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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

Upon migrating to a new country, immigrants will often turn to their
ethnic communities for support, forming bonding social ties in the
process. However, there are also those who form bridging ties by
reaching outside of one’s immediate ethnic group. The social
position occupied by individuals in society is maintained and
reproduced by the cultural and human capital they possess,
wherein the socialised dispositions, conceptions, and level of
education unite and diﬀerentiate social groups. As a result,
immigrant network formation occurs not only on the lines of
ethnicity, but also on cultural and human capital. In this paper, we
use the Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants to Canada to
investigate how immigrants use social ties upon arrival to Canada.
We ﬁnd that newcomers with lower levels of human capital will
be more likely to bond, whereas higher human capital newcomers
will often bridge.
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Introduction
Changes in Canadian immigration policy, such as welcoming arrivals from non-traditional source countries (Statistics Canada 2010), and attracting highly educated and
skilled immigrants through the points system (Picot, Hou, and Qiu 2016), has rapidly
increased the ethnic diversity in Canada. Visible minorities, deﬁned by Canada’s Employment Equity Act as ‘persons, other than Aboriginal peoples, who are non-Caucasian in
race or non-White in colour’, are some of its fastest growing groups. The visible minority
population grew 25% between 1996 and 2001 while the general population only grew by
4% (Statistics Canada 2010).
Many immigrants settle in large CMAs such as Toronto and Vancouver, especially
immigrants from South Asia (Lindsay 2001). Immigrants form strong ethnic bonds and
settle in close proximity to friends and relatives of the same cultural background after
arriving in Canada (Statistics Canada 2010). Strength of ethnic ties do vary across
groups. For instance, only 36% of Dutch, 33% of Germans, and 33% of Ukrainians are
found to establish strong co-ethnic ties (Statistics Canada 2010). In contrast, 78% of Filipinos, 65% of East Indians, and 65% of Portuguese form strong connections with their
ethnic group (Statistics Canada 2010).
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Due to challenges faced after arrival, such as a lack of credential recognition and systemic discrimination, immigrants often ﬁnd themselves turning to their ethnic communities for emotional, and even economic, support (Kazemipur 2006). Although ethnic
communities provide social, moral, and ﬁnancial support (Kazemipur 2006), co-ethnic
ties can also have negative eﬀects on integration in the longer term (Sanders 2002).
Closed and tightly knit ethnic networks can act as a ‘mobility trap’ in the labour
market and as a barrier to social integration (Kalter and Kogan 2014). On the other
hand, having ethnically diverse social groups serve as a sign of social integration
(Briggs 2005; Coleman 1988; Granovetter 1973), and as a source of information and
opportunities (Putnam 2000). Ultimately, the resources drawn from one’s network
depend on the quality of their connections (Bourdieu 1985). Thus, in order to delve
into whether certain types of social ties beneﬁt immigrants, the underlying mechanisms
that move migrant network formation must ﬁrst be examined. In this paper we use the
Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants to Canada (LSIC) and the 2001 census to investigate
the impact of ethnic background as well as cultural capital on social network diversity
after arrival.

Background
Bonding versus bridging ties
Social tie formation occurs both within and across homogenous social groups. Social connections that are more diverse and that connect people from outside their immediate
social circle are known as bridging social ties, while ties that are more exclusive and homogenous are called bonding social ties (Putnam 2000). Thus, an individual can make a connection between their own group and other external networks by maintaining a
relationship with at least one member from other groups. Additionally, Granovetter’s
(1973) ‘weak ties’ concept refers to indirect ties that extend outside of an individual’s
immediate network, and in turn connects them to more diverse and less familiar networks.
Those who create social ties with closely knit groups based on similar characteristics
reap many beneﬁts, such as group loyalty, reciprocity, and social and psychological
support (Warren 2008). Immigrants who become part of ethnic networks gain access to
information on business and job opportunities, on accessing credit, and on cultural practices that enable economic integration (Alba and Nee 2003; Light and Gold 2000; Portes
and Rumbaut 2006; Waldinger 1996). However, there are also negative consequences to
restricting one’s social network to co-ethnic members. Intolerance and ‘outgroup antagonism’ are examples of the negative side of bonding ties (Putnam 2000). Exclusion of
members outside the group and the limitation of freedom of more successful members
within the group also occur (Portes 1998), which prevents people from obtaining more
resources that may be necessary for economic and social integration. Additionally, the
expectations and obligations that are formed in close-knit communities limit the individual’s freedom (Portes 1998). Yet, many immigrants rely on their ethnic communities for
moral support and a sense of community especially after arrival (Kazemipur 2006). Thus,
understanding the mechanisms involved in social tie formation among immigrants is
crucial to determine how the nature of immigrants’ networks impact their social and economic integration in Canada.
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Akkaymak (2016) examined social network formation among Turkish immigrants
and found that they were likely to form bonding social ties based on nationality and
ethnicity, and that they were less likely to make ties with the white population due to
the diﬀerences in culture. In addition, existing power structures may be dividing
ethnic groups and inﬂuencing migrant social network formation. Ethnic minorities
may internalise ways of behaving, thinking, and interacting in accordance to negative
stereotypes, which increases in-group solidarity (Bonilla-Silva, Goar, and Emrick
2006). Meanwhile, dominant groups may subscribe to ethnic stereotypes and prejudices,
which reproduces social inequality and out-group derogation (Reay 1995). Hence, power
dynamics and perceptions of diﬀerences aﬀect the social distance between people (Park
1924), wherein some people identify more closely to those more like them compared to
other groups. Thus, immigrants are likely to engage in bonding social ties based on their
ethnic or cultural background whether it be due to shared culture or the existing power
dynamics.
Bonding ties vary among ethnic groups, especially between visible minority groups and
European immigrant groups. Bonding ties can be used to leverage some social and moral
support found in one’s group when faced with social and economic challenges in the new
host country (Kazemipur 2006). It has been well-documented that visible minority immigrants experience more economic disadvantages after arrival than European-born
migrants due to lack of foreign credential recognition, language proﬁciency, and work
experience (Banerjee 2009). Visible minority groups, especially those who lack high
human and social capital, are likely to reside in poorer parts of the city (Balakrishnan
2001). On the other hand, some ethnic groups choose to live in close proximity to maintain their culture, ethnic identity, language, which facilitates access to economic resources
diﬃcult to obtain in mainstream society (Balakrishnan 1982, 2001; Driedger and Church
1974). In consequence, these co-ethnic social networks serve as another approach to
assimilation or integration as members of such networks rely on each other for support
(Raza, Beaujot, and Woldemicael 2013). Indeed, some ethnic minority groups are likely
to be found clustered together in neighbourhoods while white groups tend to be less concentrated (Balakrishnan 1982; Balakrishnan, Maxim, and Jurdi 2005; Kalbach 1987; Richmond 1967). As newcomers, ethnic minorities are more likely to network with co-ethnic
members in order to gain access to economic and social resources such as services that are
culturally sensitive, economic support, and other resources that are diﬃcult to access in
mainstream society (Bloemraad 2005; Guo and Guo 2011; Jurkova 2014). For instance,
Chinese and other South Asian groups are more inclined to rely on resources drawn
from their ethnic group (Raza, Beaujot, and Woldemicael 2013). Chinese enclaves have
served as an important source of health and social services, spaces for civic-engagement,
and immigrant settlement (Ang 2014; Guo and Guo 2011; Zhou and Lee 2013; Zhou and
Lin 2005; Zhou and Logan 1991). Also, culture and familial expectations maintain ethnic
networks. For instance, South Asians, especially females, are commonly expected to stay
home until marriage (Kataure 2012). Additionally, children in South Asian culture are
often raised with the help of extended and immediate family members, which explain
why South Asian migrants tend to reside near each other (Kataure 2012). Indeed,
ethnic groups, especially ethnic minorities are likely to make bonding social connections
with each other due to several factors such as in-group solidarity, shared culture, and
familial expectations (Coleman 1990; Portes and Schauﬄer 1994; Zhou 1997). Thus,
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variations in bonding ties will be found across groups, but especially between visible minority and non-visible minority groups.
The simplistic conceptualisation of social ties in terms of bonding or bridging obscures
dynamic factors that underpin migrant networks such as ethnicity, language capability,
trust, and social tie life cycle, which all aﬀect the access and use of social resources
(Ryan 2011). Indeed, although bonding social ties point to how immigrants are able to
ﬁnd support among co-ethnics, this notion ignores segmentations and heterogeneity
that exist within ethnic groups. Immigrants’ experiences, challenges, opportunities, and
social relations are under the inﬂuence of various interconnecting social factors such as
country of origin, social resources, access to services, (Ang 2011; Vertovec 2007),
approaches to settlement, and socioeconomic status (Zhou and Lin 2005). Social ties
not only form due to shared culture and ethnicity but also due to larger social forces
that have shaped immigrants’ migration patterns, networking strategies, and social
status (Ryan 2011). Thus, while Putnam’s deﬁnition of social tie formation sets a framework for ties based on similar traits and ties that bridge across social groups, the paper
draws from Bourdieu’s forms of capital theory (1986), which takes into account the interconnectedness of social, cultural, and economic capital.
Human and cultural capital
Segmentations within ethnic groups form due to dynamic social factors such as class, education, and cultural resources. Bourdieu (1986) introduced cultural capital in order to
explain how the diﬀerent classes form in society and how these class segments are reproduced through the educational institution. The embodied state of cultural capital or
habitus explains the notion that an individual’s social position inﬂuences their access
and use of capital. Bourdieu’s concept of habitus captures the idea that people act and
react to their social world based on how they were socialised by their class status (Bourdieu
2005). Habitus is the ‘society written into the body’ (Bourdieu 1990, 63), wherein socialisation in a given social group results to unconscious dispositions. People are socialised
through the family and the education system in the way they speak, behave, and practice
norms (Bourdieu 1986). The experiences and social environment of people results in the
‘homogenising of a group of class habitus’ (Bourdieu 1990, 58), which makes their practices and behaviours correspond to each other without direct or deliberate reference to
rules or norms. Thus, the views of an individual will coordinate well with a co-member
of their group or class due to their common habitus. In turn, people become connected
to form groups that operate using the same practices and schemas that become normalised
and common sense (Bourdieu 1977). Consequently, immigrants form groups based on the
cultural capital they have gained in their country of origin.
Akkaymak’s study on Turkish immigrants also sheds light on the social tie formation
among diﬀerent groups. Indeed, Turkish immigrants formed bonding ties due to their
shared culture and language, but their cultural capital and profession were also found
to be impactful as they joined social groups largely based on class. She ﬁnds that professional immigrants were more likely to make connections with the broader society
because of their cultural capital (Akkaymak 2016). On the other hand, non-professional
immigrants were less likely to form connections outside of their ethnic group due to
long work hours and language barriers (Akkaymak 2016). Social class shaped the way
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they perceived and interacted with others. She shows that those from a higher social background are likely to make ties with those who are like them in social status from other
groups. Class and cultural capital play a role in how people act and interact with each
other, which inﬂuences the expanse and diversity of their social network formation,
wherein those who come from a lower or similar status within their ethnic group will
likely remain within their immediate networks not only due to culture but class as well.
Furthermore, immigrants with high cultural capital, such as those who are highly educated and skilled, are more aware of downward social mobility (Csedo 2008). In turn,
immigrants use their cultural capital to be able to keep their class identity regardless of
the lower social position they take after arrival (Oliver and O’Reilly 2010). Additionally,
bonding tie formation not only occurs due to shared ethnicity but also on social distance
(Ryan 2011). Each immigrant possesses an embodied cultural capital or habitus that is
formed in their country of origin, and in turn they are likely to form ties with people
who possess a similar habitus as well (Bauder 2005). Thus, an examination of bonding
ties requires closer attention on how ethnicity, social position, and cultural capital intersect
and shape migrant networks (Ryan 2011). People’s habitus shaped by cultural capital, education, ethnicity, and other forms of socialisation produce and reproduce a system of
actions and dispositions that maintain a social group’s status in society and that shape
the way networks form.
The role of human capital
Education is a form of cultural capital called institutionalised cultural capital (Bourdieu
1986). The educational system especially is a primary place where cultural capital is
gained, accumulated, and reﬁned through training in aesthetic culture like art and
music (Dumais 2002), ability to speak knowledgably (Sullivan 2001), and to obtain qualiﬁcations (Bourdieu 1986). Hence, education is an indicator of social status and cultural
capital, which is transmitted through educational institutions.
Education is an important signiﬁer of not only cultural capital, but also knowledge,
skill, and economic returns in the labour market (Becker 1992). Human capital also indicates the person’s lifestyle, social network, environment, and social status (Becker 1992;
Bourdieu 1986). Some researchers believe that those with high human capital are likely
to have ties to networks that are more ethnically diverse, better-educated, and have
more work experience (Boxman, De Graaf, and Flap 1991; Lin 1999). Meanwhile those
with less human capital ﬁnd themselves in smaller and less diverse networks that likely
occupy lower social status (Fernandez and Harris 1992; Patterson 1998; Stack 1975;
Zippay 1990). Although human capital and cultural capital are two diﬀerent forms of
capital wherein the former is measured by level of education and skills, while the latter
is the knowledge of cultural practices (DiMaggio and Mohr 1985), there is an overlap
between the two as both signal formal and informal education (Sanders and Nee 1987).
Thus, immigrants who have high human capital are likely to possess similar social
status and occupy similar positions in the social space, which facilitates social networking
with people of the same status.
People who hold a certain level of social status occupy a position within the social space
wherein the more diﬀerent people are from each other, the more distance there is between
them and the less likely they are to form ties (Bourgeois and Friedkin 2001). The unequal
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distribution of people across the social strata aﬀects the social connections they create (Lin
2001), and cultural capital, such as language capability, would be necessary to create ties
that span across the social space (Ryan 2016). Those from a certain level of class status are
likely to form networks with those who are similar to them in social status. Although
immigrants are likely to form bonding ties with others based on similar ethnic background, some may also be forming ties based on their social status within the social
space, which can be indicated by education level relative to their group. Hence, immigrants
who are highly educated are likely to be part of an elite class, and in turn are likely to be a
part of social networks of the same social standing and have more potential in accessing
better-quality and diverse connections. In contrast immigrants who are of lower or similar
social status than their ethnic group are likely to engage in bonding ties as they are closer
in the social space and have less access to networks farther in the social space.
Social ties can be conceived as integration pathways taken by immigrants upon landing,
wherein one path involves building ethnic communities and the other involves forming
multiple ties with diverse groups. In this study we look at whether ethnicity and human
and cultural capital are critical in the formation of bonding social networks within the
short-term and long-term period after arrival. We use the Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants in Canada (LSIC) and the 2001 census is used to investigate the likelihood of
making bonding ties among diﬀerent immigrant groups two years and four years after
arrival.

Hypotheses
We test the following hypotheses:
(1) Visible minority immigrant groups are more likely to bond compared to white immigrants throughout both waves.
(2) Those who have similar or lower levels of human capital relative to their group human
capital in wave one will be more likely to bond in both waves.
(3) The propensity of all groups to bond will decrease between waves 2 and 3.

Data and measurement
Data
We use the Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants to Canada (LSIC), which investigates the
social and economic integration of landed immigrants and refugees from 2001 to 2005.
The LSIC was administered in three waves: six months, two years, and four years after
an immigrant’s arrival in Canada. Although somewhat dated, LSIC is the most appropriate
Canadian dataset for this research project as it includes relevant information such as
immigrants’ ethnicity, language, education levels, and social networks. The LSIC is a longitudinal survey, and in turn how immigrants’ level of human capital aﬀects their social networks two years and four years after arrival can be examined. The mean years of schooling
of each ethnic group is produced in order to capture immigrants’ education level relative
to their group, which serves as an indicator of social positioning. Since the ﬁrst wave of the
LSIC starts in 2001, the 2001 census is used to calculate group mean education level of
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each ethnic and population group by census metropolitan area (CMA). The estimated
group averages taken from the census is then linked to the LSIC, which allows for the
measurement of immigrants’ relative human capital to their ethnic group.
Analytical sample
The analytic sample is restricted to landed immigrants and refugees aged 25–64 years old
living in Toronto, Montreal, and Vancouver, the three largest census metropolitan areas
and where there is increasing diversity (Statistics Canada 2013). The analytic sample also
includes seventeen ethnic and population groups. The ethnic groups are the following: Mandarin-speaking Chinese, Cantonese-speaking Chinese, Filipino, Punjabi-speaking, Gujaratispeaking, Korean, Arab, Urdu-speaking, Persian, Russian, and French groups. The population groups include immigrants who identify as the following: white, black, Latin American, South East Asian, West Asian, and South Asian. All other immigrants who do not
identify with these groups were dropped due to their small sample size. Further, since the
paper is looking at social network formation, those who did not have family at the time
of arrival and did not make any new friends in waves two and three, those who were socially
isolated, were dropped. The ﬁnal sample is made up of 3,500 respondents.
Outcome variables
Since LSIC measures characteristics at the diﬀerent points in time, we can look at bonding
behaviour at two diﬀerent points in time. Our ﬁrst model looks at bonding social ties two
years after arrival in Canada, and model 2 studies the same four years after arrival. In both
instances, a person is deemed to be bonding when more than half of new friends since
arrival in Canada are from the same ethnic or cultural group since the last interview, or
that a respondent did not make new friends since the last interview. In these instances,
the same bonding characteristics are used from the previous wave of data.
Independent variables
Ethnic and population group variables
Since the relative human capital variables were calculated by group, ethnic and population
group variables were ﬁrst created using the 2001 census. Group variables were created
using the 2001 census in order to later measure the mean education of each immigrant
in the LSIC relative to the mean education level of their overall group. Ethnic and population groups taken from the census were captured through their ﬁrst and second ethnic
identity and mother tongue, or through visible minority status. The ethnic and population
group variables taken from the 2001 census are deﬁned in Table 1. In order to maximise
the sample size of each ethnic and population group in the LSIC, several measures were
used in order to capture more groups such as ethnic origin, population group, visible minority status, main language of interview, and mother tongue. Broader population groups
were measured through population group or visible minority status. Table 2 presents the
group variables using the LSIC. All groups from both the census and the LSIC are mutually
exclusive of each other. Since the study aims to investigate social ties and how ethnicity or
culture plays a role, the analytic sample maximises the number of speciﬁed ethnic groups
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Table 1. Dichotomous variables for each ethnic and population group (2001 census).
Group

Dichotomous variable coding

Mandarin
Cantonese
Filipino
Punjabi
Gujarati
Korean
Arab
Urdu
Persian
Russian
French
White population group
Black population group
Latin American population group
Southeast Asian population group
West Asian population group
South Asian

1 = immigrants who identify as Chinese and whose mother tongue is Mandarin
1 = immigrants who identify as Chinese and whose mother tongue is Cantonese
1 = immigrants who identify as Filipino
1 = immigrants who identify as Punjabi and whose mother tongue is Punjabi
1 = immigrants who identify as Gujarati and whose mother tongue Gujarati
1 = immigrants who identify as Korean and whose mother tongue is Korean
1 = immigrants who identify as Arab and whose mother tongue is Arab
1 = immigrants whose mother tongue is Urdu
1 = immigrants whose mother tongue is Persian
1 = immigrants who identify as Russian and whose mother tongue is Russian
1 = immigrants who identify as French and whose mother tongue is French
1 = visible minority status is White
1 = visible minority status is Black
1 = visible minority status is Latin American
1 = visible minority status is Southeast Asian
1 = visible minority status is West Asian
1 = visible minority status is South Asian

and includes broader population groups not captured by speciﬁc ethnicity questions in the
data. The ethnic diversity within Canada grew signiﬁcantly during the 90s due to changes
in Canada’s immigration policies (Statistics Canada 2010). Many immigrants from Asia,
Africa, Caribbean, Central and South America, and the Middle East arrived, and settled
mainly in large census metropolitan areas (Statistics Canada 2010). About 70% of
Canada’s visible minority population was born outside of Canada (Statistics Canada
2010). We try to include as many ethnic and population groups as possible in order to
have a representative sample of the increasing diversity in large CMAs and to determine
variations in social bonding ties between several immigrant groups. The white population
group is the reference group, which includes immigrants who self-identify as white.
Tables 1 and 2 mentioned above present the distribution of the sample’s characteristics.
The top three largest groups in the sample are the South Asian group at 21.99%, the
white group at 16.79%, and the Mandarin-speaking Chinese group at 15.75%. The three

Table 2. Dichotomous variables for each ethnic and population group (LSIC).
Group
Mandarin
Cantonese
Filipino
Punjabi
Gujarati
Korean
Arab
Urdu
Persian
Russian
French
White
Black
Latin American
Southeast Asian
West Asian
South Asian

Dichotomous variable coding

%

1 = main language of interview is Mandarin
1 = main language of interview Cantonese
1 = population group or visible minority status is Filipino
1 = main language of interview is Punjabi
1 = main language of interview is Gujarati
1 = population group or visible minority status is Korean, and their mother tongue is Korean
1 = ethnic origin or population group or visible minority status is Arab
1 = main language of interview is Urdu
1 = main language of interview is Persian
1 = main language of interview is Russian
1 = ethnic origin and mother tongue is French
1 = population group is white
1 = population group is black
1 = population group is Latin American
1 = population group is Southeast Asian
1 = population group is West Asian
1 = visible minority status is South Asian

15.75%
3.13%
7.63%
1.74%
1.97%
1.97%
7.81%
1.88%
2.83%
2.97%
1.35%
16.79%
3.71%
2.94%
1.36%
1.42%
21.99%

Source: Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants to Canada (LSIC).
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groups where there are the least proportions of immigrants are the French, South East Asian,
and West Asian.
Relative human capital
Relative human capital is calculated by ﬁrst taking the mean years of schooling of each
ethnic or population group. The mean education level was calculated by group and by
CMA from the 2001 census. In doing so, the average education among immigrants are estimated relative to their own ethnic or population group within the context of their CMA. The
resulting variable was merged onto the LSIC wherein the relative human capital of each individual to their group is estimated. A dummy variable is generated for lower, similar, and
higher relative human capital by using the standard deviation of the mean years of schooling
of each group. The following dummy variables measure the following:
(1) Higher human capital: years of schooling is at least one standard deviation above the
mean years of schooling of their ethnic or population group.
(2) Similar human capital: years of schooling is within one standard deviation of the
mean years of schooling of their ethnic or population group.
(3) Lower human capital: years of schooling is at least one standard deviation below the
mean years of schooling of their ethnic or population group.

Control variables
Since the study inquires whether social position measured by relative human capital at the
time of arrival has an impact on social networking two and four years later, most control
variables will be taken from wave one to ensure temporal ordering. Both age, as well as
age-squared, are included, and both variables are continuous. Gender is also included
as a dummy variable where one equals female. Marital status is categorised as married,
common law, widow or widower, separated, divorced, and single, which is the reference
category. Religion is included as a control where Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox, Jewish,
Muslim, Eastern religion, and no religion are dummy variables. No religion is the reference. Additionally, the census metropolitan area (CMA) is considered in the analysis in
order to capture the diﬀerences in education levels, labour market structure, and ethnic
diversity in each CMA. Montreal, Vancouver, and Toronto are the CMAs included
where Toronto is the reference. The model also considers those who received Canadian
education before migrating to Canada, which capture any advantage Canadian education
may have on social network formation. There are also immigrants who upgrade their qualiﬁcations after arrival by pursuing further education. A dummy variable that measures
whether they obtained more schooling is employed in the model. Language proﬁciency
for either English or French has been found to be inﬂuential on immigrants’ social and
labour market integration (Adamuti-Trache 2013). A good level of English proﬁciency
is deﬁned by whether their language most spoken at home or mother tongue is English,
or they consider themselves to speak English fairly well, well, or very well. Those whose
language most spoken at home or mother tongue is not English or they speak English
poorly or cannot speak it are not considered to have good English proﬁciency. Similarly,
a good level of French language proﬁciency is whether their language most spoken at home
or mother tongue is French, or they consider themselves to speak French fairly well, well,
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or very well. Those whose language most spoken at home or mother tongue is not French,
or they speak French poorly or cannot speak it at all do not have a good level of French
proﬁciency. Lastly, their labour force status in wave two is also included, and is the only
variable not taken from wave one because a high number of immigrants are not yet
employed six months after arrival. Many immigrants are in the process of job-hunting
within the ﬁrst six months, and thus wave one labour force status does not properly
capture the eﬀects of employment status.
Methods
The outcome variables are the formation of bonding ties in waves two and three, wherein
each is a binary outcome. Thus, a logistic regression is a suitable model to employ in order
to test whether ethnicity and relative human capital aﬀect the likelihood of forming
bonding social ties. The same general logistic model is employed in both waves where
the outcome of the ﬁrst model is bonding in wave two and the outcome of the second
model is bonding in wave three.
Prbonding (yit = 1) = a + b1 ethnicityi + b2 relativeHCit + eit

(1)

Prbonding, the outcome, is the probability of each individual i to form bonding ties, at
time t. The intercept is represented by α and the β coeﬃcients are the estimated coeﬃcients
of the logistic regression model. β1 represents the coeﬃcient estimated for ethnic or population group and β2 represents the estimated coeﬃcient for relative human capital. Finally,
control variables are included in the model represented by eit.
Average marginal eﬀects are also produced in order to determine the change in the
outcome per unit change of the main predictor. Using marginal eﬀects, the change in
the outcome, bonding ties, is summarised while holding all other covariates at their
mean except for one main predictor. Hence, the amount of change in the bonding
outcome, from 0 to1, is determined while all covariates are at their mean.
Results
Table 3 below shows the sample distribution of the remaining variables used in the
analysis.
The average age of the sample is 36 years old. There are more males than females. Most of
the sample, at 64.42%, live in Toronto, followed by Montreal at 18.56% and Vancouver at
17.02%. Most immigrants, 86.35%, are found to be married. Almost all of the individuals
in the sample received their education outside of Canada and about 28% pursued further
education in Canada after arrival. Also, most of the sample do not consider themselves proﬁcient in either of the two oﬃcial languages in Canada. Many individuals in the sample practice a religion wherein 21.76% are Muslim, 18.78% are Catholic, 17.72% practice an Eastern
religion, 10.54% are Protestant, 8.66% are Orthodox, and only 1.02% are Jewish. About
21.5% of the sample do not practice any religion. After two years upon arrival, about
66.7% of the sample have attained employment. Also, more immigrants in the sample
have high relative education level at 59.87%, those with low relative education level are at
32.29%, while only 7.84% are within one standard deviation of their group’s level of
education.
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Table 3. Sample distribution across variables, N = 3,500.
Characteristics
Relative human capital

%

High (ref)
59.87%
Same = 1
7.84%
Low = 1
32.29%
Gender
Male = 0
59.24%
Female = 1
40.76%
Marital Status
Married = 1
86.35%
Common law = 1
0.91%
Widow/Widower = 1
1.05%
Separated = 1
0.59%
Divorced = 1
1.08%
Single (ref)
10.02%
Canadian education
No = 0
97.47%
Yes = 1
2.53%
Further education
No = 0
71.05%
Yes = 1
28.95%
Source: Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants to Canada (LSIC).

Characteristics
Religion
No religion (ref)
Catholic = 1
Protestant = 1
Orthodox = 1
Jewish = 1
Muslim = 1
Eastern Religion = 1
English proﬁciency
Poor = 0
Good = 1
French proﬁciency
Poor = 0
Good = 1
Labour force status
Unemployed = 0
Employed = 1
Means
Age
Age-squared

%
21.53%
18.78%
10.54%
8.66%
1.02%
21.76%
17.72%
93.53%
6.47%
97.27%
2.73%
39.35%
60.65%
36.796
1426.5

Bonders and non-bonders
Some immigrants bond with their ethnic group more than others. Variations in bonding
social ties are presented across groups. Figure 1 displays the proportion of bonders among
each ethnic and population group in wave two and wave three.

Figure 1. Proportion of bonders among each group in wave two and wave three.
Source: Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants to Canada (LSIC).
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Substantial variation exists between the diﬀerent groups regarding the proportions of
bonders. The groups that have the highest proportion of bonders are Mandarin-speaking
immigrants and Gujarati-speaking immigrants, at 83% each. The Cantonese-speaking
Chinese immigrants follow closely at 82%. The groups that have the lowest proportion
of bonders at 21% is the French group, followed by the Latin American group at 30%.
The rest of the groups range between about 40% to 70% wherein over half of ethnic
groups such as Filipinos, Persian-speaking immigrants, Koreans, Urdu-speaking immigrants, and West Asians are bonding.
Figure 1 also shows the proportion of bonders among each group in wave three. There
are slight changes in the proportion of bonders among the groups compared to wave two.
Both wave two and three show that the Cantonese-speaking, Mandarin-speaking, and the
Gujarati-speaking groups, are the groups that have the highest proportions of bonders. In
wave three, less immigrants are engaging in bonding ties, especially among the Arab,
Korean, Urdu-speaking, and Persian speaking groups where there is about a ten to eighteen percentage-point drop among each group. However, there are some groups that see
an increase of bonders, wherein Southeast Asian and French groups both are found to
have a six-percentage point increase of bonders in wave three.
About 66% of those who have lower years of schooling than their group and 69% of
those who have similar years of schooling than their group’s average years of schooling
are engaging in bonding ties in wave two (Figure 2). Meanwhile, there are low rates of
bonders among those who have higher human capital than their group at 48%. Figure 2
shows that there are smaller proportions of bonders among those who have lower,
similar, and higher levels of human capital relative to their group in wave three.
Among those who have lower human capital relative to their group, there is still a high
proportion of bonders at about 55%. Also, 57% of those of have similar education than

Figure 2. Proportion of bonders and non-bonders among those who have low, similar, and high relative human capital in both waves two and three.
Source: Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants to Canada (LSIC).
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their group are bonding. Only about 45% of those who have high relative human capital
are bonding in wave three. In both waves, over half of those who have lower and similar
education levels than their group are bonding, whereas less than 50% of those with higher
education are.

Logistic regression results
In order to test our hypotheses, we ran two logistic regressions, one for two years after
arrival and another for four years. The ﬁrst hypothesis states that visible minority
groups are more likely to bond compared to the white population group. The results in
Table 4 supports this hypothesis.
The odds ratios are displayed in Table 4 wherein Mandarin-speaking Chinese are
found to be 5.41 times, the Cantonese-speaking Chinese group 4.85 times, Filipinos
2.69 times, and the Guajarati-speaking group 5.36 times more likely to bond than
the white population. As well, the Korean group is 2.88 times, the Urdu-speaking
group is 2.23 times, and the Persian-speaking group is 1.45 times more likely to
bond compared to the white group. The logistic regression model also supports the
second hypothesis, which states that those who have relatively similar or lower levels
of human capital to their group are more likely to bond than those who have relatively
high levels of human capital. Those who have similar levels of education than their
group are 1.476 times more likely to bond than those who have relatively higher
levels of education than their group. Additionally, those who have less schooling
than their group are 1.334 times more likely to bond than those who are more educated than their group.
Table 4. Odds Ratios predicting likelihood of bonding ties in waves 2 and 3, N = 3,500.
(Wave 2)
Variables
Groups
Mandarin
Cantonese
Filipino
Punjabi
Gujarati
Arab
Korean
Urdu
Persian
Russian
French
White
Black
Latin American
Southeast Asian
West Asian
South Asian
Relative human capital
High
Same
Low
Intercept

(Wave 3)

Odds Ratios

S.E

Odds Ratios

S.E.

5.412***
4.850***
2.687***
1.776
5.357***
0.818
2.876***
2.225*
1.448**
0.942
1.031
Ref.
1.137
0.645
0.940
1.851
1.130

1.075
1.449
0.540
0.583
2.000
0.161
0.624
0.729
0.375
0.220
0.538

1.088
1.044
0.757
0.957
1.062
0.126
0.605
0.610
0.416
0.265
0.432

0.254
0.167
0.312
0.612
0.192

5.688***
3.979***
3.766***
2.947**
3.391***
0.600*
2.850***
1.978*
1.597
1.131
0.891
Ref.
1.362
1.045
1.857
2.374**
1.964***

0.227
0.126
1.420

Ref.
0.893
0.969
1.151

Ref.
1.476**
1.334***
2.020

Notes: Control variables are included, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
Source: Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants to Canada (LSIC).

0.310
0.269
0.611
0.780
0.338
0.130
0.090
0.786
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Our second model examines the eﬀects of ethnicity as well as education levels on the
likelihood to bond four years after arrival, which is also presented in Table 4. Once
again, many visible minority groups are found to be more likely to bond compared
to the white population group. Some of the same groups in wave two are found to
more likely bond than the white group in wave three. Similar to wave two, Mandarin-speaking Chinese are 5.69 times, Cantonese speaking Chinese are 3.979 times,
Filipinos are 3.78 times, Gujarati-speaking immigrants are 3.39 times, Urdu-speaking
immigrants are 1.98 times, and Koreans are 2.85 times are more likely to bond than
the white group. Also, groups namely the Punjabi-speaking immigrants are 2.947
times, the West Asian group is 2.37 times, and the South Asians are 1.95 times
more likely to engage in bonding social ties in wave three with reference to the
white population. However, the Persian-speaking group is no longer more likely to
bond compared to the white group in wave three. Also, the Arab group is found to
less likely form bonding ties than the white group in wave three. Mandarin speaking
Chinese, Filipinos, and Gujaratis are all more likely to bond in wave 3 relative to
whites than they were in Wave 2. Lastly, relative human capital no longer has an
impact on the likelihood in creating bonding ties. Immigrants with neither similar
nor lower levels of schooling than their group are found to be signiﬁcantly linked to
forming bonding social ties four years after arrival.

Marginal eﬀects
The average marginal eﬀects of each main predictor on bonding ties are produced. Since
all other variables are held at their mean, how much the outcome, likelihood to bond,
changes when considering ethnic and population group as well as relative human
capital is determined in the analysis. The marginal eﬀects also present a clearer interpretation of the link between the likelihood of engaging in bonding social ties and the main
predictors. The marginal eﬀects at the means of each ethnic group and relative human
capital during both waves are displayed in Table 5.
In wave two, visible minority groups are shown to more likely bond than the white
group, namely the Mandarin-speaking group at 35%, the Cantonese-speaking group at
32.7%, Filipinos at 20.5%, the Gujarati-speaking group at 34.8%, Koreans at 21.9%, and
the Urdu-speaking group at 16.6%. In addition, those who have similar human capital
than their group are 8.1% more likely to bond than those who are more educated than
their group, while those who have relatively lower levels of human capital than their
group are 6% more likely to bond than those with relatively higher human capital than
their group.
The marginal eﬀects are also produced for the main independent variables in wave
three and is displayed in Table 5. The ethnic groups who are more likely to bond
than the white group are namely the Mandarin-speaking Chinese at 37.7%, the Cantonese-speaking Chinese at 30.0%, the Filipinos at 28.8%, the Punjabi-speaking immigrants at 23.4%, the Gujarati-speaking immigrants at 26.5%, the Koreans at 22.7%,
and the Urdu speaking group at 14.8%. Also, the West Asian and South Asian
groups are found to form bonding ties in wave three at 18.8% and 14.6% respectively.
On the other hand, the Arab group is found to less likely engage in bonding ties in
wave three by 11.1%.
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Table 5. Marginal eﬀects of the main independent variables in both waves, N = 3,500.
(Wave 2)
Variables
Groups
Mandarin
Cantonese
Filipino
Punjabi
Gujarati
Arab
Korean
Urdu
Persian
Russian
French
White
Black
Latin American
Southeast Asian
West Asian
South Asian
Relative human capital
High
Same
Low

(Wave 3)

dy/dx

S.E

dy/dx

S.E

0.350***
0.327***
0.205***
0.119
0.348***
−0.040
0.219***
0.166*
0.077
−0.010
0.006
Ref.
0.027
−0.090
−0.010
0.127
0.025

0.040
0.060
0.040
0.070
0.080
0.040
0.040
0.070
0.050
0.050
0.110

0.377***
0.30***
0.288***
0.234**
0.265***
−0.111*
0.227***
0.148*
0.102
0.027
−0.025

0.040
0.056
0.040
0.070
0.070
0.050
0.050
0.070
0.060
0.050
0.110

0.050
0.050
0.070
0.070
0.040

0.067
0.009
0.134
0.188**
0.146***

0.050
0.060
0.070
0.070
0.040

Ref.
0.081*
0.060*

0.030
0.020

Ref.
−0.025
−0.007

0.030
0.020

Notes: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
Source: Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants to Canada (LSIC).

Discussion
Cultural capital not only shapes that way people see, behave, and interact with the world,
but it also maintains the distribution of groups across the social space whether it be based
on human and cultural capital or ethnicity. The study aimed to measure immigrants’
social position through their obtained human capital at the time of arrival and tested
whether this inﬂuences the nature of their social network. Our ﬁndings point to three
important things: ﬁrst, ethnicity or culture appear to have an impact as visible minority
groups are more likely to bond than the white group within two and four years after
arrival. Internalised stereotypes and shared experiences may be strengthening in-group
solidarity among visible minority groups. However, it cannot be concluded that outgroup derogation is occurring here since the model does not test for discrimination.
Ethnic groups may also bond over several traits such as common language, nationality,
history, and cultural practices. Moreover, many ethnic groups in this project were
deﬁned by main language of interview. In consequence, these groups are perhaps more
likely to bond due to their shared language.
Second, although bonding ties in both waves are inﬂuenced by ethnicity, those who
have similar or lower levels of human capital are also found to be more likely to bond
two years after arrival. Human capital is used as an indicator of institutionalised cultural
capital, wherein the study examines whether immigrants’ position relative to their group
aﬀects the types of ties they form. Indeed, social position determined by education shape
the way immigrants behave and interact with each other. In consequence, immigrants who
are of similar social status than their ethnic group are more likely to bond with their group.
Thus, segmentations among co-ethnic ties occur not only along lines of ethnicity and
culture but also along class lines shaped by their human and cultural capital.
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Human and cultural capital only matter within the ﬁrst two years of arrival in expanding one’s social network. In the long term, institutionalised cultural capital, or level of education acquired in their country of origin, does not have any signiﬁcant inﬂuence on the
diversity of their social connections. This ﬁnding suggests that after two years, other ways
of forming intra-ethnic social networks matter more than one’s human and cultural
capital. Additionally, time in Canada may reshape their cultural capital, and in turn
their cultural capital formed in their country of origin loses inﬂuence on their social networks over time, for some groups it appears as though their re-formed cultural capital
inﬂuences social tie formation in other ways. More research is needed to examine what
factors are involved in re-shaping immigrants’ cultural capital over time.
The ﬁndings point to the diﬀerent pathways to social integration in Canadian society.
There are immigrants who have high human and cultural capital who possess a habitus
that facilitate certain types of social ties. There are also those who may have relatively
lower or similar human and cultural capital than their group who are more likely to constrain their social networks within their ethnic community. The short-term eﬀects of
immigrants’ relative human capital can mean several things. Immigrants bring their
habits formed before migration, which shape the cultural capital used to make bonding
ties shortly after arrival. However, in the long term, some immigrants may accumulate cultural capital deemed ﬁt in Canadian society through further education, occupation, and
participation in the wider community, while others remain with the cultural capital perceived to be unsuitable within Canadian society (Erel 2010). Further, immigrants who do
not gain ‘suitable’ cultural capital after arrival in Canada may ﬁnd that the cultural capital
they arrived with becomes less impactful in building networks within their ethnic group.
Although Canada receives highly educated and skilled immigrants, the transferability of
credentials and work experience vary (Houle and Yssaad 2010), the nation’s was of
doing business, or Canada’s social and economic context, must be taken into account
(Mulholland and Ryan 2014). Canada has its own form of capitalistic structures and practices that aﬀect how human capital of migrants are translated in the labour market. Moreover, immigrants have the agency to accumulate cultural capital and mobilise social
capital. Although immigrants might not have the ‘suitable’ cultural capital after arrival
such as unrecognised education and lower language proﬁciency, migrants utilise their
social resources to elevate their social position (Cederberg and Villares-Varela 2019).
Regardless of agency, class, education, and professional experience remain to have an
impact on immigrants’ ability to mobilise their network for better economic outcomes
(Cederberg and Villares-Varela 2019). Thus, immigrants who arrive with certain levels
of human and cultural capital are better able to utilise it in their social tie formation
within the ﬁrst two years of arrival. After which, other strategies become more inﬂuential
in network formation, which can inform future research on how immigrants’ gain cultural
capital useful in their new society (Table 6).

Conclusion
Many ethnic groups are likely to bond with other co-ethnic individuals, but their cultural
capital or human capital also plays a major role in their social network formation, at least
within the ﬁrst two years. Cultural capital must be considered to contextualise how immigrants view, act, and interact in their new society, and how this reproduces social

1706

G. CHUATICO AND M. HAAN

Table 6. Odds Ratios predicting likelihood of bonding ties in waves two and three.
(Wave 1)
Variables
Groups
Mandarin
Cantonese
Filipino
Punjabi
Gujarati
Arab
Korean
Urdu
Persian
Russian
French
White
Black
Latin American
Southeast Asian
West Asian
South Asian
Relative human capital
High
Same
Low
Gender
Male
Female
Marital Status
Married
Common law
Widow/Widower
Separated
Divorced
Single
Religion
No religion
Catholic
Protestant
Orthodox
Jewish
Muslim
Eastern Religion
CMA
Toronto
Montreal
Vancouver
Canadian education
No
Yes
Further education
No
Yes
English proﬁciency
Poor
Good
French proﬁciency
Poor
Good
Labour force status
Unemployed
Employed

(Wave 2)

Odds Ratios

S.E

Odds Ratios

S.E.

4.621***
4.985***
2.145***
5.609***
3.874***
0.869
2.328***
1.561
2.137**
0.914
0.721
Ref.
1.146
0.678
0.770
2.848**
1.079

0.941
1.656
0.436
2.513
1.456
0.170
0.510
0.516
0.591
0.216
0.352

0.800
2.127
0.432
3.357
1.616
0.173
0.506
0.551
0.432
0.343
0.324

0.254
0.169
0.256
1.021
0.184

4.124***
6.256***
2.180***
7.354***
4.435***
0.896
2.351***
1.705
1.630
1.399
0.730
Ref.
1.553*
0.947
1.270
1.723
1.714**

Ref.
1.542**
1.572***

0.244
0.154

Ref.
1.089
1.144

0.165
0.109

Ref.
0.877

0.076

Ref.
0.771**

0.065

1.912***
2.085
1.780
0.453
0.840
Ref.

0.263
0.944
0.794
0.253
0.320

1.700***
4.198**
2.146
0.811
0.579
Ref.

0.339
0.231
0.419
0.580
0.289

0.226
1.808
1.055
0.396
0.217

Ref.
0.917
1.020
1.026
1.059
0.898
1.022

0.161
0.185
0.203
0.410
0.174
0.201

Ref.
0.848
0.719
1.326
1.994
0.924
0.855

0.143
0.124
0.260
0.795
0.174
0.162

Ref.
0.767*
0.756*

0.094
0.087

Ref.
0.965
0.856

0.117
0.096

Ref.
0.620

0.160

Ref.
0.726

0.175

Ref.
0.794**

0.067

Ref.
0.853

0.071

Ref.
0.486***

0.079

Ref.
0.507***

0.081

Ref.
0.446*

0.157

Ref.
0.626

0.201

Ref.
0.707***

0.061

Ref.
0.824*

0.069
(Continued )
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Table 6. Continued.
(Wave 1)
Variables
Age
Age-squared
Intercept

(Wave 2)

Odds Ratios

S.E

0.903**
1.001**
5.364*

0.034
0.000
3.958

Odds Ratios
0.957
1.001
1.443

S.E.
0.035
0.000
1.050

Notes: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
Source: Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants to Canada (LSIC).

hierarchies. Moreover, the study suggests that immigrants who possess a certain habitus,
which is formed by class status and human capital, can extend their social ties to those of
similar status. Their level of human capital serves as a beneﬁt to them in their integration,
which reproduces the distribution of social groups in society and thereby power dynamics
that exist along the lines of class, cultural capital, and human capital. However, it is found
that social status measured through human capital formed in the country of origin no
longer signiﬁcantly inﬂuences social network formation after four years, which can
either suggest that their cultural or human capital may have changed or have adapted
to the new host country, or that there are other factors involved in social network formation in the long-term. Therefore, how people are socially conditioned to act and to
think create segmentations within groups and unite others, which maintain how
diﬀerent social groups are positioned in society. Thus, immigrants’ cultural capital functions in the background to position them in the Canadian social space shortly after they
arrive.
Some limitations must be addressed in the research project. Ethnicity is at times an
abstract concept that is diﬃcult to operationalise. The ethnicity questions in our data
were not speciﬁc enough to fully capture many ethnic groups, forcing us to use a combination of variables in several instances. Using population group and visible minority status
in particular has some issues as broader groups deﬁned by these characteristics ignore the
heterogeneity within these groups. Some groups such as white are broad and does not
specify which ethnic groups are included here. However, the data does not provide
such a detailed breakdown, and in turn broad categories such as white group were
used. To capture the diversity of the population and variation of bonding ties across
several groups, we utilised all possible ethnic identity questions in the survey.
Cultural capital is another abstract concept that is diﬃcult to fully capture especially in
its embodied form, habitus, as this involves people’s dispositions, norms, and ways of
living. The analysis is only able to measure the institutionalised form of cultural capital
through education, which is also known as human capital. Education not only indicates
how much human capital the individual has, but it also indicates their class status.
However, although years of schooling gives some indication of class, the data does not
include the quality or prestige of their schools in the country of origin, which vary by geographical and social context. The study utilises years of schooling as it is the only indicator
of cultural capital. In turn, immigrants’ relative human capital to their group is serves as
signiﬁer of their cultural and human capital in this study.
A fairly high level of attrition rates is another limitation of the study as those who did
not identify with any of the ethnic or population groups were dropped, yielding a lower
sample than we’d hoped for, and likely introducing some error in our results.
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