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Stochastic Actor-oriented Model (SAOM)

Microsteps: Derivation of Choices

Choice of action:

X Actor i compares actual network with other Microsteps: X
networks that he/she could create by changing Stochastically chosen

one outgoing tie and then choses one by myopic actor decides to
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! Be = model parameters S = model specification
| 1 - estimated by theoretically guided
11 Method of Moments selection o
| | - reflect ,attractiveness* - structural effects
!! ofthe network foractor (e, reciprocity,
11 and can thus be transitive triplets)
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i (eg, sex)
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Stochastic Actor-oriented Model (SAOM)

Microsteps: Many Small Changes to the Network Structure
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What Drives Ethnic Homophily?

Prediction of Social Identity Theory

The Tendencies to Befriend Same- and Inter-Ethnic Peers Differences in the Tendencies of
of Students with Different Levels of Ethnic Identification Befriending Same- and Inter-Ethnic Peers

20%

10%

Ethnic Homophily

(Percentages based upon odds ratios of choosing
a same-ethnic rather than an inter-ethnic peer as a friend)

Contribution to the Objective Function

Statistical Tests

@  Diffrence of befiending
same-vs. Inter-ethnic peer

Difference-in-difterences:

Comparison of students with

— Same-Ethnic

== InterEthnic A highest and lowest sthnic identication
to befriend same- . iner-athnic poers
Lowest Lower Medium Higher Highest Lowest Lower Medium Higher Highest
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What Drives Ethnic Homophily?

Combining Social Identity Theory with a Relational Approach
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