	for	Dutch	majority	adolescents,	in	contrast	to	hypothesis	2b.	
In	addition,	 the	strength	of	 the	association	between	exposure	to	Dutch	classmates	and	
attitudes	toward	Dutch	was	not	found	to	differ	significantly	between	the	three	immigrant	
groups	 (WT-M	=	0.55,	p	 =	 .46;	WT-S	=	1.18,	p	 =	 .28;	WM-S	=	2.73,	p	 =	 .10),	 therefore	not	
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Table	5.2.	Multi-group	regression	model	results	predicting	out-group	attitudes	(model	1)	
	 Turkish	–	Dutch	 Moroccan	–	Dutch	 Surinamese	–	Dutch	
	 PE	

(SE)	 p	 CI	
PE	
(SE)	 p	 CI	

PE	
(SE)	 p	 CI	

Intercept	 2.43	
(0.19)	 	 [2.07	–	2.79]	 2.44	

(0.18)	 	 [2.08	–	2.80]	 3.22	
(0.24)	 	 [2.75	–	3.62]	

Out-group	
exposure	

0.21	
(0.07)	 .003	 [0.07	–	0.35]	 0.29	

(0.08)	 <.001	 [0.13	–	0.45]	 0.16	
(0.08)	 .046	 [0.003	–	0.31]	

Control	variables	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Friends	 0.03	
(0.04)	 .50	 [-0.05	–	0.11]	 0.03	

(0.04)	 .50	 [-0.05	–	0.10]	 0.03	
(0.04)	 .50	 [-0.05	–	0.11]	

Sex	 -0.01	
(0.04)	 .74	 [-0.09	–	0.06]	 -0.01	

(0.04)	 .73	 [-0.09	–	0.06]	 -0.02	
(0.04)	 .74	 [-0.10	–	0.07]	

Parental	occu-
pation	

0.03	
(0.05)	 .59	 [-0.07	–	0.12]	 0.03	

(0.04)	 .59	 [-0.07	–	0.12]	 0.03	
(0.06)	 .59	 [-0.08	–	0.14]	

In-group	attitudes	 -0.02	(0.04)	 .61	 [-0.11	–	0.06]	 -0.03	
(0.05)	 .62	 [-0.14	–	0.08]	 0.19	

(0.11)	 .08	 [-0.02	–	0.41]	

In-group	
exposure	

-0.02	
(0.04)	 .71	 [-0.15	–	0.11]	 -0.03	

(0.07)	 .71	 [-0.17	–	0.12]	 -0.02	
(0.05)	 .71	 [-0.11	–	0.07]	

Academic	track	
(level	1	ref.)	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Level	2	 0.12	
(0.04)	 .01	 [0.03	–	0.20]	 0.11	

(0.04)	 .01	 [0.02	–	0.19]	 0.14	
(0.06)	 .01	 [0.03	–	0.25]	

Level	3	 0.12	
(0.04)	 .002	 [0.04	–	0.20]	 0.13	

(0.04)	 .002	 [0.05	–	0.21]	 0.15	
(0.05)	 .002	 [0.06	–	0.25]	

Level	4	 0.07	
(0.03)	 .03	 [0.01	–	0.14]	 0.09	

(0.04)	 .04	 [0.01	–	0.17]	 0.12	
(0.06)	 .03	 [0.01	–	0.23]	

Residual	variance	 0.91	
(0.04)	 <.001	 [0.83	–	0.98]	

0.87	
(0.04)	 <.001	 [0.78	–	0.96]	 0.90	

(0.05)	 <.001	 [0.80	–	1.00]	

	 Dutch	–	Turkish	 Dutch	-	Moroccan	 Dutch	–	Surinamese	

	 PE	
(SE)	 p	 CI	

PE	
(SE)	 p	 CI	

PE	
(SE)	 p	 CI	

Intercept	 2.15	
(0.07)	 	 [2.01	–	2.29]	 1.88	

(0.07)	 	 [1.75	–	2.01]	 2.64	
(0.09)	 	 [2.46	–	2.82]	

Out-group	
exposure	

0.07	
(0.03)	 .02	 [0.01	–	0.13]	 0.05	

(0.02)	 .06	 [-0.001	–	0.09]	 0.02	
(0.02)	 .31	 [-0.02	–	0.07]	

Control	variables	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Friends	 -0.01	
(0.02)	 .59	 [-0.06	–	0.03]	 -0.01	

(0.02)	 .59	 [-0.06	–	0.03]	 -0.01	
(0.03)	 .59	 [-0.06	–	0.04]	

Sex	 -0.10	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [-0.15	–	-0.05]	

-0.16	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [-0.21	–	-0.12]	

-0.03	
(0.03)	 .17	 [-0.08	–	0.02]	

Parental	occu-
pation	

0.04	
(0.02)	 .07	 [-0.003	–	0.08]	 0.04	(0.02)	 .07	 [-0.003	–	0.08]	 0.04	

(0.02)	 .07	 [-0.003	–	0.09]	

In-group	attitudes	 0.02	(0.02)	 .41	 [-0.02	–	0.06]	 0.02	
(0.02)	 .41	 [-0.02	–	0.05]	 0.13	

(0.03)	 <.001	 [0.08	–	0.18]	

In-group	
exposure	

-0.09	
(0.03)	 <.001	 [-0.14	–	-0.04]	

-0.08	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [-0.13	–	-0.04]	

-0.09	
(0.03)	 <.001	 [-0.15	–	-0.04]	

Academic	track	
(level	1	ref.)	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Level	2	 0.09	
(0.03)	 .01	 [0.03	–	0.16]	 0.09	

(0.03)	 .01	 [0.02	–	0.15]	 0.10	
(0.04)	 .01	 [0.03	–	0.16]	

Level	3	 0.10	
(0.03)	 .001	 [0.04	–	0.16]	 0.10	

(0.03)	 .001	 [0.04	–	0.15]	 0.11	
(0.03)	 .001	 [0.04	–	0.17]	

Level	4	 0.19	
(0.03)	 <.001	 [0.13	–	0.26]	

0.18	
(0.03)	 <.001	 [0.13	–	0.24]	 0.20	

(0.03)	 <.001	 [0.14	–	0.27]	

Residual	variance	 0.95	
(0.01)	 <.001	 [0.93	–	0.97]	

0.94	
(0.01)	 <.001	 [0.92	–	0.96]	 0.94	

(0.01)	 <.001	 [0.92	–	0.97]	
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supporting	hypothesis	2c.	
	
OUT-GROUP	FRIENDSHIPS	FOR	IMMIGRANT	YOUTH	
The	multi-group	SEM	analyses	were	used	to	test	if	having	an	out-group	friend	mediated	
the	association	between	immigrant	adolescents’	out-group	exposure	and	attitudes	(see	
Table	5.3,	summarized	in	Figure	5.1).	The	model	showed	a	good	fit	(CFI	=	.93;	RMSEA	=	
.02).	Figure	5.1	shows	that	the	proportion	of	Dutch	classmates	was	positively	related	to	
the	 probability	 of	 having	 at	 least	 one	Dutch	 friend	 for	 Turkish	 adolescents	 (based	 on	
Model	2	in	Table	5.3;	PET	=	0.69,	p	<	.001).	In	addition,	having	a	Dutch	majority	friend	was	
positively	related	to	Turkish	adolescents’	attitudes	toward	Dutch	(PET	=	0.48,	p	<	.001).	
The	 effect	 of	 exposure	 to	 Dutch	 classmates	 on	 Turkish	 adolescents’	 attitudes	 toward	
Dutch	 became	 non-significant	 after	 including	 the	 effect	 of	 having	 a	 Dutch	 friend		
	

Table	5.3.	Multi-group	structural	equation	model	results	predicting	out-group	attitudes	
and	friendships	among	immigrant	adolescents	(model	2)	

	 Turkish	–	Dutch	 Moroccan	–	Dutch	 Surinamese	–	Dutch	
	 PE	

(SE)	 p	 CI	
PE	
(SE)	 p	 CI	

PE	
(SE)	 p	 CI	

	 DV	=	Out-group	attitudes	

Intercept	 2.50	
(0.19)	 	 [2.14	–	2.86]	 2.62	

(0.23)	 	 [2.17	–	3.07]	 3.23	
(0.30)	 	 [2.65	–	3.81]	

Out-group	
exposure	

-0.05	
(0.15)	 .75	 [-0.34	–	0.24]	 0.12	

(0.18)	 .53	 [-0.24	–	0.47]	 0.25	
(0.20)	 .21	 [-0.14	–	0.63]	

Out-group	friend	 0.48	
(0.13)	 <.001	 [0.22	–	0.73]	

0.12	
(0.16)	 .43	 [-0.18	–	0.43]	 -0.06	

(0.21)	 .77	 [-0.47	–	0.35]	

Control	variables	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Friends	 -0.08	
(0.06)	 .18	 [-0.21	–	0.04]	 -0.08	

(0.06)	 .18	 [-0.20	–	0.04]	 -0.09	
(0.07)	 .19	 [-0.23	–	0.04]	

Sex	 -0.07	
(0.10)	 .48	 [-0.25	–	0.12]	 -0.04	

(0.22)	 .85	 [-0.47	–	0.39]	 -0.01	
(0.17)	 .95	 [-0.35	–	0.33]	

Parental	occu-
pation	

0.03	
(0.04)	 .41	 [-0.05	–	0.11]	 0.04	

(0.04)	 .41	 [-0.05	–	0.12]	 0.04	
(0.05)	 .41	 [-0.05	–	0.13]	

In-group	attitudes	 -0.01	(0.04)	 .75	 [-0.09	–	0.07]	 -0.02	
(0.06)	 .75	 [-0.13	–	0.09]	 0.19	

(0.05)	 <.001	 [0.09	–	0.28]	

In-group	
exposure	

-0.02	
(0.06)	 .71	 [-0.14	–	0.09]	 -0.03	

(0.07)	 .71	 [-0.16	–	0.11]	 -0.02	
(0.04)	 .71	 [-0.10	–	0.07]	

Academic	track	
(level	1	ref.)	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Level	2	 0.08	
(0.04)	 .04	 [0.004	–	0.16]	 0.08	

(0.04)	 .04	 [0.004	–	0.15]	 0.10	
(0.05)	 .04	 [0.01	–	0.19]	

Level	3	 0.14	
(0.04)	 .002	 [0.05	–	0.22]	 0.16	

(0.05)	 .002	 [0.06	–	0.26]	 0.18	
(0.06)	 .002	 [0.07	–	0.29]	

Level	4	 0.09	
(0.04)	 .02	 [0.02	–	0.15]	 0.11	

(0.05)	 .02	 [0.02	–	0.20]	 0.15	
(0.06)	 .02	 [0.03	–	0.27]	

Residual	variance	 0.77	
(0.08)	 <.001	 [0.62	–	0.92]	

0.91	
(0.05)	 <.001	 [0.81	–	1.01]	

0.89	
(0.05)	 <.001	 [0.78	–	0.99]	

	 DV	=	Having	an	out-group	friend	

Intercept	 0.22	
(0.16)	 	 [-0.10	–	0.55]	 0.56	

(0.18)	 	 [0.21	–	0.92]	 -0.34	
(0.28)	 	 [-0.89	–	0.21]	

Out-group	
exposure	

0.69	
(0.09)	 <.001	 [0.52	–	0.86]	

0.68	
(0.09)	 <.001	 [0.51	–	0.85]	

0.74	
(0.06)	 <.001	 [0.62	–	0.87]	
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(PET	=	-	0.05,	p	=	 .75).	Moreover,	the	indirect	effect	of	out-group	exposure	on	attitudes	
toward	Dutch	via	having	a	Dutch	friend	was	significant	(PEIE	=	0.33,	p	=	.002).	In	line	with	
hypothesis	3a,	these	findings	support	mediation	for	Turkish	adolescents.	

Similarly,	the	proportion	of	Dutch	classmates	was	positively	related	to	Moroccan	
and	Surinamese	adolescents’	likelihood	of	having	a	Dutch	friend	(PEM	=	0.68,	p	<	.001;	PES	
=	0.74,	p	<	.001).	However,	having	a	Dutch	majority	friend	was	not	found	to	be	related	to	
Moroccan	and	Surinamese	adolescents’	attitudes	toward	Dutch	(PEM	=	0.12,	p	=	.43;	PES	=	
-0.06,	p	=	.77)	and	Wald	tests	show	that	the	association	between	having	a	Dutch	friend	
and	attitudes	toward	Dutch	was	stronger	for	Turkish	than	for	Moroccan	and	Surinamese	
(WT-M	=	5.57,	p	=	.002;	WT-S	=	10.59,	p	=	.001;	WM-S	=	0.84,	p	=	.36).	Moreover,	the	indirect	
effect	of	out-group	exposure	on	attitudes	 toward	Dutch	via	having	a	Dutch	 friend	was	
found	to	be	non-significant	for	Moroccans	(PEIE	=	0.08,	p	=	.44)	and	Surinamese	(PEIE	=	-
0.05,	 p	 =	 .77).	 Thus,	 having	 a	 Dutch	 friend	was	 not	 found	 to	 mediate	 the	 association	
between	 out-group	 exposure	 and	 Moroccan	 and	 Surinamese	 adolescents’	 attitudes	
	
Figure	5.1.	Results	of	the	mediational	analyses	

	
Notes.	Results	are	based	on	multi-group	analyses.	Standardized	coefficients	are	reported.	Values	
above	the	arrow	are	based	on	model	1	and	values	below	the	arrows	are	based	on	model	2	in	Table	
5.2.	 Control	 variable	 coefficients	 were	 omitted	 for	 presentation	 purposes.	 CFIModel1	 =	 0.84;	
RMSEAModel1	=	0.03;	CFIModel2	=	0.93;	RMSEAModel2	=	0.02.	
*	p	<	.05,	**	p	<	.01,	***	p	<	.001.	
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toward	Dutch.	These	findings	were	partially	consistent	with	hypothesis	3b,	hypothesizing	
that	the	mediational	effect	of	out-group	friendships	is	stronger	for	Turkish	and	Moroccan	
adolescents	than	for	Surinamese	adolescents.	
	
OUT-GROUP	FRIENDSHIPS	FOR	DUTCH	MAJORITY	YOUTH	
Table	 5.4	 presents	 the	 results	 on	 the	 multi-group	 SEM	 analyses	 for	 Dutch	 majority	
adolescents	(summarized	in	Figure	5.1).	Exposure	to	immigrant	classmates	was	positively	
related	to	having	an	immigrant	friend	for	Dutch	majority	adolescents	(PEDT	=	0.33,	p	<	
.001;	PEDM	=	0.35,	p	<	.001;	PEDS	=	0.56,	p	<	.001).	Having	an	immigrant	friend,	in	turn,	was	
positively	related	to	Dutch	majority	adolescents’	attitudes	toward	Turkish	(PEDT	=	0.17,	p	
<	.001)	and	Surinamese	(PEDS	=	0.17,	p	<	.001),	but	not	toward	Moroccans	(PEDM	=	0.06,	p	
=	 .24).	Nevertheless,	additional	Wald	 tests	showed	that	 the	strength	of	 the	association	
between	having	an	immigrant	friend	and	attitudes	was	not	found	to	differ	significantly	
	
Table	5.4.	Multi-group	 structural	 equation	model	 results	predicting	out-group	attitudes	
and	friendships	among	Dutch	majority	adolescents	(model	2)	

	 Dutch	–	Turkish	 Dutch	-	Moroccan	 Dutch	–	Surinamese	
	 PE	

(SE)	 p	 CI	
PE	
(SE)	 p	 CI	

PE	
(SE)	 p	 CI	

	 DV	=	Out-group	attitudes	

Intercept	 2.30	
(1.09)	 	 [0.16	–	4.45]	 1.82	

(0.54)	 	 [0.77	–	2.87]	 2.65	
(0.19)	 	 [2.28	–	3.03]	

Out-group	
exposure	

0.02	
(0.04)	 .63	 [-0.06	–	0.10]	 0.02	

(0.03)	 .54	 [-0.04	–	0.08]	 -0.07	
(0.04)	 .07	 [-0.14	–	0.01]	

Out-group	friend	 0.17	
(0.05)	 <.001	 [0.08	–	0.26]	

0.06	
(0.05)	 .24	 [-0.04	–	0.16]	 0.17	

(0.05)	 <.001	 [0.08	–	0.26]	

Control	variables	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Friends	 -0.05	
(0.02)	 .003	 [-0.09	–	-0.02]	 -0.05	(0.02)	 .003	 [-0.09	–	-0.02]	 -0.06	(0.02)	 .003	 [-0.09	–	-0.02]	

Sex	 -0.16	
(1.96)	 .94	 [-4.00	–	3.69]	 -0.09	

(0.97)	 .92	 [-1.99	–	1.81]	 -0.04	
(0.16)	 .83	 [-0.35	–	0.28]	

Parental	occu-
pation	

0.03	
(0.02)	 .03	 [0.002	–	0.06]	 0.03	

(0.01)	 .04	 [0.002	–	0.06]	 0.03	
(0.02)	 .04	 [0.002	–	0.06]	

In-group	attitudes	 -0.01	(0.08)	 .88	 [-0.17	–	0.14]	 -0.01	
(0.08)	 .88	 [-0.16	–	0.14]	 0.13	

(0.03)	 <.001	 [0.08	–	0.19]	

In-group	
exposure	

-0.09	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [-0.13	–	-0.06]	

-0.09	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [-0.12	–	-0.05]	

-0.10	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [-0.13	–	-0.06]	

Academic	track	
(level	1	ref.)	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Level	2	 0.08	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [0.05	–	0.12]	

0.08	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [0.04	–	0.12]	

0.09	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [0.05	–	0.13]	

Level	3	 0.10	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [0.06	–	0.14]	

0.09	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [0.06	–	0.13]	

0.10	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [0.07	–	0.14]	

Level	4	 0.19	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [0.16	–	0.23]	

0.18	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [0.15	–	0.22]	

0.20	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [0.17	–	0.24]	

Residual	variance	 0.91	
(0.61)	 .14	 [-0.28	–	2.11]	 0.96	

(0.18)	 <.001	 [0.61	–	1.30]	
0.93	
(0.02)	 <.001	 [0.89	–	0.96]	

	 DV	=	Having	an	out-group	friend	

Intercept	 1.57	
(0.12)	 	 [1.33	–	1.81]	 1.74	

(0.15)	 	 [1.44	–	2.04]	 1.21	
(0.10)	 	 [1.01	–	1.40]	

Out-group	
exposure	

0.33	
(0.05)	 <.001	 [0.22	–	0.43]	

0.35	
(0.06)	 <.001	 [0.24	–	0.46]	

0.56	
(0.04)	 <.001	 [0.48	–	0.63]	
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between	the	three	immigrant	groups	(WDT-DM	=	0.10,	p	=	.46;	WDT-DS	=	1.18,	p	=	.54;	WDM-

DS	=	2.73,	p	=	.22),	indicating	that	the	difference	between	the	association	between	having	
an	immigrant	friend	and	Dutch	adolescents’	attitudes	toward	the	three	immigrant	groups	
is	smaller	than	the	significance	of	the	effects	may	suggest.	Whereas	out-group	exposure	
was	not	found	to	benefit	Dutch	adolescents’	attitudes	toward	immigrants,	more	positive	
attitudes	 were	 found	 for	 Dutch	 majority	 adolescents	 for	 whom	 the	 exposure	 toward	
immigrants	was	related	to	forming	an	out-group	friendship.	
	

5.4	DISCUSSION	

Despite	 recognition	 of	 the	 importance	 of	 positive	 mutual	 intergroup	 attitudes	 for	
immigrants’	 social	 integration	 (Berry,	 2003),	 past	 research	 on	 this	 topic	 has	 mainly	
focused	on	attitudes	toward	immigrants.	Our	study	provides	nuanced	insights	into	social	
integration	 of	 second-	 and	 third-generation	 immigrant	 adolescents	 from	 different	
immigrant	 groups.	 Most	 notably,	 we	 found	 that	 out-group	 exposure	 and	 friendships	
functioned	in	different	ways	across	immigrant	and	Dutch	majority	adolescents’	attitudes	
toward	one	another.	For	immigrant	adolescents,	especially	out-group	exposure	was	found	
to	 be	 positively	 related	 to	 their	 attitudes	 toward	 Dutch,	 whereas	 factors	 benefiting	
societal	majority	adolescents’	attitudes	differed	based	on	the	specific	out-group.	These	
findings	highlight	the	nuances	between	immigrant	groups	and	between	immigrant	and	
societal	majority	groups’	attitudes	toward	one	another.	
	 Our	 analyses	 of	 out-group	 attitudes	 from	 the	 perspectives	 of	 immigrant	 and	
societal	majority	youth	were	 largely	consistent	with	our	hypothesis	 regarding	cultural	
distance	(Beiser	et	al.,	2015;	Lundborg,	2013;	Schiefer	et	al.,	2012;	Sortheix	&	Lönnqvist,	
2015).	Compared	to	Surinamese,	youth	from	culturally	more	distant	immigrant	groups	
(referring	 to	Turkish	and	Moroccan),	were	 less	positive	 toward	Dutch.	Dutch	majority	
adolescents,	in	turn,	reported	feeling	less	positive	about	Moroccans	than	Surinamese.	The	
less	favorable	attitudes	toward	Moroccan	than	Turkish	(i.e.,	two	culturally	more	distant	
groups	than	Surinamese)	suggest	that	in	addition	to	cultural	distance,	other	factors	may	
play	a	role.	A	possible	explanation	could	be	that,	for	example,	negative	media	attention	
(Bouabid,	2016)	may	play	a	critical	role	in	biasing	attitudes	toward	a	particular	immigrant	
group.	 That	 is,	 media	 stories	 of	 negative	 events	 involving	 Moroccan	 immigrants	 may	
strengthen	some	of	the	negative	stereotypes	about	all	Moroccans.	
	 Our	 main	 analyses	 regarding	 factors	 relating	 to	 out-group	 attitudes	 revealed	
symmetrical	 findings	 between	 Turkish	 and	 societal	 majority	 youth.	 Consistent	 with	
contact	 theory	 (Allport,	 1954;	 Pettigrew	 &	 Tropp,	 2006),	 out-group	 exposure	 and	
friendships	were	found	to	be	positively	related	to	out-group	attitudes	for	both	the	Turkish	
immigrant	 youth	 and	 their	 societal	 majority	 classmates.	 In	 addition,	 out-group	
friendships	 were	 found	 to	 explain	 the	 association	 between	 out-group	 exposure	 and	
attitudes	for	both	Turkish	and	societal	majority	adolescents.	The	predictors	of	Turkish	
and	societal	majority	adolescents’	attitudes	were	found	to	be	symmetrical	and	in	line	with	
theoretical	predictions.		
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For	 Moroccan	 immigrants’	 attitudes	 toward	 Dutch	 and	 societal	 majority	
adolescents’	attitudes	toward	Moroccans,	however,	the	factors	functioned	in	an	unequal	
manner.	 Societal	 majority	 youth’s	 exposure	 to	 Moroccan	 classmates	 was	 positively	
related	to	 friendships	with	Moroccan	classmates	but	neither	exposure	nor	 friendships,	
were	 related	 to	 societal	 majority	 adolescents’	 attitudes	 toward	 Moroccans.	 When	 we	
examined	 Moroccan	 students’	 attitudes	 toward	 Dutch,	 exposure	 to	 societal	 majority	
classmates	 was	 positively	 related	 to	 their	 attitudes.	 However,	 Moroccan	 immigrant	
youth’s	friendships	with	societal	majority	adolescents	was	not	found	to	be	related	to	their	
attitudes	 toward	Dutch	 over	 and	 above	 their	 out-group	 exposure.	 Thus,	 for	Moroccan	
immigrant	 adolescents’	 attitudes	 toward	 Dutch,	 and	 especially	 for	 societal	 majority	
adolescents’	 attitudes	 toward	Moroccans,	 out-group	 contact	 does	 not	 seem	 to	 benefit	
their	attitudes	much.	

Finally,	 our	 findings	 regarding	 Surinamese	 immigrant	 adolescents’	 attitudes	
toward	Dutch	and	vice	versa	also	show	differences.	In	line	with	the	result	for	Moroccan	
immigrants,	Surinamese	immigrants’	exposure	to	Dutch	classmates	was	related	to	both	
better	attitudes	and	the	formation	of	friendships,	but	friendships	were	not	found	to	be	
related	to	more	favorable	attitudes	toward	Dutch	over	and	above	the	effect	of	exposure.	
For	Dutch	students,	however,	exposure	 to	Surinamese	classmates	was	not	 found	 to	be	
directly	associated	with	their	attitudes.	Instead,	in	line	with	our	theoretical	predictions,	
exposure	was	found	to	have	an	indirect	association	to	their	attitudes	toward	Surinamese	
via	having	Surinamese	friends.	

Taken	together,	our	findings	partially	supported	the	theoretical	expectations.	This	
applied	to	Turkish	adolescents’	attitudes	toward	Dutch	and	vice	versa,	as	well	as	societal	
majority	 adolescents’	 attitudes	 toward	 Surinamese.	 However,	 our	 findings	 regarding	
Moroccan	and	Surinamese	 adolescents’	 outgroup	attitudes	 suggest	 a	different	pattern.	
The	explanation	for	the	divergent	findings	likely	differs	across	the	two	immigrant	groups.	
On	 the	 one	 hand,	 given	 the	 contemporary	 prejudice	 that	 Dutch	 society	 holds	 toward	
Moroccans	(Bouabid,	2016),	exposure	to	and	friendships	with	Moroccan	classmates	may	
not	 be	 enough	 to	 change	 societal	 majority	 adolescents’	 attitudes.	 It	 is	 possible	 that	
Moroccan	adolescents	mirror	the	prejudice	of	the	societal	majority	toward	their	cultural	
group,	also	inhibiting	the	improvement	of	their	attitudes.	Moreover,	it	could	be	that	the	
benefit	of	friendships	is	canceled	out	by	the	diminishing	effect	of	negative	relationships	
that	may	exist	between	Moroccan	and	societal	majority	adolescents	(Stark	et	al.,	2013,	
2015).	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 second-	 and	 third-generation	 Surinamese	 adolescents	 are	
generally	positive	toward	Dutch.	Therefore,	their	attitudes	may	not	be	benefited	further	
by	friendships	with	societal	majority	classmates.	Such	findings	suggest	that	the	benefit	of	
out-group	contact	may	depend	on	the	initial	level	of	attitudes.	This	is	a	question	that	begs	
additional	research.	Regardless,	the	current	findings	highlight	nuances	that	are	likely	to	
be	masked	when	all	immigrant	groups	are	combined	into	one	group.	
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LIMITATIONS	AND	FUTURE	DIRECTIONS	
Although	our	study	provides	new	insights	into	the	social	integration	of	second-	and	third-
generation	immigrants	based	on	contact	theory,	the	cross-sectional	data	did	not	enable	
us	to	test	the	directionality	of	the	effects.	Our	sample	restricted	us	to	analyze	our	data	
cross-sectionally	 because	 of	 considerable	 drop-out	 between	 waves,	 especially	 for	
immigrant	adolescents	(36.4%	of	the	Turkish,	27.1%	of	the	Moroccan,	and	26.8%	of	the	
Surinamese	 respondents	 have	 a	missing	 value	 on	 their	 attitudes	 toward	Dutch	 in	 the	
second	wave).	Given	that	students	have	little	control	selecting	their	classrooms	in	Dutch	
secondary	 schools,	 we	 presume	 that	 out-group	 exposure	 predicts	 relevant	 out-group	
attitudes	 rather	 than	 vice	 versa.	 However,	 future	 research	 should	 test	 longitudinally	
whether	friendships	with	relevant	out-groups	shape	or	reflect	more	positive	out-group	
attitudes.	What	we	do	know	from	the	current	analyses	is	that	studies	need	to	consider	
differences	between	immigrant	and	societal	majority	adolescents	as	well	as	the	variations	
among	the	second	and	third	generation	immigrant	groups	when	conducting	longitudinal	
research.		
	 Given	our	 focus	on	 second-	and	 third-generation	 immigrant	 youth,	 it	 should	be	
noted	that	differences	between	societal	majority	and	immigrant	youth	are	likely	to	blur	
across	generations.	We	relied	on	seemingly	objective	data	on	adolescents’,	parents’,	and	
grandparents’	country	of	birth.	However,	ethnic	or	cultural	background	may	not	be	self-
evident.	 Also,	 the	 ethnic	 identification	 of	 second-	 and	 third-generation	 immigrants	 is	
likely	 to	 be	 multidimensional.	 Previous	 research	 has	 recognized	 and	 shown	 the	
importance	of	ethnic	identification	for	intergroup	attitudes	and	relationships	(Knifsend	
et	al.,	2016;	Knifsend	&	Juvonen,	2014;	Syed	et	al.,	2018),	but	little	is	known	about	the	role	
of	 (ethnic	or	 cultural)	 identity	 complexity	 in	 immigrant	 adolescents’	 social	 integration	
(Jugert	et	al.,	2018).	It	would	be	particularly	interesting	to	examine	whether	immigrants’	
strength	of	national	 (as	opposed	 to	cultural	or	ethnic)	 identity	predicts	 their	attitudes	
toward	the	societal	majority.	
	 Although	we	modeled	the	attitudes	of	the	societal	majority	and	immigrant	youth	
separately,	they	are	obviously	not	independent.	Immigrants’	attitudes	toward	their	host	
society	are	likely	to	be	related	to	majority’s	attitudes	toward	immigrants.	In	this	study,	we	
chose	 to	 conduct	 the	 analyses	 on	 both	 immigrants	 and	 their	 majority	 classmates	
separately	not	to	lose	sight	of	differences	across	immigrant	groups.	This	approach	was	a	
reasonable	first	step	as	most	analyses	on	intergroup	dynamics	involving	immigrant	youth	
focus	on	societal	majority	peers’	attitudes	toward	immigrant	groups.	A	next	step	would	
be	to	test	the	mutuality	of	attitudes	for	each	immigrant	group.	That	is,	societal	majority	
classmates’	 average	 attitudes	 toward	 immigrants	 could	 be	 added	 as	 a	 predictor	 of	
immigrant	adolescents’	attitudes	toward	the	host	society.	

We	 differentiated	 between	 immigrant	 groups	 based	 on	 presumed	 cultural	
distance.	The	findings	of	this	study	highlight	the	importance	of	differentiating	between	
various	 immigrant	 groups	 and	 indicate	 variations	 in	 social	 integration.	 Whereas	 the	
Surinamese	 are	 quite	 well	 integrated,	 the	 Moroccan	 youth	 are	 clearly	 less	 integrated	

139842_Marianne Hooijsma_BNW.indd   121139842_Marianne Hooijsma_BNW.indd   121 07-01-20   09:5007-01-20   09:50



 

 

123						CHAPTER	5	

despite	 that	 they	are	 second-	 and	 third-generation	 immigrants.	 In	 addition,	 given	 that	
differences	 between	 groups	 are	 specific	 to	 the	 context	 in	 which	 they	 are	 studied,	 for	
example	based	on	negative	media	portrayals,	the	argumentation	of	cultural	distance	may	
not	work	in	all	contexts	and	for	all	comparisons	between	groups.	Therefore,	research	in	
multiple	contexts	is	needed	to	understand	social	integration	of	immigrant	youth.	
	
CONCLUSIONS	
The	present	study	increased	insights	into	immigrant	adolescents’	attitudes	to	and	by	their	
societal	majority	peers	by	investigating	classroom	exposure	and	intergroup	friendships	
among	 second-	 and	 third-generation	 immigrant	 adolescents.	Our	 findings	 suggest	 that	
having	students	from	immigrant	and	societal	majority	backgrounds	in	classrooms	is	likely	
to	benefit	both	attitudes	of	and	toward	immigrant	adolescents.	Nevertheless,	especially	
for	adolescents	with	initially	negative	attitudes,	out-group	exposure	appears	not	enough	
to	 benefit	 their	 attitudes.	 Actively	 promoting	 cross-group	 friendships,	 for	 example	 by	
mixing	 students	 in	 cooperative	 learning	 tasks,	 actively	 supporting	 and	 creating	
opportunities	 for	 intergroup	 contact	 (Berger,	 Brenick,	 Lawrence,	 Coco,	 &	 Abu-Raiya,	
2018;	Brenick,	Schachner,	&	Jugert,	2018;	Gaias,	Gal,	Abry,	Taylor,	&	Granger,	2018),	may	
be	necessary	to	promote	positive	intergroup	attitudes	in	diverse	settings.		
	 The	 findings	 from	 this	 study	highlight	 the	 importance	 to	 recognize	 that	 groups	
within	ethnically	diverse	school	populations	differ	in	the	extent	to	which	their	out-group	
exposure	and	personal	relationships	are	related	to	their	out-group	attitudes.	Differences	
were	 not	 only	 found	 between	 immigrant	 and	 societal	 majority	 adolescents,	 but	 also	
between	adolescents	from	different	immigrant	groups.	Moreover,	this	study	showed	that	
despite	 that	 factors	 such	 as	 language	 and	 cultural	 capital	 no	 longer	 pose	 similarly	
substantial	challenges	as	 they	did	 for	 first-generation	 immigrants,	 social	 integration	of	
second-	 and	 third-generation	 immigrant	 adolescents	 is	 still	 important	 to	 consider.	
Research	 into	 intergroup	 attitudes	 as	 well	 as	 interventions	 aimed	 at	 reducing	 ethnic	
prejudice	 in	 schools	 (see	also	Lemmer	&	Wagner,	2015)	can	benefit	 from	 increasingly	
nuanced	 analyses	 that	 take	 into	 account	 multiple	 perspectives	 and	 groups.	 After	 all,	
successful	 social	 integration	 involves	at	 least	 two	sides	and	 requires	understanding	of	
cultural	variations.	 	
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