1)
2)

(n=1,401)

Whenindividual political attitudes and notions of national identity indicate strong ethnic
differentiation, political discussion networks that cross ethnic lines can exert asignificant im-
pact on political-social integration. The authors address three questions regarding this topic:
a) What common tendencies can be identified in the formation of political discussion net-
works that cross ethnic lines? b) What respondent variables (e.g., inter-ethnic contact exper-
ience, inter-ethnic language fluency, inter-ethnic psychological makeup, inter-ethnic con-
sciousness, and extent of political motivation) are associated with the formation of political
discussionsthat cross ethnic lines? and c) To what extent do such respondent/dyadic variables
as degree of relational closeness, heterogeneity of respondent-contact social backgrounds,
and homogeneity of respondent-contact political preferences influence the formation of poli-
tical discussion networks that cross ethnic lines. Datafrom astratified representative sample
in Tailwan indicate that such networks reflect inter-ethnic psychological makeups, intra-ethnic
consciousness, and political motivation. Thus, the respondent/dyadic variables exert different
effects on cross-ethnic political discussion network formation, with majority viewholders
making greater effort to persuade friends from other ethnic backgrounds, and minority vi-
ewholders reinforcing their own political preferences. An additional factor discussed in this
paper is ethnic stereotyping.

Keywords: political networks, ethnicity, social network analysis, social capital
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