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The context
As Stuart Hall surmised (1993), the coming question of the 21th century is “how to fashion the capacity to live with difference” i.e., with the increasing pace of mixing ethnic groups, languages, religions and so forth. Diversity has become a hot topic indeed almost everywhere. However, the questions concerning its potential impacts on economic development (Habyarimana et al. 2007, Das and DiRienzo 2014 etc.), educational and healthcare systems (Stoddard et al. 2000, Veerman 2015 etc.), the risk of tensions (Young 2003, Montalvo and Reynal-Querol 2007 etc.), political radicalization (Rydgren and Ruth 2011, Sprague-Jones 2011 etc.) or social cohesion (Putnam 2007, Harell and Stolle 2015 etc.) are under heated debate in the scientific literature. 
Purpose
A question of key importance for the social sciences to adequately answer these challenges is the capability to define the ‘extent’ and the ‘directions’ of diversification. The main goal of my paper is to introduce a method aims at grasping “ethno-cultural” diversity quantitatively. With a synthetic indicator I will show the spatial patterns of diversity and the dynamics of diversification in the European countries on national and subnational level. Finally, I will link these results with the European Social Survey database and analyse the relationship between diversity/diversification and the social trust as well as people’s attitude toward immigration and multiculturalism. 
Methodology
Although recent decades saw the widespread use of different diversity indices, the so-called ‘fractionalization index’ (Bruk and Apanchenko 1964) has remained hegemonic in the literature. These indexes, ways of compressing information on the share of groups to a single number, usually serve as independent variables in social scientific investigations. However, beside its incontestable advantages, the traditional fragmentation index suffers from a serious pitfall: it does not take into consideration which groups are present; e.g. Germans and Austrian or Germans and Ugandan immigrants. Since the Peripheral Heterogeneity Index introduced by Desmet et al. (2005) is able to control the distances between the host and minority groups, it seems to be suitable for bridging this gap as a weighted diversity index. As Schaeffer argued (2014: 112) a “culturally weighted index of ethnic diversity should be a better predictor of social cohesion than common measures of ethnic diversity”. But how is it possible to operationalize these weights? 
I attempt to offer a solution by constructing a matrix based on Welzel’s factor scores (2013: 25-33) of ‘sacred-secular’ and ‘protective-emancipative’ values from the World Values Survey, including e.g. people’s attitude toward women’s equality, the importance of national or religious pride, toleration of homosexuality and so forth. The standardized Euclidian distances between the average scores represent the “cultural distances” between the countries of the world and serve as weights in the PHI formula. The input population data are provided by the UN (1990-2017) and by the national statistical offices in case of the subnational level - if they are available. The calculation, classification and visualization are supported by the ESRI ArcGIS 10.2 software package.
The fourth main data source is the European Social Survey which has been measuring the behaviour patterns of the European population since 2001. It provides information about, among others, people’s general attitude toward immigration and multiculturalism (e.g. “allow many/few immigrants of same/different ethnic group as majority”, “immigrants make country worse or better place to live”), social capital (e.g. “most of the time people helpful or mostly looking out for themselves”) and trust (in police, in legal system, in politicians etc.) both on national and regional level.
Research limitations
In recent literature there is no consensus whether we can or we should measure diversity at all. The contrast between the malleable and situational feature of identification, i.e. the constructivist theory of ethnicity (Barth 1969, Jenkins 1997 etc.) and the “discrete, sharply differentiated, internally homogeneous and externally bounded groups … as fundamental units of social analyses” (Brubaker 2002) can possibly be termed a fundamental problem of the research. Nevertheless, a significant part of the international scientific community believes that, despite all their faults and imperfections, quantitative methods should be still important parts of such investigations (e.g. Brown and Langer 2010). 
It should be stressed that the analysis will be built upon some simplifying assumptions. 
(1) The expression of “cultural distance” is a no less slippery term. Although Welzel’s factor scores based on the World Values Survey obviously oversimplify the topic, it is an interesting and innovative attempt to grasp a phenomenon that seems to be absolutely non-quantifiable at first sight. In the long run the usefulness of the method will presumably depend on its empirical applicability.
(2) Since the census questionnaires do not always contain explicit questions on respondents’ ethnic affiliation (in West Europe nowhere, except Great Britain), I use country of birth data. This method undoubtedly underestimates the degree of diversity because it does not take into account the second and third generation immigrants. Moreover, it makes impossible to depict the real heterogeneity of immigrants; for instance we don’t know whether ethnic Kurds or Turks arrived from Turkey. 
Nevertheless, by working with a large-scale database and covering a large area and time interval, these methods connected to human geographical tools can primarily give an insight into the main trends of the changing diversity patterns in Europe. Therefore, the somewhat robust results of this quantitative analysis can be rather a basis for further research projects: targeted field works and case studies with qualitative methodology. 
Findings
According to the preliminary findings the spatial patterns of diversity indices are quite similar in case of weighted and non-weighted scores as well. On the Western side of the former Iron Curtain one can find significantly higher PHIs everywhere; in 2015 the list was led by Sweden, Switzerland and Austria, apart from the microstates, such as Andorra or Malta. In Eastern Europe the Baltic States have the most diverse (in fact, rather polarized) population thanks to the mainly Russian immigrant stock who arrived during the Soviet era. The main directions of diversification trends are also divergent. While the societies of the North, West and South European countries have become ethnically more heterogeneous since 1990, in most of the East European states stagnation or even homogenization can be observed. Taking into account the alteration of the “culturally” weighted indices (ΔPHI), the fastest heterogenization is taking place in Norway, Sweden and Spain. After the extension of the investigation to the subnational level (NUTS 2), the linking of the results with the European Social Survey data will take place in order to grasp the impacts of diversity on social trust and respondents’ opinion about immigration and cultural diversification. 
Effects beyond the field of research
Since effective cooperation within ethnically diverse societies and successful integration of minorities is a serious current issue almost everywhere, results of such analyses can provide useful information not only for the scientific community, but for real world practice, e.g. political decision preparation too. As Bauman concluded (2003: 32), better-informed policies can encourage diverse populations toward “the art of negotiating shared meaning and a modus covivendi”.
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