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KEY TERMS

Social integration - The extent to which people interact with others who are different to themselves in relation to age, 
ethnicity and social grade.

In-group – a group of people who share a characteristic, for example, people in the same age group.  

Out-group - a group of people who do not share  a particular characteristic, for example, people in a different age group.  

Note: it is possible for the same individual to be part of an in-group for one characteristic (such as age) but part of an out-
group for another characteristic, such as ethnicity. 

Intergroup Contact Theory – The theory that prejudice towards an out-group can be reduced by having contact with an 
out-group member that is:

•		 Prolonged
•		 Positive
•		 Informal
•		 On an equal status

It must also involve working towards a common goal.
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FOREWORD

The UK is becoming increasingly diverse by social grade, 
age, and ethnicity1.  However, we cannot assume we are 
therefore becoming increasingly integrated.  Simply living 
near someone different from ourselves does not necessarily 
mean we have meaningful interactions with or understanding 
of them.  Whilst there is a wealth of data on individuals, there 
is comparatively little known about with whom we mix.
 
To help address this problem, we commissioned Ipsos MORI 
to survey over four thousand individuals in 2015 about the 
people they most recently socialised with.  Our aim was 
to add to our knowledge of social interactions and raise 
questions for further research.  We have also been able to 
see how the picture may be changing over time by re-
analysing data from the 2014 Social Integration Commission 
report, ‘How Integrated is Modern Britain’, and comparing it 
to the 2015 survey data. 
 
This research comes shortly after the publication of Louise 
Casey’s independent review on integration and opportunity.  
The findings of this study again call for political and civic 
leaders urgently to act to ensure we live in a more integrated 
society and build a strong sense of social solidarity.  
Research shows that a lack of integration makes it harder 
for those on lower incomes to build the networks they need 
to get good jobs, harder to stop prejudice from taking root, 
harder to feel at home in our neighbourhoods, harder to 
remain connected to the community around us as we get 
older, and harder to vote for the common good2.

Reassuringly and pleasingly, we also know that we tend to 
enjoy meeting people different from ourselves.  We get a 
stronger sense of community wellbeing, fewer mental health 
issues and even increased life expectancy.  Increased social 
integration can also help the nation’s economic prospects by 
expanding employers’ networks to recruit the right people for 
the right jobs3.

Following the vote to leave the European Union, it is even 
more important that we focus on creating a strong, bonded 
society in this country.  Our mission at The Challenge is 
to design and deliver programmes, such as the National 
Citizen Service, that bring different people together to 
develop their confidence and skills in understanding and 
connecting with others.  In doing so, we support our vision 
of a more integrated society where there is understanding 
and appreciation of each other’s differences.  I hope this 
report will shed more light on the complicated picture of 
integration, and encourage us all to work to improve it.3 

My sincere thanks go to the team at The Challenge for the 
work in drafting this report, to colleagues at Ipsos MORI for 
conducting the survey, and Oxford University and University 
College London for analysing the survey responses.

1 ‘Social Integration: A wake up call’ - Social Integration Commission, 2014
2 ‘Social Integration: A wake up call’ - Social Integration Commission, 2014
3 ‘Social Integration: A wake up call’ - Social Integration Commission, 2014

Oliver Lee OBE
Chief Executive
The Challenge
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Survey question:
“�Please think about 
the most recent 
social event or 
gathering you have 
attended. This could 
include a formal 
organised event, 
such as a wedding, 
or something more 
casual like meeting 
up with friends or 
family.  This could 
have taken place in 
your home or at a 
place outside of your 
home.”

SURVEY INTRODUCTION

In 2015, Ipsos MORI surveyed 4265 British residents about the people they 
socialised with.  They were asked to think about the most recent social event 
they attended, and give details of up to 5 people they spent time with, including 
their age, ethnicity, and job role4. This information was then compared with the 
type of people who live in their region to see how closely social groups reflected 
the makeup of the local population. This survey builds on the work of the Social 
Integration Commission, using their data to make year on year comparisons.  We 
commissioned experts from Oxford University and University College London to 
independently analyse the data over the course of 2015/16.  

The rationale for the question we used is based on Intergroup Contact Theory; that 
positive, informal interaction with outgroup members is one of the most effective 
ways to reduce prejudice and build trust5.  

Some of the survey results may seem self-evident; for example, no one would 
be surprised to learn that teenagers tend to have similar aged friends.  However 
it is important to dig deeper into the data, to understand whether certain groups 
are particularly limited in their friendship choices. This would make them more 
vulnerable to isolation and have a potentially narrower focus on the world around 
them..  Equally, it is important for policy makers to know if those patterns are 
changing over time, So that they understand the impact of social interventions and 
where future changes may be necessary.  

One downside to this more detailed analysis of the data is that the relevant sample 
sizes become smaller.  Smaller sample sizes have wider margins of error, meaning 
that the results may be less reliable and therefore less reflective of the target 
population - this risk is highlighted at relevant points.  It is also worth noting that 
the results have not been subject to a formal test of statistical significance.

Throughout this report, levels of integration will be given as a percentage.  This 
represents the percentage of potential interactions (with people different from 
ourselves) that we take up.  For example, if an individual with a managerial job 
lived in an area with a high proportion of people in low-skilled manual roles, 
but they generally socialised with skilled professionals, they would have a low 
percentage score for social grade interaction because they don’t integrate with 
people typical of their area.  Equally, if a white individual6 lived in an area with 
a low proportion of people from an Asian background, and only one of their 
friends was Asian, they could still have a high score for ethnic integration as 
their friendship group matched the population around them.  For a more detailed 
explanation of the calculations used, please see Appendix 2.

 

4 Please see Appendix 3 for more technical details on the the survey.
5 Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Cambridge, MA: Perseus Books
6 Throughout this report, ‘White’ refers to anyone who self-defines with one of the ‘White’ Census ethnic categories, Including ‘White- Irish’ or ‘Any other White background’.
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HEADLINE FINDINGS

Key findings:

•	 �Black, White and Asian Britons take up only around 
half - 48% - of the opportunities open to them to mix 
socially with a different ethnicity to themselves given 
the demographics of where they live, even in our most 
diverse regions, such as London and the Midlands. 

•	 �White Londoners are the least likely group to mix 
with people from a different ethnic background to 
themselves, while Londoners in general are less likely 
than those in other regions of the UK to socialise with 
those from a different ethnicity or age to themselves. 

•	�Those in the Midlands were found to be only taking up 
40% of the opportunities to mix with other ethnicities, 
the lowest level in Britain. 

•	�Overall, the British population tends to take up only 
around half - 48% - of the expected opportunities 
open to them to mix socially with those from a different 
ethnicity to themselves given the demographics of 
where they live, but in London this fell to just over 44%. 

•	�White Britons are the least likely ethnic group to 
take up opportunities to mix socially with those 
from a different ethnicity to themselves. Researchers 
found White Britons are taking up just 38% of the 
opportunities they would expect to be open to them 
given the demographics of where they live and that this 
percentage has dropped from 40% in 2014. 

•	�Black Britons take up just 42% of the the opportunities 
open to them to mix socially with those from a different 
ethnicity to themselves given the demographics of where 
they live. This has fallen considerably from 2014 when 
the figure was 52%. Likewise, Asian Britons only take up 
41% of the the opportunities open to them to mix socially 
with those from a different ethnicity.

•	�Asian Britons are socialising with other Asian Britons 
more than 5 times as much as the researchers 
expected, given the demographics of where they live, 
even when they live in regions with high proportions of 
other ethnic minorities and Whites. 

•	�Black Britons are socialising with other Black Britons 
nearly 8 times as much as the researchers expected, 
given the demographics of where they live, even when 
they live in regions with high proportions of other 
ethnic minorities and Whites. 

•	�The older we get, the less likely we are to mix with 
others from a different ethnic background. Those 65 or 
older take up just 17% of the expected opportunities 
open to them to mix socially with those from a different 
ethnic group to them given the demographics of where 
they live. Worryingly, this has dropped from 21% in 
2014 for the same age group. Those under 18, on 
the other hand, are becoming more likely to take up 
expected opportunities to mix socially with those from 
a different ethnic group - they took up 45% of expected 
opportunities, compared to 33% in 2014.

•	�The research shows that those aged under 18 are 
taking up very few expected opportunities to mix 
socially with those from a different generation to 
themselves. They take up just 24% of all such 
opportunities, but this has risen from 19% in 2014. 
Those aged 65 and older take up 59% of such 
opportunities, but this has fallen from 63% in 2014. 
These figures exclude opportunities to socialise with 
their nuclear and extended family.

•	�Overall, we integrate the best with people doing 
a different level of job to us, with close to 97% of 
potential interactions taken up on average, and the 
picture seems to be getting better over time. However, 
there is still a stark divide for the highest professional 
occupations (social grades AB), who report twice as 
many contacts from their own social group as expected 
and only 68% of the expected contact with people from 
other social groups. 

BRITISH INTEGRATION SURVEY 2016       THE CHALLENGE
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REGIONAL INTEGRATION

The regional summaries below show consistent levels of integration across the country for social grade (highly integrated) 
and age (moderately integrated) but a far more mixed picture for ethnic integration.  This could be due to the uneven 
distribution of different ethnic communities across the country.  For example, while the South West, Wales and Scotland 
show the best integration rates, this has to be seen in the context of lower numbers of available ethnic ‘outgroup’ members to 
integrate with.  The Midlands showed the worst level of ethnic integration, which could indicate greater segregation of ethnic 
communities in this region.  Whilst there seems to be an increasing amount of social grade integration over time, this pattern 
is reversed for ethnic integration (see Appendix 1).

Figure 1: Regional Integration by Social Grade, Ethnicity and Age

Social grade Integration Ethnic Integration

Age Integration Integration Level

7 Maps produced by mapchart.net

8 �Irish and Northern Irish residents were 
not included in the survey and hence 
that area has not been colour coded.
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HOW WE MIX BY SOCIAL GRADE

‘Social Grade’ is a term used to classify individuals based on their occupation.  It is often preferred to the term ‘Social Class’ 
as it has clearer boundaries; it includes more detail than the traditional social class groupings; and also includes people who 
do not fit into traditional employment categories, such as unemployed individuals.

Figure 2: Social Grade descriptors

The survey data showed a strikingly high level of integration between different social grades (97%), with the rates improving 
by an average of 4 percentage points, from 2014 to 2015.  However, it should be noted that survey respondents were 
estimating their own social grade and the social grade of the people they socialised with and the spread of results did not 
reflect the general population9. Revisions to the methodology are being considered for the next version of this report. 

Figure 3: Comparing social grade integration from 2014 to 2015

A Higher managerial, administrative and professional

B Intermediate managerial, administrative and professional

C1 Supervisory, clerical and junior managerial, administrative and professional

C2 Skilled manual workers

D Semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers

E Casual and lowest grade workers, unemployed with state benefits only

Title Respondent 
Group Target Group

% Integration score Change Sample size

2014 2015 (2015-2014) 2014 2015

Level of 
social grade 

integration by 
different social 

grades

AB

All Social Grade 
Outgroups

65 68 +3 1398 1333

C1/C2 146 143 -3 1771 1903

D 64 69 +5 458 481

E 92 96 +4 410 206

All 93 97 +4 4037 3923

0% integration 100+% integration50% integration

The lowest integration levels (30%) were reported by respondents from the A/B category socialising with individuals from 
social grade E (see figure 4 below and appendix 1). 

9 Respondents seem to have over-estimated the number of their social contacts in social grade D and under-estimated the number from social grade C.  



8 THE CHALLENGE       BRITISH INTEGRATION SURVEY 2016

Research has indicated that a high proportion (30%-60%) of jobs are found through personal contacts10.  If there is a lack of 
mixing between individuals with the power to hire (primarily groups A and B), and unemployed individuals, one could assume 
that roles are more likely to circulate between the employed population, to the exclusion of the unemployed.  A significant 
drop in employment chances has been observed after 6 months of being unemployed11 which could also relate to a loss of 
social connections within the workplace.

Figure 4: Rates of integration between different social grades

Figure 4 shows the rate of integration between the different social grades.  The size of the central circles reflects the size of the 
population in that group (based on 2015 National Readership Survey data).  For example we can see that the C1/C2 grouping 
in green has by far the largest population.  The rings around the circle represent the amount of in-group socialising; the more 
rings, the more that group ‘sticks to its own’.  Finally, the connecting lines between circles represent the integration between 
those two, for example; a red line represents the out-group connections of the A/B group.

Across the chart, one line represents 10% of an integration score, so a fully integrated group would have 10 rings around the 
circle (100%), and 10 connecting lines to each of the other groups.  

Whilst there is generally a very good level of integration across the social groups, there is a definite preference towards 
socialising with people from their own social grade, or those closest to them.  For example there is a stark divide for social grades 
AB, who report twice as many contacts from their own social group as expected and only 68% of the expected contact with people 
from other social groups.  As mentioned previously, this is particularly worrying given the potential economic risks of separating 
those with the power to hire, from those seeking employment.  The full results can be found at Appendix 1.   

premasagar.com

10 Loannides and Loury, ‘Job Information Networks, Neighbourhood Effects and Inequality’, 2004.
11 �Kroft, Lange and Notowidigdo, ‘Duration dependence and labor market conditions: theory and evidence from a field experiment’, 2012. National Bureau of Economic 

Research, Cambridge MA. 

HOW WE MIX BY SOCIAL GRADE
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HOW WE MIX BY ETHNIC BACKGROUND

The figures are stark; this survey indicates that we are missing out on over half of all possible interactions with people from 
different ethnic backgrounds to ourselves. 

While White, Asian and Black ethnic groups hover at around a 40% integration rate in 2015, individuals from a mixed ethnic 
background showed an integration rate of close to 80%. The Black population had the largest decrease in 2015, (a drop of 10 
percentage points), however they are still the second most integrated population, after those from a mixed ethnic background.

Figure 5: Comparing ethnic integration from 2014 to 2015

In terms of which ethnic groups we socialise with, there is a very strong bias towards socialising with people from the same 
ethnic background (illustrated by the very large number of ‘rings’ around each population in Figure 6).  This is by far the 
strongest in-group bias out of ethnicity, age and social grade.   Respondents with a mixed ethnic background were socialising 
with other people from a mixed ethnic background over eight times as much as expected12, based on the ethnic diversity 
around them.  This pattern was consistent (although not quite as strong) across all ethnic groups. 

We can also see a general trend of non-white ethnic groups mixing with each other, but less than expected with the White 
population, especially for the Asian and Black populations13. This is an interesting correlation with recent research into 
patterns of residential ethnic  segregation carried out by Cantle and Kaufmann (2016)14. However it should also be noted that 
the sample sizes for Black respondents and those from a Mixed background were comparatively small and hence there is more 
chance of error.  Equally, small population proportions have an impact on this measure.  For example, if an ethnic minority 
group makes up only 3% of the local population, then only 3% of their social group would be expected to be from the same 
ethnic minority.  These small percentages quickly multiply up to make apparently large in-group biases with only a few more 
friends from the same ethnic background. 

Title Respondent Group Target Group
% Integration score Change Sample size

2014 2015 (2015-2014) 2014 2015

Level of ethnic 
integration 
by different 
ethnicities

White

All Ethnic 
Outgroups

40 38 -2 3527 3516

Mixed 84 79 -5 140 149

Asian 40 42 +2 413 388

Black 52 42 -10 155 155

All 49 48 -1 4267 4237

0% integration 100+% integration50% integration

12 	 See Appendix 1 showing an integration percentage of 860% for Mixed ethnicity ingroup socialising.
13	 See Appendix 1, ‘Level of ethnic integration by different ethnicities, with different ethnicities’.
14	 https://www.opendemocracy.net/wfd/ted-cantle-and-eric-kaufmann/is-segregation-on-increase-in-uk
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HOW WE MIX BY ETHNIC BACKGROUND

Figure 6: Amount of integration between different ethnic groups

Finally, we can look at how the level of ethnic integration varies for different aged individuals.  Respondents under 55 showed 
between 40-60% of the expected level of ethnic integration, but this falls sharply for those over 55 and especially over 65 
years old (down to 17% in 2015).  There is not enough evidence to show whether this is a characteristic of getting older, 
or simply a cohort of less ethnically integrated individuals, but the picture does seem to be getting worse for those over 65 
across the two years.  

We would expect the under 18 group to be well integrated within the school system.  The fact that under 18s are taking up less 
than half (45%) of possible interactions with other ethnic groups could indicate that schools are not currently representative of 
their local populations, or that young people are choosing to segregate themselves within the school system.

Figure 7: Ethnic integration by age

premasagar.com

Title Respondent Group Target Group
% Integration score Change Sample size

2014 2015 (2015-2014) 2014 2015

Level of ethnic 
integration by 
different ages

13-17

All Ethnic 
Outgroups

33 45 +12 292 319

18-34 60 61 +1 1174 1167

35-54 55 56 +1 1558 1542

55-64 41 36 -5 573 589

65+ 21 17 -4 638 624

Total 48 48 -1 4235 4241

0% integration 100+% integration50% integration
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HOW WE MIX BY AGE

Overall, if we include our relatives, we mix with people of different age groups about a third less than would be expected 
given the age diversity across the country (62%).  However, if we exclude our relatives the rate drops to 46%.  This drop is 
magnified as we look towards the younger age groups, showing that respondents aged 34 and under are heavily dependent on 
family contact to interact with different age groups.  This ‘Millennial Cohort’ does not seem to mix with other age groups apart 
from when this is with their family contacts.  The voting patterns for the recent EU referendum showed the under-25s heavily 
skewed towards remaining (71%) and the over-65s showing the reverse with 64% voting to leave.15  A lack of contact with 
other age groups only serves to widen this social divide.   

In terms of trends over time, the level of age integration has remained relatively stable across 2014 and 2015.

Figure 8: Comparing age integration from 2014 to 2015

Title Respondent Group Target Group
% Integration score Change Sample size

2014 2015 (2015-2014) 2014 2015

Level of age 
integration 
varying by 
age group 

and whether 
including 

family or not

13-17

Excl Nuclear and 
Extended Family

All Age 
Outgroups

19 24 +5 121 152

All 49 50 +1 270 306

18-34

Excl Nuclear and 
Extended Family 24 26 +2 704 579

All 39 45 +6 1144 1103

35-54

Excl Nuclear and 
Extended Family 50 49 -1 781 710

All 64 66 +2 1472 1427

55-64

Excl Nuclear and 
Extended Family 72 86 +14 295 251

All 78 80 +2 541 529

65+

Excl Nuclear and 
Extended Family 63 59 -4 319 256

All 75 72 -3 578 562

All

Excl Nuclear and 
Extended Family 46 46 0 2220 1948

All 60 62 +2 4005 3927

0% integration 100+% integration50% integration

15  yougov.co.uk/news/2016/06/27/how-britain-voted
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HOW WE MIX BY AGE

Figure 9: Amount of integration between different age groups

When we look at which age groups the British population is mixing with, there is a bias towards their own age group. The 
British population is two or three times more likely to mix with their own age group than would be expected given the age 
range where they live. (see Appendix 1).  It should be noted that this is still considerably lower than the in-group bias for 
ethnic groupings.  

Excluding their own age group, the British population tend to mix most with the age groups closest to them.  As age 
increases, there is a trend towards mixing with a broader range of age groups.   

If we look at the potentially most vulnerable group for isolation, those over 65, there has been a decline in contact with the 
closest out-group (55-64) and an increase in in-group contact but, perhaps surprisingly, an increase in contact with those 
under 34.   See appendix A for full breakdowns.

premasagar.com
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IS LONDON ANY DIFFERENT?

Our capital city has slightly worse rates of integration on all three measures of ethnic, social grade and age The table below 
offers a detailed breakdown of the differences between the Capital and the rest of the country.

Figure 10: Comparing integration levels in London with the rest of the UK

Title Respondent Group Target 
Group

% Integration score Change Sample Size

2014 2015 (2015-2014) 2014 2015

Level of age 
integration 
across age 
groups for 

London and 
rest of Britain

13-17
London

All Age 
Outgroups

53 64 +11 9 32

Rest of GB 49 49 0 283 287

18-34
London 34 46 +12 178 197

Rest of GB 40 45 +5 996 970

35-54
London 65 63 -2 249 260

Rest of GB 63 66 +3 1309 1282

55-64
London 82 77 -5 93 101

Rest of GB 77 81 +4 480 488

65+
London 73 69 -4 23 72

Rest of GB 75 73 -2 615 552

Total
London 59 62 +3 552 662

Rest of GB 60 62 +2 3683 3579

Level of ethnic 
integration 

across 
ethnicities for 
London and 

rest of Britain

White
London

All Ethnic 
Outgroups

30 27 -3 329 380

Rest of GB 45 44 -1 3198 3136

Mixed
London 82 81 -1 29 44

Rest of GB 84 78 -6 111 105

Asian
London 46 49 +3 128 144

Rest of GB 38 36 -2 285 244

Black
London 42 39 -3 66 81

Rest of GB 58 45 -13 89 74

Total
London 43 44 +1 565 660

Rest of GB 52 50 -2 3702 3577

0% integration 100+% integration50% integration
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IS LONDON ANY DIFFERENT?

Figure 10 (cont): Comparing integration levels in London with the rest of the UK

Title Respondent Group Target Group
% Integration score Change Sample size

2014 2015 (2015-2014) 2014 2015

Level of 
social grade 

integration for 
London and the 
rest of Britain

AB
London

All Social Grade 
Outgroups

60 66 +6 192 238

Rest of GB 66 69 +3 1206 1095

C1C2
London 122 125 +3 237 297

Rest of GB 151 146 -5 1534 1606

D
London 71 88 +17 28 40

Rest of GB 64 67 +3 430 441

E
London 95 104 +9 70 40

Rest of GB 91 93 +2 340 166

Total
London 87 93 +6 527 615

Rest of GB 94 97 +3 3510 3308

Whilst London has by far the most ethnically diverse population, Londoners are not making the most of this, with only 44% 
of potential interactions being taken up, although it should be noted that Londoners have the ‘highest bar’ to cross in terms 
of integration given the Capital is the most diverse region.   In particular, White respondents reported a strikingly low level of 
integration in London (27%), compared to the rest of the country (44%).    

In terms of social grade, although London is behind the rest of the Britain, it is catching up quickly.  Each social grading saw an 
increase in integration, especially for semi-skilled and unskilled workers (social grade D) who reported more integration with 
individuals from a different social grade.  This is hopefully positive news for their improved economic prospects.

Finally, for age integration, there is broad consistency between London and the rest of Britain, but with an interesting increase 
for Londoners under 35 (often referred to as ‘Millennials’).  These younger Londoners reported mixing with other age groups far 
more than in the previous year, for example, the 18-35 age group saw a jump of 12 percentage points between 2014 and 2015.  
It would be interesting to understand what factors influence this difference in London in order to replicate any possible policy 
interventions across the rest of the country, although it should be noted that the sample size for 13-17 year olds in particular 
was extremely small.
  

0% integration 100+% integration50% integration
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CONCLUSIONS 

Looking across every measure in this report, it is hard to find an area or group we 
could say was truly integrated, even in ‘cosmopolitan’ London.  Clearly there is 
still a need to focus our efforts to improve integration if we are to reap the benefits 
of such a community.   

Britons are spending less time with people from different ethnicities, especially 
people from Black, White and Mixed ethnic backgrounds. Good progress does 
seem to have been made in integration between different social grades, which will 
be vital in creating a more economically equal society. However, recent ‘fault lines’ 
between older and younger generations on the Brexit debate are mirrored by a lack 
of contact between the under 35 ‘Millennials’ and the ‘Baby Boomers’ (55-70 year 
olds) outside family units.

To unify our divided nation after the EU vote, there must be opportunities to 
debate our differences.  By spending time with people who are different to us, we 
are gaining a new awareness and understanding of the world through the eyes 
of people who are different to us. By taking these opportunities to break down 
walls between us we can build stronger communities together, ready to withstand 
the inevitable shocks of life.  However this research is part of a growing body of 
evidence, which shows there is an urgent need to improve integration if we are to 
reap the rewards of an integrated society. 

Whilst we seem to be making the most of integrating with people from a 
different social grade to us, we are missing out on more than half of all possible 
interactions with people from different ethnic backgrounds and of different ages. 
This is bad for the economy, our communities and ourselves.  Whilst this report 
has not jumped to conclusions about causation, we hope it has added to the 
debate around social integration and posed some interesting areas for further 
research.  

This research is part 
of a growing body of 
evidence, which shows 
there is an urgent need 
to improve integration 
if we are to reap the 
rewards of an integrated 
society.

BRITISH INTEGRATION SURVEY 2016      THE CHALLENGE
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APPENDIX 1:  FULL DATA TABLES

Title Respondent 
Group Target Group

% Integration score Change Sample Size

2014 2015 (2015-2014) 2014 2015

Level of ethnic 
integration 
by different 
ethnicities, 

with different 
ethnicities

White

White (Ingroup) 108 109 +1

3527 3516

Mixed 99 102 +3

Asian 23 19 -4

Black 35 33 -2

All (Outgroups) 40 38 -2

Mixed

White 77 73 -4

140 149

Mixed (Ingroup) 751 860 +109

Asian 111 65 -46

Black 162 206 +44

All (Outgroups) 84 79 -5

Asian

White 33 33 0

413 388

Mixed 199 174 -25

Asian 645 585 -60

Black 49 37 -12

All (Outgroups) 40 41 +1

Black

White 44 33 -11

155 155

Mixed 262 223 -39

Asian 41 41 0

Black 760 786 +26

All (Outgroups) 52 42 -10

All

White 98 98 0

4235 4208

Mixed 148 156 +8

Asian 113 104 -9

Black 101 111 +10

All (Outgroups) 49 48 -1

  

0% integration 100+% integration50% integration
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APPENDIX 1:  FULL DATA TABLES

Title Respondent 
Group Target Group

% Integration score Change Sample Size

2014 2015 (2015-2014) 2014 2015

Level of age 
integration by 
different ages, 
with different 

ages

13-17

13-17 (Ingroup) 290 286 -4

292 319

18-34 61 62 +1

35-54 70 71 +1

55-64 27 26 -1

65+ 16 16 0

All (Outgroups) 49 50 +1

18-34

13-17 25 26 +1

1174 1167

18-34 (Ingroup) 306 282 -24

35-54 66 68 +2

55-64 41 64 +23

65+ 13 18 +5

All (Outgroups) 40 45 +5

35-54

13-17 31 35 +4

1558 1542

18-34 94 89 -5

35-54 (Ingroup) 195 189 -6

55-64 89 91 +2

65+ 45 56 +11

All (Outgroups) 64 66 +2

55-64

13-17 16 13 -3

573 589

18-34 74 82 +8

35-54 108 109 +1

55-64 (Ingroup) 271 252 -19

65+ 111 115 +4

All (Outgroups) 78 80 +2

65+

13-17 13 22 +9

638 624

18-34 45 51 +6

35-54 101 96 -5

55-64 174 145 -29

65+ (Ingroup) 221 239 18

All (Outgroups) 75 72 -3

All

13-17 42 49 +7

4235 4208

18-34 143 133 -10

35-54 124 121 -3

55-64 108 107 -1

65+ 70 78 +8

All (Outgroups) 60 62 +2

  

0% integration 100+% integration50% integration
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APPENDIX 1:  FULL DATA TABLES

Title Respondent 
Group Target Group

% Integration score Change Sample Size

2014 2015 (2015-2014) 2014 2015

Level of 
social grade 

integration by 
different social 

grades, with 
different social 

grades

A/B

AB (Ingroup) 218 206 -12

3527 3516

C1/C2 57 59 +2

D 110 119 +9

E 30 30 0

All (Outgroups) 65 68 +3

C1/C2

AB 164 162 -2

140 149

C1/C2 (Ingroup) 57 60 +3

D 172 168 -4

E 60 51 -9

All (Outgroups) 146 143 -3

D

AB 112 114 +2

413 388

C1/C2 46 52 +6

D (Ingroup) 273 253 -20

E 58 62 +4

All (Outgroups) 64 69 +5

E

AB 140 123 -17

155 155

C1/C2 38 46 +8

D 194 213 +19

E (Ingroup) 177 144 -33

All (Outgroups) 92 96 +4

All

AB 178 172 -6

4235 4208

C1/C2 55 58 +3

D 162 162 0

E 57 49 -8

All (Outgroups) 93 97 +4

  

0% integration 100+% integration50% integration
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APPENDIX 1:  FULL DATA TABLES

Title Respondent 
Group Target Group

% Integration score Change Sample Size

2014 2015 (2015-2014) 2014 2015

Level of 
social grade 

integration by 
different social 

grades

AB

All Social Grade 
Outgroups

65 68 +3 1398 1333

C1/C2 146 143 -3 1771 1903

D 64 69 +5 458 481

E 92 96 +4 410 206

All 93 97 +4 4037 3923

Social Grade of 
individuals that 
social grade A 
interact with

A

AB 224 206 -18 131 102

C1/C2 62 51 -11 131 102

D 95 136 +41 131 102

E 14 47 +33 131 102

Level of ethnic 
integration 
by different 
ethnicities

White

All Ethnic 
Outgroups

40 38 -2 3527 3516

Mixed 84 79 -5 140 149

Asian 40 42 +2 413 388

Black 52 42 -10 155 155

All 49 48 -1 4267 4237

Level of ethnic 
integration by 
different ages

13-17

All Ethnic 
Outgroups

33 45 +12 292 319

18-34 60 61 +1 1174 1167

35-54 55 56 +1 1558 1542

55-64 (Ingroup) 41 36 -5 573 589

65+ 21 17 -4 638 624

All (Outgroups) 49 48 -1 4235 4241

Level of Ethnic 
Integration 

between social 
grades

AB

All Ethnic 
Outgroups

48 50 +2 1398 1333

C1C2 47 49 +2 1771 1903

DE 47 43 -4 868 687

Level of age 
integration

Excl Nuclear and 
Extended Family

All Age Outgroups

46 46 0 2238 1948

All 60 62 +2 4032 3927

  

0% integration 100+% integration50% integration
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Title Respondent Group Target Group
% Integration score Change Sample Size

2014 2015 (2015-2014) 2014 2015

Level of age 
integration 
varying by 
age group 

and whether 
including 

family or not

13-17

Excl Nuclear and 
Extended Family

All Age 
Outgroups

19 24 +5 121 152

All 49 50 +1 270 306

18-34

Excl Nuclear and 
Extended Family 24 26 +2 704 579

All 39 45 +6 1144 1103

35-54

Excl Nuclear and 
Extended Family 50 49 -1 781 710

All 64 66 +2 1472 1427

55-64

Excl Nuclear and 
Extended Family 72 86 +14 295 251

All 78 80 +2 541 529

65+

Excl Nuclear and 
Extended Family 63 59 -4 319 256

All 75 72 -3 578 562

All

Excl Nuclear and 
Extended Family 46 46 0 2220 1948

All 60 62 +2 4005 3927

0% integration 100+% integration50% integration
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APPENDIX 1:  FULL DATA TABLES

Title Respondent Group Target Group
% Integration score Change Sample Size

2014 2015 (2015-2014) 2014 2015

Level of age 
integration 
across age 
groups for 

London and 
rest of Britain

13-17
London

All Age 
Outgroups

53 64 +11 9 32

Rest of GB 49 49 0 283 287

18-34
London 34 46 +12 178 197

Rest of GB 40 45 +5 996 970

35-54
London 65 63 -2 249 260

Rest of GB 63 66 +3 1309 1282

55-64
London 82 77 -5 93 101

Rest of GB 77 81 +4 480 488

65+
London 73 69 -4 23 72

Rest of GB 75 73 -2 615 552

Total
London 59 62 +3 552 662

Rest of GB 60 62 +2 3683 3579

Level of ethnic 
integration 

across 
ethnicities for 
London and 

rest of Britain

White
London

All Ethnic 
Outgroups

30 27 -3 329 380

Rest of GB 45 44 -1 3198 3136

Mixed
London 82 81 -1 29 44

Rest of GB 84 78 -6 111 105

Asian
London 46 49 +3 128 144

Rest of GB 38 36 -2 285 244

Black
London 42 39 -3 66 81

Rest of GB 58 45 -13 89 74

Total
London 43 44 +1 565 660

Rest of GB 52 50 -2 3702 3577

Level of 
social grade 

integration for 
London and the 
rest of Britain

AB
London

All Social Grade 
Outgroups

60 66 +6 192 238

Rest of GB 66 69 +3 1206 1095

C1C2
London 122 125 +3 237 297

Rest of GB 151 146 -5 1534 1606

D
London 71 88 +17 28 40

Rest of GB 64 67 +3 430 441

E
London 95 104 +9 70 40

Rest of GB 91 93 +2 340 166

Total
London 87 93 +6 527 615

Rest of GB 94 97 +3 3510 3308

0% integration 100+% integration50% integration
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0% integration 100+% integration50% integration

Title Respondent Group Target Group
% Integration score Change Sample Size

2014 2015 (2015-2014) 2014 2015

Level of 
integration for 

London and the 
rest of Britain

London All Ethnic 
Outgroups

43 44 +1 527 662

Rest of GB 52 50 -2 3510 3579

London
All Age Outgroups

59 62 +3 527 662

Rest of GB 59 62 +3 3510 3579

London
All SES

87 93 +6 527 662

Rest of GB 94 97 +3 3510 3579

Level of 
integration 
by region

North and Yorkshire

All Ethnic 
Outgroups

43 47 +4 535 549

North West 54 52 -2 457 474

Midlands 41 40 -1 656 677

South West & Wales 75 68 -7 536 551

South East & Anglia 57 51 -6 1003 983

London 43 44 +1 527 662

Scotland 59 74 +15 323 345

North and Yorkshire

All Age 
Outgroups 

59 62 +3 535 549

North West 61 56 -5 457 474

Midlands 58 62 +4 656 677

South West & Wales 61 62 +1 536 551

South East & Anglia 59 66 +7 1003 983

London 60 62 +2 527 662

Scotland 60 59 -1 323 345

North and Yorkshire

All Social Grade 
Outgroups

97 100 +3 535 549

North West 98 92 -6 457 474

Midlands 95 101 +6 656 677

South West & Wales 91 100 +9 536 551

South East & Anglia 95 98 +3 1003 983

London 87 93 +6 527 662

Scotland 87 90 +3 323 345
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APPENDIX 2: EXAMPLE METHODOLOGY

How we calculated the integration percentages in this report

Step 1: Calculating outgroup contact
662 people surveyed in London told us about 2387 people they socialised with, 1135 of whom were from a different age 
group to them.  Using the formula below, we find that 47.5% of the people Londoners socialised with were from a different 
age group (1135/2387 x 100).  

Step 2: Calculating outgroup availability 
The outgroup contact was then compared with census data on the population of London, which showed that, on average, 76% 
of the population is from a different age group to the respondents – this is known as the outgroup availability.  Therefore, 
Londoners had 47.5% out of a possible 76% of friends in a different age group.  

47.5% as a proportion of 76% can be calculated by 47.5/76 x 100 = 62%13.  This is the integration percentage you will see 
represented in this report for all categories.  It gives a sense of how we are taking up opportunities to integrate with people 
different to ourselves.  

Outgroup contact = outgroup contacts / all contacts x 100

Integration percentage = outgroup contact / outgroup availability x 100

16  Figures have been rounded throughout this example calculation.
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APPENDIX 3: SURVEY TECHNICAL NOTES

2015 Survey details

The survey was conducted on line between 7 - 15 September 2015.  In total, 4265 respondents took part in the survey: a 
nationally representative sample of people living in Britain aged 16-64 (3000), and boost samples of people living in Britain 
aged aged 13-15 (225), 66-80 (540) and of Black and Minority Ethnic backgrounds (500).

Ethnicity, age and profession categories were self selected by respondents for themselves and the social contacts they were 
discussing. 

The representative nature of the sample means that certain groups have much larger sample sizes than others (e.g., 3,516 
White respondents vs. 155 Black respondents). This means that findings based on smaller sample groups should be 
interpreted with a certain amount of caution, particularly if those groups are themselves then subdivided further (e.g., Black 
respondents in London vs. the rest of Britain). The most reliable findings are likely to be those with the largest sample sizes.  

2014 Survey details

The survey was conducted online between 17 and 28 January 2014. In total, 4,269 respondents took part in the survey: a 
nationally representative sample of people living in Britain aged 16-65 (3,004), and boost samples of people living in Britain 
aged 13-15 (225), 66-80 (540) and of Black and Minority Ethnic backgrounds (500).  



Contact details

The Challenge
Elizabeth House
39 York Road
London
SE1 7NQ

	media@the-challenge.org
	 @TheChallenge_UK


