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More people than ever migrate across the world, thereby more people than ever live, study, and work in
countries, regions, and institutions with high immigrant presence. Conflict and threat theories have argued
that increasing immigration inevitably heightens native citizens’ anti-immigrant prejudice. Drawing on
alternate strands of social psychological literature such as contact theory, the present study challenges this
argument. We highlight the role of the sociopolitical context of prejudice focusing on socioeconomic and
legal integration policies. We reason that such integration policies shape intergroup relations by reducing
structural (socioeconomic and legal) inequalities. Thus, inclusive policies will effectively reduce prejudice
especially at high levels of immigrant presence through empowering immigrants and reducing immigrant
disadvantage. Indeed our findings identify inclusive integration policies as a key condition for low anti-
immigrant prejudice in high-immigration contexts. We analyze surveys of 143,752 participants across 66
different countries, 20 subnational regions, and 64 institutions as sociopolitical contexts using six different
data sets in eight studies. Our multilevel analyses consistently demonstrate that anti-immigrant prejudice
is lower among natives when higher levels of immigrant presence are coupled with inclusive, rather than
exclusive, integration policies. Inclusive policies that render immigrants more equal to natives are the
path to improved intergroup relations and social cohesion in diverse societies.
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Humans have always been on the move. Today more people
than ever are migrating around the world (International Organiza-
tion for Migration, 2020a). In this era of mass migration, a major
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societal challenge is to understand when people from different
backgrounds can live together without hatred and conflict. Native
citizens, that is, citizens who were born in the country where they
live, react in different ways to the presence of immigrants (Gui-
mond et al., 2014; Putnam, 2007). Some natives resist immigration
and react to immigrants with hostility and anti-immigrant preju-
dice, while others embrace migration-related diversity and accept
immigrants. More prejudiced natives discriminate more against
immigrants, restricting immigrant opportunities and exacerbating
intergroup tensions (Fiske, 1998; Schiitz & Six, 1996). Reflecting
the societal and political importance of this question, hundreds of
studies have investigated the relationship between immigrant pres-
ence and natives’ attitudes (for meta-analyses, see Dinesen et al.,
2020; Pottie-Sherman & Wilkes, 2017; van der Meer & Tolsma,
2014). The evidence is mixed however: Some studies conclude
that higher immigrant presence is linked to higher anti-immigrant
prejudice, yet other studies relate it to lower anti-immigrant preju-
dice, and still others find no relation (Hewstone, 2015; Meuleman
et al., 2009; Pettigrew et al., 2010).

In this article, we develop a macrolevel explanation to anti-
immigrant prejudice centering the role of equality in the broader
sociopolitical context (Oishi & Graham, 2010; Pettigrew, 2018).
We examine the proposition that past evidence is inconclusive
because it is “not diversity per se but unequal diversity that makes
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a difference” (Portes & Vickstrom, 2011, p. 472). Our study pro-
vides the first empirical test of this proposition. More precisely,
we expect increased anti-immigrant prejudice only when immi-
grant presence is high and exclusive integration policies manifest
inequality between natives and immigrants. Conversely, we expect
low anti-immigrant prejudice when immigrant presence is high but
inclusive integration policies treat the two groups as more equal.

Immigrant Integration Policies and Inequality

Diversity is not inherently unequal, but equality depends largely
on policy responses to immigration. Authorities in countries, regions,
or institutions, as sociopolitical contexts, grant more or less equal or
restricted rights to immigrants compared with native citizens (Gui-
mond et al., 2014; Joppke & Seidle, 2012; Penninx & Garcés-Mas-
carefias, 2016). Such integration policies regulate several areas of
life. When socioeconomic policies are more inclusive, laws and regu-
lations bestow more equal rights on immigrants and their offspring
providing more equal access to education, health care, housing, or
the labor market. Legal-political integration policies can also grant
immigrants more rights to participate politically, protect them from
discrimination, extend voting rights, or ease the acquisition of citizen-
ship. Inclusive socioeconomic and legal-political integration policies
thus allow immigrants to improve their societal position (Bilgili et
al., 2015; International Organization for Migration, 2020a). Immi-
grants and their offspring have more equal educational qualifications,
occupations, and earnings in more inclusive sociopolitical contexts
(Hainmueller et al., 2016; 2019; Manatschal & Stadelmann-Steffen,
2013). Furthermore, they participate more in politics (Cinalli &
Giugni, 2011; Manatschal & Stadelmann-Steffen, 2014). Increased
equality due to inclusive policies should also affect how natives view
immigrants in society.

Immigrant Presence and Immigrant Integration
Policies: The Threat Rationale

In contrast with the above argument by Portes and Vickstrom
(2011) that only unequal diversity induces higher prejudice, based
on conflict and threat theories, natives will feel threatened by high
immigrant presence and inclusive policies will further exacerbate
threat feelings. In line with the threat argument, several studies
have related larger immigrant presence to more perceived threat
and stronger prejudice against immigrants among natives
(e.g., McLaren, 2003; Meuleman et al., 2009; Quillian, 1995).
Similarly to high levels of immigrant presence, high levels of eth-
nic-racial diversity can induce perceptions of threat and ethnic-
racial prejudice among ethnic-racial majority members (Craig et
al., 2017; Craig & Richeson, 2014; Major et al., 2018).

Looking beyond the mere presence of immigrants, threat theo-
ries suggest that whether immigrants are seen as threatening,
also depends on their societal position (Stephan et al., 2016). As
argued above, when integration policies are more inclusive and
immigrants receive more equal rights, their societal position
becomes more equal. From a threat perspective, natives may see
more empowered immigrants as especially threatening, to the
extent that they are seen as more capable of taking away resour-
ces from natives (Morrison & Ybarra, 2008; Stephan et al.,
2016). Therefore, based on conflict and threat theories, combina-
tions of high immigrant presence with inclusive integration
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policies should induce the highest levels of threat and prejudice
among natives.

Immigrant Integration Policies and Prejudice

Despite competing theoretical expectations relating integration
policies to higher or lower levels of anti-immigrant prejudice, most
empirical evidence points in the direction of less prejudice in the
presence of inclusive policies. Comparative studies have consistently
associated inclusive legal-political and socioeconomic integration
policies to more positive attitudes (Callens & Meuleman, 2017;
Green et al., 2020; Hooghe & de Vroome, 2015; Schlueter et al.,
2013). Similarly, cross-national and cross-institutional studies have
found less prejudice when multicultural policies or ideologies value
cultural diversity (de la Sablonniere et al., 2020; Galinsky et al.,
2015; Guimond et al., 2014; Kauff et al., 2020). These repeated find-
ings have been attributed to the fact that inclusive policies convey a
norm of tolerance. Indeed, perceived norms on prejudice align almost
perfectly with individuals’ own prejudiced attitudes, so that norma-
tive shifts afford the expression or suppression of prejudice toward
specific groups (Crandall et al., 2018; McDonald & Crandall, 2015).

Going beyond (perceived) antiprejudice norms, legal-political
and socioeconomic integration policies also shape prejudice by
equalizing intergroup relations. If such policies were consequen-
tial only or mainly to the extent that they shift antiprejudice
norms in society, there is no reason to expect differential policy
effects depending on immigrant presence. Take for example how
anti-Semitism persists in some countries in line with anti-Semitic
norms and narratives and in the (near) absence of Jews (Bilewicz
et al., 2013). In a similar manner, to the extent that integration
policies convey antiprejudice norms, they should go against anti-
immigrant prejudice even in the absence of immigrants. We
advance an alternate explanation from how integration policies
shape intergroup relations in ways that reduce structural (socioe-
conomic and legal) inequalities. Such an approach implies that
inclusive policies will effectively reduce prejudice especially at
high levels of immigrant presence and that they do so through
empowering immigrants and reducing immigrant disadvantage.

There is indirect evidence for the interplay of policy effects
with immigrant presence from other social science fields. More
specifically, past research has revealed that higher immigrant pres-
ence or flow has been related to lower political and organizational
participation or less support for some domains of redistribution
only in countries with less inclusive or less multicultural policies
(Kesler & Bloemraad, 2010; Kwon & Curran, 2016). In a similar
vein, higher immigrant presence coincides with lower levels of
trust only in regions with more exclusive labor policies (Gunde-
lach & Manatschal, 2017). However, none of these study samples
distinguished natives from nonnatives and none assessed anti-
immigrant prejudice as an outcome. Consequently, the evidence is
not yet conclusive from an intergroup relations perspective.

When Immigrant Presence and Inclusive Immigrant
Integration Policies Engender Reduced Prejudice

Why would natives hold less xenophobic attitudes toward immi-
grants when their presence is high, and immigrants and their off-
spring are empowered by inclusive integration policies? First,
intergroup contact research has shown that natives have less
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negative attitudes toward immigrants when they encounter immi-
grants more frequently (Esses, 2021; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2000).
Inclusive integration policies reduce segregation between immi-
grants and natives thereby increase contact among them (Green et
al., 2020). In turn, contact with immigrants predicts lower preju-
dice, as demonstrated by hundreds of studies (Pettigrew & Tropp,
2006).

Second, beyond contact in general, equal contact is especially
effective in reducing anti-immigrant prejudice, for example when
natives meet immigrants as colleagues or neighbors (Allport,
1954; Paluck et al., 2019). Indeed, meta-analytic evidence from
close to 190,000 respondents in 36 countries shows that contact
with members of other social groups relates to greater reductions
in prejudice in more egalitarian societies (Kende et al., 2018).
Similarly, past research across 20 countries with 30,000 survey
respondents reveals that contact effects are stronger when natives
encounter immigrants in societies with more inclusive policies
(Green et al., 2020). To the extent that inclusive integration poli-
cies afford more equal contact with immigrants, the presence of
immigrants is likely related to lower anti-immigrant prejudice in
countries, regions, or institutions with more inclusive policies.

Third, personal interactions with immigrants are not necessary for
reducing hostility toward immigrants: Being aware of other fellow
natives with close relations with immigrants also results in less preju-
diced attitudes (Dhont & Van Hiel, 2011; Turner et al., 2007). When
inclusive integration policies are implemented, immigrants are more
likely to be present in all walks of life, and even when natives do not
encounter immigrants personally, they are likely to know other
natives who do. As a consequence of such indirect encounters,
natives should be less prejudiced when policies are inclusive.

Finally, even mere exposure to counterstereotypical representa-
tions of immigrants as equal and active members of society, for
example, via media, public or political discourses, can decrease
anti-immigrant prejudice (Prati et al., 2018; Ramasubramanian,
2011). All in all, anti-immigrant prejudice should be thus lower
among natives when higher levels of immigrant presence are
coupled with inclusive, rather than exclusive, integration policies.

The Present Study

The present study investigates whether the relation between
immigrant presence and anti-immigrant prejudice depends on
immigrant integration policies. We examine this question com-
paring countries, regions, and institutions as sociopolitical con-
texts that regulate immigrant integration (Bourhis et al., 1997;
Penninx & Garcés-Mascarefias, 2016). We assess policies grant-
ing immigrants more or less equal rights relative to natives in the
socioeconomic and legal-political domains. We propose that
such policies are especially consequential at high levels of immi-
grant presence and that inclusive policies afford lower levels of
prejudice because they render immigrants more equal to natives.
We expect that natives will express the least anti-immigrant prej-
udice in highly diverse countries, regions, and institutions with
inclusive integration policies. Hence, we take a contextual
approach to anti-immigrant prejudice heeding to recent calls that
social psychology should problematize the broader social-politi-
cal context beyond investigating individual-level phenomena
(Oishi & Graham, 2010; Pettigrew, 2018). More specifically, we
highlight how prejudice is constituted by social structures as
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codified in immigrant integration policies (Dixon et al., 2012;
Salter et al., 2017). We thus go beyond previous social psycho-
logical research centering individual moderators of the diversity-
prejudice link (Sibley et al., 2013; Van Assche et al., 2018;
2019). Most importantly, and in line with the global importance
of migration, we examine these questions in a broad array of
national contexts going thereby beyond previous research on
anti-immigrant prejudice that was largely implemented in West-
ern, educated, industrialized, rich, and democratic settings (Dine-
sen et al., 2020; Henrich et al., 2010; Pottie-Sherman & Wilkes,
2017; van der Meer & Tolsma, 2014).

Method

Data

To test our predictions, we matched contextual data on inte-
gration policies and immigrant presence at the national, regional
(Swiss cantons), and institutional (Belgian Flemish schools) lev-
els with individual-level data on anti-immigrant prejudice among
natives. Our goal was to combine the highest quality data avail-
able while covering the broadest possible range of cases. We
used survey data to tap anti-immigrant prejudice, searching suit-
able cross-national surveys in the GESIS data archive and
through a systematic literature review (GESIS—Leibniz Institute
for the Social Sciences, 2020). We identified policy indices in
lists of indicators from the International Organization for Migra-
tion (International Organization for Migration, 2020b). All the
policy indices captured the extent of equal rights and equal treat-
ment of immigrants relative to natives. We used data on immi-
grant presence from the OECD, the United Nations, the Swiss
Federal Statistical Office, and the Flemish-Belgian Ministry of
Education (Emonds et al., 2015; OECD, 2020; OFS - Swiss Fed-
eral Statistical Office, 2020; United Nations Department of Eco-
nomic and Social Affairs Population Division, 2019). We used
immigrant presence as opposed to other measures of diversity
such as the Herfindahl index' because of our focus on immigrant
integration and anti-immigrant prejudice.

For cross-national comparisons, we selected probability-based
surveys that met three criteria. First, they measured some aspect of
anti-immigrant prejudice such as threat perceptions or attitudes to-
ward immigrants. We investigated anti-immigrant prejudice in its
broadest sense following theoretical approaches from social psy-
chology that define prejudice as negative feelings, beliefs, and the
tendency to exhibit prejudice toward certain groups (Dovidio &
Gaertner, 2010; Olson & Zabel, 2016; Yzerbyt & Demoulin, 2010).
This broad approach also follows previous reviews on anti-immi-
grant prejudice (Pottie-Sherman & Wilkes, 2017). For this reason,
we examined both threat perceptions and various attitudinal meas-
ures (social distance from immigrants, bias toward immigrant
groups). Threat perceptions and attitudes are closely linked theoreti-
cally and numerous studies established immigrant threat percep-
tions as robust and most proximal predictors of anti-immigrant

!'The Herfindah! index is the most commonly used index of ethnic
diversity that provides information on the concentration of several ethnic
groups in a setting. It can be interpreted as the likelihood that two randomly
drawn individuals do not belong to the same ethnic group (Schaeffer,
2013).
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attitudes (Riek et al., 2006; Rios et al., 2018; Stephan et al., 2016).
In the current study, we only examined so-called realistic threat per-
ceptions as outcomes, that is, perceptions that include “the threat of

. loss of political power (e.g., disenfranchisement), economic
power, territory, or valued resources (e.g., natural resources); theft,
destruction of property. .. and lack of access to education, health care
or the necessities of life (Stephan et al., 2016, p. 257).” This limitative
focus on socioeconomic and legal-political threats matches our ex-
planatory focus on the socioeconomic and legal-political integration
policies that regulate precisely these areas of life.” Second, the survey
data identified respondents who are native citizens as either native
born, or native origin. Third, the survey data matched contextual data
on immigrant integration policies and immigrant populations that
were gathered 1 or maximum 2 years earlier. Subnational compari-
sons at the regional and institutional level were limited to one study
each due to restricted availability of, or access to subnational policy
data. We selected a school-based study to exemplify institutions
because schools are the most widely attended type of institutions.

With these selection criteria, we could implement eight compar-
ative studies, six cross-national comparisons and two subnational
studies. In Study 1, we compared 20 countries using the European
Social Survey Round 7 (ESS) data and the Migrant Integration
Policy Index (MIPEX) from 2014 (NSD - Norwegian Centre for
Research Data, 2014; Huddleston et al., 2015). The MIPEX is the
most detailed and extensive index of immigrant integration poli-
cies with the largest number of subindicators and broadest cover-
age of policy fields (Helbling, 2013). More specifically, the
MIPEX is a country-level index of immigrant integration policies
that simultaneously considers 167 policy indicators from eight pol-
icy domains (i.e., health care, education, political participation,
labor market mobility, antidiscrimination laws, permanent resi-
dence, access to nationality, family reunion). The indicators mea-
sure whether immigrants have comparable rights and access to
services in these policy domains vis-a-vis natives. The index is
based on expert surveys in each country and has been updated
yearly since 2007. Furthermore, overall it forms a reliable scale,
o = .93 (Ruedin, 2011). For these reasons, it has been widely used
in comparative sociological and social psychological research
(Callens & Meuleman, 2017; Green et al., 2020; Hooghe & de
Vroome, 2015; Schlueter et al., 2013; Tatarko et al., 2021).

However, the ESS analysis limited our sample to European
countries. Therefore, to test our predictions, in Study 2, we also
tested our predictions employing the International Social Survey
Program (ISSP 2013 National Identity Module) data and the
MIPEX in 19 countries including countries outside the EU such as
Turkey, Japan, and the United States (ISSP Research Group,
2015). We undertook also a third study to test the hypothesis in
other countries outside the EU.

In Study 3, our analysis with the most recent complete wave of
the World Values Survey (WVS Round 6, 2010-2014) included
countries such as South Korea, Turkey, or the United States
(Inglehart et al., 2020). A large number of WVS countries that
overlapped with the MIPEX coverage did not include information
on the immigration status of the respondents; therefore, we could
only implement this analysis comparing 12 countries.

In addition, because using the 2010-2014 MIPEX limited our
analysis to OECD countries, and to ensure a broader coverage of
countries, Study 4 implemented cross-country analyses using the
UNDESA policy index with the WVS (WVS Round 6, 2010-2014).
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The UNDESA policy index is a binary measure on the existence of
integration policies that covers most countries in the world (United
Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs Population Di-
vision, 2020). Selecting those WVS countries that included informa-
tion on the respondents’ immigration status and that were within 2
years from the policy and population data allowed comparing 33
countries.

Furthermore, we implemented two more studies with the par-
tially available WVS Round 7 (WVS Round 7, 2017-2021).> In
Study 5 we tested our hypothesis using the MIPEX indices from
2017-2020 covering 19 WVS countries and in Study 6 we used
the UNDESA policy index with a coverage of 30 WVS countries.

Finally, in Studies 7 and 8 we matched survey data with policies
at the subnational level. In Study 7 we compared 20 Swiss cantons
using the European Values Survey and an index of cantonal inte-
gration policies (European Values Study Group and World Values
Survey Association, 2008; Manatschal, 2011). In Study 8 we com-
pared 64 Flemish-Belgian schools using the CILS-Leuven survey
and the schools’ equality policies (Celeste et al., 2019; Emonds et
al., 2015).

Altogether, the samples include responses from 143,752 partici-
pants in 66 countries, 20 regions, and 64 institutions. We sampled
participants from the following countries: Argentina, Armenia,
Austria, Australia, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Belarus, Belgium,
Brazil, Chile, China, Colombia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Den-
mark, Estonia, Ethiopia, Finland, France, Ghana, Germany,
Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, Indonesia, Iraq, Ireland, Japan, Jor-
dan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Malaysia, Mex-
ico, Morocco, Netherlands, Norway, New Zealand, Nigeria,
Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania,
Russian Federation, Rwanda, Singapore, Serbia, Slovenia, South
Korea, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Tajikistan, Thailand, Tunisia,
Turkey, Trinidad and Tobago, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United
States, Uruguay, and Vietnam. Please note that the sample partly
overlaps in Study 3 and Study 4 and also in Study 5 and Study 6
as both pairs of studies draw on the same World Values Survey,
respectively, but the participants are only counted once when
reporting the overall sample size.

Table 1 describes the main characteristics of the data sets.
Below we provide details of the samples and materials for each
study. Table S1 in the online supplemental materials shows levels
of immigrant presence and policies per country in each study.

Study 1
Participants

For the first cross-country comparison, we used the European Social
Survey Immigration Module from 2014 and focused on native

2In parallel with realistic threat perceptions, symbolic threat perceptions
are also key predictors of anti-immigrant prejudice. Symbolic threat
perceptions express fears that the ingroup’s value system and traditions
could be destroyed (Riek et al., 2006; Rios et al., 2018; Stephan et al.,
2016). As symbolic threat perceptions do not correspond to our argument
that integration policies are related to lower xenophobia because of higher
socioeconomic and legal-political equality, we do not include them in our
studies.

3 We used the data available in May 2021, the data collection of WVS
Round 7 ends in December 2021. In May 2021 the data was available for
49 countries.
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Table 1
Datasets Used in Each Study
Study N of N of contextual Type of contextual Anti-immigrant prejudice
number Dataset participants units units Policy measure measure
Study 1 European Social N =128,161 20 Country Migrant Integration Policy Realistic threat
Survey (ESS) Index (MIPEX)
Round 7, 2014 (Huddleston et al., 2015)
Study 2 International Social ~ N =19.712 19 Country MIPEX (Huddleston et al., Realistic threat
Survey Program 2015)
(ISSP), 2013
Study 3 World Values Survey N =15,533 12 Country MIPEX (Huddleston et al., Social distance from
(WVS) Round 6, 2015) immigrants
20102014
Study 4 World Values Survey N =46,036 33 Country UNDESA World Population Social distance from
(WVS) Round 6, Policies (United Nations immigrants
2010-2014 Department of Economic
and Social Affairs
Population Division, 2020)
Study 5 World Values Survey N = 28,480 19 Country MIPEX (Solano & Social distance from
(WVS) Round 7, Huddleston, 2020) immigrants
2017-2020
Study 6 World Values Survey N = 39,422 30 Country UNDESA World Population Social distance from
(WVS) Round 7, Policies (United Nations immigrants
2017-2020 Department of Economic
and Social Affairs
Population Division, 2020)
Study 7 Swiss part of the N =908 20 Swiss cantons Cantonal integration policies Realistic threat
European Values (Manatschal, 2011)
study (Swiss EVS)
2008
Study 8 Leuven Children of N =1,472 64 Schools in Flanders,  Policies of equal treatment in Bias against immigrants
Immigrants Belgium, the school (Celeste et al.,

Longitudinal study
(CILS), 2012-2013

2019)

majority members’ feelings of threat (NSD - Norwegian Centre for
Research Data, 2014). We sampled native majority members based on
whether they were born in the country of the survey, the sample
included N = 28,161 participants. We used country of birth as the
selection criteria because other cross-national samples do not include
information on the respondent’s parentage and we aimed to keep the
cross-national samples comparable across studies. Samples covered
the following 20 countries: Austria, Belgium, Switzerland, Czech
Republic, Germany, Denmark, Estonia, Spain, Finland, France, United
Kingdom, Hungary, Ireland, Lithuania, Netherlands, Norway, Poland,
Portugal, Sweden, and Slovenia. Israel was excluded as there is no
MIPEX score available.

Measures

While the ESS 2014 contained four items measuring respond-
ents’ perceptions of realistic threat, we used three items whose
measurement was shown to be sufficiently similar across the coun-
tries under study.* Invariance testing ensured that the substantial
conclusions drawn from the analyses are not biased by measure-
ment issues (e.g., inaccurate translations; Davidov et al., 2014).
The three items are “Would you say that people who come to live
here generally take jobs away from workers in [country], or gener-
ally help to create new jobs?” (0 = take away jobs; 10 = create
new jobs); “Most people who come to live here work and pay
taxes. They also use health and welfare services. On balance, do
you think people who come here take out more than they put in or
put in more than they take out?” (0 = generally take out more;
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10 = generally put in more); “Are [country]’s crime problems
made worse or better by people coming to live here from other
countries?” (0 = crime problems made worse; 10 = crime problems
made better). Answers were reverse coded so that higher values
represent greater threat perceptions and a three-item composite
score of realistic threat was computed. o = .71, ranging by country
from .56 to .82 (M =5.68, SD = 1.72).

We measured immigrant presence as the percentage of foreign
born residents in a country using country-level statistics from the
OECD international migration database from 2014 (OECD, 2020).
Percentages ranged from 1.6 to 29.39 (M = 11.78, SD =5.70).

We measured immigrant integration policies by using the Mi-
grant Integration Policy Index from 2014 (MIPEX; Huddleston et
al., 2015). The index is coded from 0 (exclusive) to 100 (inclusive),
scores in the study ranged from 38 to 80 (M = 57.04, SD = 11.56).

Study 2
Participants

For the second cross-country comparison, we employed the
International Social Survey Program’s (ISSP) National Identity
Module from 2013 and focused on native majority members’ feel-
ings of threat (ISSP Research Group, 2015). As the ISSP has no

4Partial scalar invariance, that is the minimum level of invariance to
perform unbiased mean comparisons was reached (Satorra-Bentler
corrected ¥* (254) = 1411.11, p < .001; CFI = .942, RMSEA = .072).
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questions on immigrant status of the participants, we selected par-
ticipants based on their citizenship, the sample included N =
19,712 participants. We conducted the analysis in the following 19
countries: Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Japan, Latvia, Norway, Slov-
enia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, United Kingdom, and
United States. Preliminary analyses showed that a sufficient level
of measurement invariance could be obtained only when excluding
Portugal.’

Measures

We measured perceptions of realistic threat with the following
three items: “Immigrants increase crime rates”; “Immigrants are
generally good for economy”; and “Immigrants take jobs away
from people born in [Country].” Answers ranged from 1 to 5 with
higher scores indicating higher threat. o = .69, ranging from .51 to
.79 across countries (M = 3.2, SD = .89).

We used the OECD statistics on the percentage of immigrant
population matching the survey year (OECD, 2020). Percentages
ranged from .37 to 29 (M = 11.06, SD = 6.37).

To measure integration policies we used the MIPEX scores sim-
ilarly to the previous cross-country comparison (Huddleston et al.,
2015). This time we included the 2013 MIPEX scores to match
with the survey years. Scores ranged from 24 to 80 (M = 53.89,
SD =13.69).

Study 3
Participants

For the third cross-country comparison we used the sixth round
of the World Values Survey collected in 2010-2014 and focused on
native majority members’ social distance from immigrants (Ingle-
hart et al., 2020). Again, we sampled native majority members
based on whether they were born in the country of the survey, the
sample included N = 15,533. As survey respondents were only
asked about their country of origin in a limited number of countries,
our analysis was restricted to the following 12 countries: Cyprus
(2011), Estonia (2011), Germany (2013), the Netherlands (2012),
New Zealand (2011), Poland (2012), Romania (2012), Slovenia
(2011), South Korea (2010), Sweden (2011), Turkey (2012), and
United States (2011). While the number of contextual units is small
in this study, we expect reliable estimates even with fewer units,
because we estimate fixed effects in a probit model and not variance
parameters (Arend & Schifer, 2019; Stegmueller, 2013).

Measures

We measured social distance from immigrants with one item.
Participants were asked “On this list are various groups of people.
Could you please mention any that you would not like to have as
neighbors?” When participants answered “Immigrants/foreign
workers” their response was coded as “1” when they did not
choose immigrants/foreign workers their response was coded as
“0.” A total of 22.6% of respondents indicated immigrants/foreign
workers as unwanted neighbors.

As the World Values Survey is sampled in different years in dif-
ferent countries, we matched the percentage of immigrant popula-
tion using from the OECD or UN migration database (OECD,
2020; United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs

ID: Digvijay.Sharma Time: 20:39 |

Population Division, 2019) to the corresponding survey years. Per-
centages ranged from .32 to 21.70 (M = 10.76, SD = 6.61).

To measure integration policies we again drew upon the MIPEX
index similarly to the previous cross-country comparisons and
matched MIPEX scores to the corresponding survey years. Scores
ranged from 23 to 80 (M = 53.08, SD = 15.63).

Study 4
Participants

For the fourth cross-country comparison, we employed again
the sixth round of the World Values Survey collected in
2010-2014 and focused on native majority members’ social dis-
tance from immigrants (Inglehart et al., 2020). Again, we sampled
native majority members based on whether they were born in the
country of the survey, N = 46,036. As survey respondents were
only asked about their country of origin in a limited number of sur-
veys, our analysis was also limited to these countries.

The final sample included the following 33 countries: Armenia
(2011), Azerbaijan (2011), Belarus (2011), Chile (2012), Colombia
(2012), Cyprus (2011), Estonia (2011), Ghana (2012), Kazakhstan
(2011), Kyrgyzstan (2011), Malaysia (2012), Mexico (2012), Mo-
rocco (2011), the Netherlands (2012), New Zealand (2011), Nigeria
(2012), Pakistan (2012), Peru (2012), Philippines (2012), Poland
(2012), Qatar (2010), Romania (2012), Russian Federation (2011),
Rwanda (2012), Singapore (2012), Slovenia (2011), South Korea
(2010), Sweden (2011), Trinidad and Tobago (2010), Turkey
(2012), Ukraine (2011), United States (2011), and Uruguay (2011).

Measures

We measured social distance from immigrants with the same
item that we employed in Study 3. A total of 22% of respondents
indicated that they would prefer not to have immigrants or foreign
workers as neighbors.

We used the UN statistics from 2010 to measure the percentage
of immigrant population (United Nations Department of Economic
and Social Affairs Population Division, 2019). The closest UN
population data was gathered in 2010. Percentages ranged from
.20 to 81.80 (M = 10.00, SD = 15.67).

We used a binary measure of immigrant integration policies from
the United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs
Population Division that indicates whether the government has any
policies or programs aimed at integrating nonnationals into the host
society. The UN policy data was available for 2009 and 2011 for
the survey years that we could employ from the WVS. For the sur-
vey data collected in 2010 we used the 2009 policy data and for the
survey data collected in 2011-2012 we used the 2011 policy data
(United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs

5When all countries were considered, it was indeed not possible to
reach the minimum level of invariance to perform unbiased mean
comparisons (i.e., partial scalar invariance). The Portuguese sample was
revealed to contribute most, and by far, to the chi-square value of the
model. Two threat items out of three were found to be non-invariant in this
country, when a minimum of two invariant items is required (Byrne et al.,
1989). For this reason, Portugal was not considered in the final analyses
thus invariance was reached (for similar issues with immigration-related
items in ISSP; see (Sarrasin et al., 2019).
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Population Division, 2020). No immigrant integration policies were
implemented in four of the countries included in the WVS.

Study 5
Participants

For the fifth cross-country comparison, we employed the cur-
rently available data from the seventh round of the World Values
Survey collected in 2017-2020 and focused on native majority
members’ social distance from immigrants (Inglehart et al., 2020).
Again, we sampled native majority members based on whether
they were born in the country of the survey, N = 28,480.

The final sample included the following 19 countries: Argentina
(2017), Australia (2018), Brazil (2018), Chile (2018), China
(2018), Cyprus (2019), Germany (2018), Greece (2017), Indonesia
(2018), Japan (2019), South Korea (2018), Mexico (2018), New
Zealand (2020), Romania (2018), Russia (2017), Serbia (2017),
Turkey (2018), Ukraine (2020), and United States (2017).

Measures

We measured social distance from immigrants with the same
item that we employed in Studies 3 and 4. A total of 21% percent
of respondents indicated that they would prefer not to have immi-
grants or foreign workers as neighbors.

As the World Values Survey is sampled in different years in dif-
ferent countries, we matched the percentage of immigrant popula-
tion using data from the OECD or UN migration database (OECD,
2020; United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs
Population Division, 2019) to the corresponding survey years. Per-
centages ranged from .07 to 29.50 (M = 8.79, SD =9.07).

To measure integration policies we used the MIPEX scores sim-
ilarly to Studies 1-3 (Solano & Huddleston, 2020). We matched
the MIPEX scores to the survey years. Scores ranged from 28 to
76 (M =51.59, SD = 14.31).

Study 6
Participants

For the final cross-country comparison, we again used the avail-
able data from the seventh round of the World Values Survey col-
lected in 2017-2020 and focused on native majority members’
social distance from immigrants (Inglehart et al., 2020). Like in
previous studies, we sampled native majority members based on
whether they were born in the country of the survey, N = 39,422,

The final sample included the following 30 countries: Argentina
(2017), Australia (2018), Bangladesh (2018), Brazil (2018), Chile
(2018), China (2018), Colombia (2018), Ethiopia (2020), Ger-
many (2018), Greece (2017), Guatemala (2020), Iraq (2018), Ja-
pan (2019), Kazakhstan (2018), Jordan (2018), Kyrgyzstan
(2020), Mexico (2018), New Zealand (2020), Nigeria (2018), Peru
(2018), Philippines (2019), Romania (2018), Russia (2017), Serbia
(2017), Vietnam (2020), Tajikistan (2020), Thailand (2018), Tuni-
sia (2019), Turkey (2018), and Ukraine (2020).

Measures

We measured social distance from immigrants with the same
item that we employed in Studies 3, 4, and 5. A total of 24% of
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respondents indicated that they would prefer not to have immi-
grants or foreign workers as neighbors.

As the World Values Survey is sampled in different years in dif-
ferent countries, we matched the percentage of immigrant popula-
tion from the OECD or UN migration database (OECD, 2020;
United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs Popu-
lation Division, 2019) to the corresponding survey years. Percen-
tages ranged from .07 to 33.33 (M = 6.47, SD = 8.94).

We used the same binary measure of immigrant integration poli-
cies as in Study 4 from the United Nations Department of Economic
and Social Affairs Population Division. The UN policy data was
only available for 2019 (United Nations Department of Economic
and Social Affairs Population Division, 2020). Two countries indi-
cated that they did not implement policies to integrate immigrants.

Study 7
Participants

We compared cantons in Switzerland using the Swiss data of the
European Values Survey from 2008 (European Values Study Group
and World Values Survey Association, 2008). We focused on native
majority members’ feelings of threat. We sampled native majority
members based on whether they were born in Switzerland (N =
908). The sample covers only 20 Swiss cantons as the survey data
was not available for six cantons out of 26, the sample included Ziir-
ich, Bern/Berne, Luzern, Schwyz, Nidwalden, Glarus, Fribourg/Frei-
burg, Solothurn, Basel-Stadt, Basel-Landschaft, Schaffhausen, St.
Gallen, Graubiinden/Grigioni/Grischun, Aargau, Thurgau, Ticino,
Vaud/Waadt, Valais/Wallis, Neuchatel, and Geneve.

Measures

We measured perceptions of realistic threat with the following
four items: “Immigrants take away jobs from the Swiss”; “Immi-
grants increase crime problems”’; “Immigrants are a strain on wel-
fare system”; and “Immigrants will become a threat to society”
o =.84. Preliminary analyses showed a sufficient level of measure-
ment invariance across linguistic regions in Switzerland (out of
the four items the intercept of only one was found to be noninvar-
iant, in the German-speaking sample).® Scores ranged from 1 to 10
with higher scores indicating higher threat (M = 6.28, SD = 1.94).

We measured immigrant presence as the percentage of residents
without Swiss citizenship using cantonal statistics from the Swiss
National Statistics Bureau. We opted for percentage of residents

6 Multigroup confirmatory factor analyses showed that configural
invariance was reached, which means that the same factorial pattern was
found across the three Swiss linguistic regions (%2 (5) = 8.98, p = .11, CFI =
1998, RMSEA = .043; note that the errors between two items, v270 and v271,
were allowed to correlate in the three subgroups). The next step, metric
invariance, ensures that the factors loadings are similar, which means that the
estimated relationship between concepts of interest are not biased by
intergroup differences. In the present case, metric invariance was also
reached (> (11) = 22.22, p = .02, CFI = .993, RMSEA = .049), because the
difference in CFI was smaller than .010, and that in RMSEA smaller than
.015 (Chen, 2007). Finally, reaching scalar invariance suggests that means
can be compared across groups. In the present case, full scalar invariance was
not reached (%> (17) = 108.18, p < .001, CFI = .945, RMSEA = .112). We
thus decided to relax the equality constraint for one item (v272 in German),
which does not compromise the quality of the mean comparison (Byme et al.,
1989). The resulting model indicated that partial scalar invariance was
reached (32 (16) = 43.06, p < .001, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .063).
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without Swiss citizenship as being born in Switzerland does not
translate into citizenship. Percentages ranged from 10.04 to 37.41
(M =20.67, SD = 6.32).

We measured the inclusiveness of integration policies with an
index specifically developed for the Swiss context (Manatschal,
2011). The index measures the same domains of integration as the
MIPEX index at the cantonal level. Policies were coded between
2004 and 2008. Scores ranged from .25 to .76 with higher scores
indicating more inclusive policies (M = .49, SD = .12).

Study 8
Participants

Finally, we compared schools in Flanders, the Dutch-speaking
part of Belgium using the Belgian part of the international Chil-
dren of Immigrants Longitudinal study CILS (Emonds et al.,
2015). We sampled native majority participants based on whether
they and their parents were born in Belgium to match the adminis-
trative measure that captures the percentage of students of immi-
grant origin, N = 1,472 in 64 schools.

Measures

We measured anti-immigrant bias by computing a bias score
comparing attitudes toward native Belgians and toward the larg-
est immigrant-origin groups of Turkish and Moroccan origin in
Belgium. Because the sample consisted of adolescents, we com-
puted a bias score in line with developmental social psychological
theories and measurement practices. Developmental studies show
that during childhood and adolescence ingroup and outgroup
evaluations develop interdependently and simultaneously, thus
bias scores are often used to measure prejudice (Pfeifer et al.,
2007; Rutland et al., 2010). Participants independently rated how
they feel “about the following groups in Belgium on a scale that
runs from of 0 to 100” about Belgians, Turks, and Moroccans.
We computed the bias score as a difference score between feel-
ings toward Belgians and feelings toward Turks and Moroccans
(Emonds et al., 2015). Thus, scores ranged from —100 to 100
(M =43.65, SD =29.69).

We measured immigrant presence with the administrative mea-
sure used in schools in Belgium, the percentage of students speak-
ing a foreign language at home (Emonds et al., 2015). Percentages
ranged from 0% to 69% (M = 24.9, SD = 20.73).

We used a measure of equal treatment policies derived from
content-analyzing diversity policies in these Belgian schools (Cel-
este et al., 2019). We focused in the current analysis on policies of
equal treatment as the most comparable aspect of school policies
to the socioeconomic and political integration policies at the coun-
try or cantonal level. Equal treatment policies in schools mostly
entailed mentioning equality as a value. We used z-scores ranging
from —1.54 to 2.78 (standardized in Celeste et al., 2019; M = —.05,
SD = 1.03; six schools were excluded from the complete sample
as there were no native students).

The data, code, and output for all the studies is available at the
following link:

https://osf.io/j5Shde/?view_only=5b6652ff0bd14db9ad096326
dcbf8ed7
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Analytic Strategy

To test whether integration policies moderate the relationship
between immigrant presence and anti-immigrant prejudice, we ran
stepwise multilevel regression analyses (Hox et al., 2010; Rauden-
bush & Bryk, 2002). The main analyses in all the studies were run
in consecutive steps starting from the null model (null models in
Tables S2 to S9 in online supplemental materials). Second, we
included Level 1 control variables (“Level 1 predictor” models).
In cross-country (Studies 1-6) and cross-cantonal (Study 7) analy-
ses, we controlled for known individual predictors of anti-immi-
grant prejudice that were available across data sets such as
participants’ age, gender, level of education, and religiosity. In
comparative analysis across schools (Study 8), we controlled for
participants’ age and gender. Third, we included the Level 2 pre-
dictors immigrant presence and integration policies (“Level 2 pre-
dictor” models) and finally added the interaction between
immigrant presence and integration policies (“Interaction” model)
to test the key hypothesis of this research. In additional analyses
with the contextual controls, we included each country or canton
level predictor one by one in the final interaction model (see
Supplement 2 and Tables S10-S14).

In Studies 1, 2, 7, and 8 the outcome variables were continuous;
therefore, we used multilevel linear regression. In Studies 3, 4, 5,
and 6 social distance was measured with a binary variable (no/yes)
therefore we implemented multilevel logistic regressions.

Results

Does the Association of Immigrant Presence With Anti-
Immigrant Prejudice Depend on Integration Policies?

To answer our main question, we first examined whether there
is significant cross-country, cross-regional or cross-institutional
variation in anti-immigrant prejudice. In every analysis, we
observed statistically significant contextual variation, suggesting
that country, regional, or institutional factors substantially contrib-
ute to anti-immigrant prejudice (see detailed narrative by study in
Supplement 1 and null models in Tables S2 to S9 in online supple-
mental materials).

Second, we looked at the main effects of immigrant presence
and integration policies in the final interaction models (see Table
2, Column 2 for the main effect of immigrant presence and Col-
umn 3 for the main effect of integration policies and Tables S2 to
S9 in supplemental materials for complete set of stepwise models).
Consistent with the idea that the relation between immigrant pres-
ence and anti-immigrant prejudice depends on integration policies,
the main effect of immigrant presence on anti-immigrant prejudice
varied across studies, we found a negative relation in three studies
(1, 2, and 8), positive in two studies (4 and 6) and no significant
relations in three studies (3, 5, and 7). In contrast, inclusive poli-
cies were consistently related to lower anti-immigrant prejudice,
with a significant main effect in five out of eight studies (2-6), and
marginal in Study 1.

Third, to test our key hypothesis, we examined the interaction
between immigrant presence and integration policies in predicting
anti-immigrant prejudice. In seven out of eight sets of analyses,
we indeed found that immigrant presence and integration policies
jointly predicted anti-immigrant prejudice (see Table 2, Column 4,
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Table 2

Significance Levels and Confidence Intervals for the Interaction Between Immigrant Presence and Policies and for the Wald Tests

Comparing Estimated Values of Anti-Immigrant Prejudice

Interaction between
immigrant presence and

Difference between less
and more inclusive poli-
cies at high immigrant

Difference between low
and high immigrant pres-

Study Immigrant presence main effect Policy main effect policies presence ence at inclusive policies
1 —0.04*[—0.06, 0.01] —0.011[—0.02, 0.00] —0.00*[—0.00, — 0.00] p =.008 p=.021

2 —0.02*[—0.03, 0.00] —0.01#*[—-0.01, —=0.00] ~ —0.00**[—0.00, —0.00] p <.001 p =.007

3 —0.01[—0.08, 0.06] —0.04**[—0.06, —0.01] ~ —0.00**[—0.01, —0.00] p <.001 p=.216

4 0.37#%*%*[0.26, 0.48] —3.40%**[—4.50, —=2.30] —0.35%**[—0.46, —0.24] p <.001 p=.152

5 0.02 [—0.02, 0.06] —0.05***[ —0.08, —0.03] 0.00 [—0.00, 0.00]

6 0.68*** [0.58, 0.79] —4.211%%%[—4.89, —3.54] —0.69%**[ —0.81, —0.58] p <.001 p =.609

7 1.55 [-2.60, 5.69] —0.71[—-2.22, 0.81] —23.28%[—40.68, —5.88] p=.027 p=.516

8 —31.61%%*[—43.04, —20.19] —1.05 [-3.44, 1.33] —14.3771-26.92, —1.81] p=.057 p <.001

Note. Entries represent unstandardized coefficients.

-

P <.10.%p < .05. %% p < 01. % p < 001 (2-tailed).

for the significance level of the interaction between immigrant
presence and integration policies and Tables S2 to S9 in online
supplemental materials for complete set of stepwise models). The
interaction was significant in Studies 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7 and mar-
ginally significant in Study 8 (though adding the interaction signif-
icantly improved model fit). In Study 5, the interaction was not
significant and did not improve model fit, though more inclusive
policies still predicted lower anti-immigrant prejudice (see Table
S7).

Fourth, to interpret the interplay between immigrant presence
and integration policies in predicting anti-immigrant prejudice, we
plotted the interactions in Studies 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8. More spe-
cifically, in each study we estimated the predicted values of anti-
immigrant prejudice at low and high immigrant presence and at
less or more inclusive policies, defined as minus or plus one stand-
ard deviations from the mean. Thus, we estimated the magnitude
of anti-immigrant prejudice at all four possible combinations of
the predictors (i.e., low immigrant presence and less inclusive pol-
icies, low immigrant presence and more inclusive policies, high
immigrant presence and less inclusive policies, high immigrant
presence and more inclusive policies). Finally, we tested whether
the difference between these four estimated values was significant
with a Wald test. Our predictions are confirmed when at high lev-
els of immigrant presence, anti-immigrant prejudice is lower in
countries with more inclusive, rather than more exclusive, policies.
Figures 1 to 7 show the results from the different studies and Col-
umns 5 and 6 in Table 2 show the results of the Wald tests probing
the difference between the estimated values.

Most importantly, as expected, we found that in contexts of high
immigration, prejudiced attitudes were lower when policies were
more inclusive than when they were less inclusive (Studies 1, 2, 3, 4,
6, 7, and 8). Figures 1-7 depict these patterns of anti-immigrant prej-
udice and Table 2 (Column 5) confirms that the difference in the esti-
mated values of anti-immigrant prejudice was significant (or
marginally significant for Study 8, p = .057) in each of these studies.
Moreover, when policies were inclusive, anti-immigrant prejudice
was lower in three of the studies when diversity was higher (Studies
1, 2, and 8; as seen in Figures 1, 2, and 7 and Table 2 Column 6). In
Studies 3, 4, 6, and 7 however, the difference between low and high
immigrant presence at more inclusive policies was not significant
(Figures 3, 4, 5, and 6 and Column 6). Interestingly, in Studies 4 and
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5, the difference between low and high immigrant presence was sig-
nificant when policies were exclusive (and not when policies were in-
clusive): Exclusive policies were related to stronger anti-immigrant
prejudice at high levels of immigrant presence than at low levels of
immigrant presence. Finally, in contexts of low immigration, there
was no significant difference in either of the studies between more in-
clusive and less inclusive policy contexts (see Figures 1 to 7).

While Study 7 (see Figure 6) seems like an exception to this pattern,
the estimated combination of low immigrant presence and inclusive
policies is actually hypothetical: There are no cantons with immigrant
presence 1 SD below the mean (14%) and inclusive policies that are 1
SD over the mean (.62). Please also note that the pattern of results in
Study 7 (see Figure 6) seems to deviate from the general pattern in the
sense that levels of prejudice seem lower at the combination of low
immigrant presence and less inclusive policies than at the combination
of high immigrant presence and more inclusive policies. However, the
difference between these two estimates was not statistically significant.

Thus, the main findings confirm our predictions: Attitudes toward
immigrants were more positive in high-immigration contexts when
policies were inclusive than when policies were exclusive in seven out
of eight studies. The results also showed that at low levels of immi-
grant presence, immigrant integration policies were not consequential

Figure 1
Study 1. Realistic Threat Predicted by Immigrant Presence and
Integration Policies (MIPEX) in ESS Data in 20 Countries
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Note. Threat scores ranged from 0 to 10. ESS = European Social Survey.
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Figure 2 Figure 4

Study 2. Realistic Threat Predicted by Immigrant Presence and
Integration Policies (MIPEX) in ISSP Data in 19 Countries
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Note. Threat scores ranged from 1 to 5. ISSP = International Social
Survey Program.
*p < .05, %k p < .01, #*¥* p < .001 (2-tailed).

for prejudice. These results demonstrate that the effect of immigrant
presence on anti-immigrant prejudice depends on the inclusiveness of
immigrant integration policies in high-immigration contexts.

Is It Specifically Immigrant Integration Policies That
Make a Difference?

To exclude that the result patterns are due to economic, social, or
political factors beyond integration policies, we performed additional
analyses across countries and cantons. While some of these contex-
tual measures were related to anti-immigrant prejudice, our key find-
ing held over wealth, income inequality, unemployment rates,
general anti-immigrant climate, general civil-political rights, and the
political discourse on immigration (see detailed narrative of analyses
with contextual controls in Supplement 2 and Tables S10-S14 in
online supplemental materials). Our main finding also replicated

Figure 3
Study 3. Social Distance Predicted by Immigrant Presence and
Integration Policies (MIPEX) in WVS 6 Data in 12 Countries
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Note. Social distance was measured as a binary variable, 1 indicated that

respondent prefers not to have immigrants or foreign workers as neighbors.
WVS = World Values Survey.
#HE p <001,

ID: Digvijay.Sharma Time: 20:39 |

Study 4. Social Distance Predicted by Immigrant Presence and
Integration Policies (UNDESA) in WVS 6 Data in 35 Countries
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Note. Social distance was measured as a binary variable, 1 indicating that
respondent prefers not to have immigrants or foreign workers as neighbors.
WVS = World Values Survey.
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while taking into account the quadratic term of immigrant presence,
thus controlling for a potential effect of a tipping point in immigrant
presence beyond its linear effect (see also narrative in Supplement 2
and Tables S10-S14 in online supplemental materials). Therefore,
these findings suggest that the interplay of policies and immigrant
presence predict prejudiced attitudes beyond other factors.

Why Do Immigrant Integration Policies Make a
Difference?

The European Social Survey (ESS; Study 1) and the CILS-
Leuven (Study 8) data allowed us to test whether higher immigrant
presence and more inclusive policies would mean that natives
have more contact with immigrants, reducing thereby prejudice.
To test this argument, we implemented a similar analysis to our

Figure 5
Study 6. Social Distance Predicted by Immigrant Presence and
Integration Policies (UNDESA) in WVS 7 Data in 30 Countries
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Note. Social distance was measured as a binary variable, 1 indicating that
respondent prefers not to have immigrants or foreign workers as neighbors.
WVS = World Values Survey.
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Figure 6

Study 7. Realistic Threat Predicted by Presence of Nonnationals
and Integration Policies (Swiss Cantonal Policy Index) in EVS
Data in 20 Swiss Cantons
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Note. Threat scores ranged from 1 to 10. EVS = European Values Study.
*p < .05.

main analysis, but testing contact with immigrants or people of
immigrant origin as an outcome measure (see detailed narrative in
Supplement 3). We found in the ESS analysis that natives had the
most contact with immigrants when there are more immigrants in
a country and policies are more inclusive (see Supplemental
Materials Figure S1, Table S15).

In the CILS-Leuven analysis, native students had more contact
with immigrant-origin students in schools with a higher presence
of immigrant-origin students and in schools with more inclusive
policies, though the interaction of presence of immigrant-origin
students and policies was not significant (see Supplemental
Materials Table S17). Individual-level contact predicted lower
prejudice both in Study 1 and Study 8 (see Tables S16 and S18).

The results from these two studies suggest that increased and
more equal contact with immigrants or people of immigrant origin
could be one reason why the interplay of increased immigrant
presence and more inclusive policies is related to reduced xeno-
phobia. Note that we also tested a moderated mediation model
with immigrant presence and policies jointly predicting anti-immi-
grant prejudice through contact. In the full model, the interaction
term Immigrant Presence X Policies Predicting Contact was sig-
nificant in the ESS analysis, but it was not in the CILS analysis (as
in the analysis above when we only included contact as an out-
come variable). In addition, the contextual link between contact
and anti-immigrant prejudice was only significant in the CILS
analysis but not in the ESS analysis. These results might be due to
statistical and data constraints (i.e., very high correlations between
immigrant presence and contact at the contextual level and more
parameters than contextual units in the ESS analysis). These findings
suggest that contact may play a role, but that contact in itself does
not fully explain the relation between the Immigrant Presence X
Policy interaction and prejudice.

Discussion

The present article set out to question the argument that higher
immigrant presence translates to higher anti-immigrant prejudice,
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and to clarify why previous studies found inconsistent results regard-
ing the link between immigrant presence and anti-immigrant preju-
dice. Across seven out of eight studies (six data sets), our results
show consistently that natives express lower prejudice in high-immi-
gration contexts when higher immigrant presence is coupled with in-
clusive immigrant integration policies. We thus go beyond previous
studies that have shown that inclusive integration policies are conse-
quential without however accounting for the interactive role of immi-
grant presence (Callens & Meuleman, 2017; de la Sablonniere et al.,
2020; Guimond et al., 2014; Hooghe & de Vroome, 2015; Schlueter
et al., 2013). These studies argued that inclusive policies reduce prej-
udice because they set more tolerant, proimmigrant norms. While
proimmigrant norms should shape anti-immigrant prejudice regard-
less of immigrant presence, our findings demonstrate however that
legal and socioeconomic policies matter the most in high-immigrant
settings. We argue that this is due to the fact that inclusive legal and
socioeconomic integration policies render immigrants more equal to
natives (Bilgili et al., 2015; Hainmueller et al., 2016; 2019; Interna-
tional Organization for Migration, 2020a; Manatschal & Stadel-
mann-Steffen, 2013). Thus, our results offer little support for
predictions from conflict and threat theories, predictions that would
forecast the highest levels of anti-immigrant prejudice at high immi-
grant presence and more inclusive integration policies (Morrison &
Ybarra, 2008; Stephan et al., 2016). In contrast, our findings provide
empirical evidence for previous theoretical arguments that it is “not
diversity per se but unequal diversity” that exacerbates prejudice
(Portes & Vickstrom, 2011).

We tested our hypothesis to explain anti-immigrant prejudice in
diverse contexts and at different levels of governance, focusing on
socioeconomic and legal-political policies to capture the potential
empowerment of immigrants (Helbling, 2013; Penninx & Garcés-
Mascarefias, 2016). More specifically, we conducted comprehen-
sive cross-national analyses across six different data sets covering
altogether 66 countries and over 140,000 participants. In the cross-
national analyses, we replicated the results with two different pol-
icy indices covering largely rich, democratic, industrialized West-
ern countries, but also a substantial number of countries beyond
the Western world. Our study thus surpasses previous research on

Figure 7

Study 8. Bias Scores Predicted by Percentage of Students Speaking
a Foreign Language and School Policies of Equal Treatment in
CILS-Leuven Data in 65 Schools
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Immigrants Longitudinal Study.
Tp < .10. ##%p < 001.
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anti-immigrant prejudice that was overwhelmingly implemented
in Western, educated, industrialized, rich, and democratic nations
(Dinesen et al., 2020; Henrich et al., 2010; Pottie-Sherman &
Wilkes, 2017; van der Meer & Tolsma, 2014). As diversity is gov-
erned at different levels, we also investigated the effect of subna-
tional policies across 20 Swiss cantons and 64 Flemish-Belgian
schools with altogether approximately 2,400 participants. The results
on subnational governance also replicate the main findings. In short,
more inclusive policies were related to lower anti-immigrant preju-
dice at all levels of governance and across a broad range of contexts.

We reason that such integration policies shape intergroup rela-
tions by providing immigrants’ more or less equal legal-political
and socioeconomic rights compared with natives. More extensive
rights, in turn, are conducive to more equal school, labor market,
civic, and political participation outcomes for immigrants in real-
ity. Thus inclusive policies will lower anti-immigrant prejudice
through more equal immigrant-native relations especially at high
levels of immigrant presence. With these arguments and findings,
we develop a contextual social psychological approach to anti-
immigrant prejudice that conceptualizes prejudice in its broader
social-political context beyond individual-level factors (Oishi &
Graham, 2010; Pettigrew, 2018). Thus the present studies also go
beyond previous research demonstrating that the diversity-preju-
dice relation is moderated by individual factors (Sibley et al.,
2013; Van Assche et al., 2018, 2019).

While our key results replicated across the studies, the patterns
also somewhat differed. More specifically, Studies 1, 2, and 8
showed that anti-immigrant prejudice was the lowest in high immi-
gration contexts with inclusive policies. In Studies 3, 4, 6, and 7,
we also found that integration policies are especially consequential
at high immigrant presence, but levels of anti-immigrant prejudice
were comparable when policies were inclusive at all levels of immi-
grant presence. Furthermore, in Studies 4 and 6, prejudice levels
differed across exclusive policy contexts and not in inclusive policy
contexts. High levels of immigration were related to the highest lev-
els of prejudice in exclusive policy contexts. These results thus
align with our findings in Studies 1, 2, and 8 even if they do not
provide a direct replication. We speculate that the difference might
be due to the type of data available. Studies 1, 2, and 8 had continu-
ous outcome variables, more contextual units (20 countries in Study
1, 19 countries in Study 2, and 64 schools in Study 8), and fine-
grained policy measures (MIPEX or CILS). In contrast, Study 3
had lower number of contextual units (12 countries), while in Stud-
ies 4 and 6 we drew on binary policy measures. Thus, we suspect
that the differences in results might be due to data constraints: The
lower number of contextual units might not have been sufficient to
fully capture the interaction and binary policy measure did not dif-
ferentiate between less and more inclusive policy environments.
These three studies were still informative as they demonstrated that
immigrant presence and policies jointly predict prejudice.

Finally, the interaction did not replicate in Study 5. This might
be due to some specificities in the migration patterns of the coun-
tries and the time of the data collection. In Study 5, respondents in
some countries expressed very high levels of social distance.
Highest scores were in Serbia and Turkey where 54% and 49% of
the respondents, respectively, did not wish to have immigrants as
neighbors. Though these countries are not traditional immigrant-
receiving countries, in the years preceding the surveys they experi-
enced high migration inflows or transit, often of undocumented
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immigrants. Thus, the official statistics might not accurately reflect
the level of immigrant presence in these countries.’

Our results also demonstrate that when immigrant presence is
high and policies are inclusive, natives have more contact with
immigrants (though the effects were only marginally significant in
Study 8). Previous studies revealed that higher levels of diversity
are related to lower anti-immigrant prejudice when immigrants
and natives are not segregated from each other, and diversity trans-
lates into more contact between natives and immigrants (Hew-
stone, 2015; Laurence et al., 2019; Savelkoul et al., 2011). Our
findings go beyond these previous studies by identifying inclusive
integration policies as a key condition to reduce segregation espe-
cially in highly diverse contexts. Thus, the results also comple-
ment previous studies showing that higher levels of contextual
contact in regions, districts, or neighborhoods reduce prejudice
(Christ et al., 2014). As we argued, more inclusive integration pol-
icies empower immigrants who can thus achieve more equal edu-
cational, labor market, and political positions (Cinalli & Giugni,
2011; Hainmueller et al., 2016, 2019; Manatschal & Stadelmann-
Steffen, 2013; 2014). These more equal positions could also serve
to reduce segregation between immigrants and natives. Further-
more, such equal positions would afford more equal contact, equal
contact that is especially effective in reducing prejudice (Allport,
1954; Kende et al., 2018).

One crucial question when interpreting the results is whether it is
really policies and immigrant presence that shape anti-immigrant
prejudice, or whether countries, regions, and institutions where indi-
viduals’ hold more favorable attitudes toward immigrants imple-
ment more inclusive policies and regulate immigrant rights more
favorably. Previous research comparing EU countries has shown
that changes in policies predict changes in xenophobia but not vice
versa, supporting our claims on the effect of policies (Schlueter et
al., 2013). At the same time, inclusive integration policies would be
hard to sustain if opposed by the majority of the electorate, and
some previous studies suggest that attitudes also influence policies
(Bloemraad & Wright, 2014). We acknowledge that a certain level
of attitudinal support might be necessary to implement more inclu-
sive policies, and future research should engage with this recursive
relationship. However, based on our studies we conclude that at
high immigrant presence more inclusive integration policies relate
to reduced anti-immigrant prejudice. Moreover, our results show
that the interplay of high immigrant presence and inclusive policies
are associated with reduced prejudice even over other sociopolitical
factors that could induce hostility toward immigrants such as unem-
ployment or pervasive anti-immigrant discourses.

Limitations and Future Directions

We encountered some limitations pertaining to data and cover-
age in our endeavor to test the relationship between immigrant

A large number of Syrian refugees migrated to Turkey due to the civil
war in these years but their presence might not be accurately captured by
the immigration statistics. Attesting to this potential inaccuracy, estimates
widely differed across sources: the immigrant percentage for 2017 was 2.4
in the OECD and 6.1 in the UN database. Serbia was on the Balkan
migration route experiencing high migration flows during these years. Only
a small fraction of these people on the move applied for asylum or
residence permit in Serbia thus the immigration statistics do not capture the
extent of this flow.
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presence, integration policies, and anti-immigrant prejudice. First,
while the pattern of results was consistent across national contexts,
for most non-Western countries the policy measures only offered
limited information (Studies 4 and 6). As migration is truly a
global phenomenon, in the future more detailed policy indices
should be compiled to allow for more robust comparison. Second,
some of the large-scale studies (Studies 3—6) only included binary
measures of anti-immigrant prejudice. Third, currently available
large-scale surveys do not allow examining whether equal contact
or extended contact would be more frequent at high immigrant
presence and inclusive policies, neither to test whether natives see
more counterstereotypical representations of immigrants in such
settings. Fourth, natives’ attitudes differ toward immigrants of dif-
ferent origin and gender, but large-scale surveys usually only
allow for testing attitudes toward immigrants in general. There-
fore, future large-scale surveys should include composite scales of
anti-immigrant prejudice, items on equal contact, extended con-
tact, and representations of immigrants and items that differentiate
between attitudes toward different immigrant groups. Furthermore,
to adequately test these questions concerning different immigrant
groups, group-specific policy indicators and immigrant presence
data would also be necessary. Fifth, to firmly establish the causal
directions and to test the proposed social psychological mecha-
nisms in depth, our cross-sectional findings should be extended by
longitudinal survey studies, as well as survey and field experi-
ments. Attention should be given to specific immigrant groups that
are in special need of inclusive integration policies such as refu-
gees. Finally, at the subnational level, we could only analyze one
example for regional and institutional policies each, as currently
available data is scarce. For this reason, more subnational policy
data should be compiled and published.

Conclusion

As immigration is steadily increasing around the world, one of
the decisive societal challenges of our time is to find ways to live
together peacefully and cohesively (International Organization
for Migration, 2020a). The present research contributes to the
development of a contextual social psychology of immigration
attitudes and highlights the importance of the broader social-po-
litical context. Taken together, the results of our comprehensive
analyses at different regulatory levels identify the key condition
for low anti-immigrant prejudice at high immigrant presence: in-
clusive legal and socioeconomic integration policies that render
immigrants more equal to natives. While exclusive integration
policies might seem like an attractive option for policymakers to
placate natives’ supposed concerns and right-populist parties’
demands, our findings show that this strategy would be detrimen-
tal to intergroup relations in diverse societies. Instead, formulat-
ing more inclusive policies could feed a virtuous circle as more
inclusive policies reduce xenophobia among natives. Lower xen-
ophobia in turn would induce lower discrimination toward immi-
grants, thus improving intergroup relations and boosting social
cohesion (Fiske, 1998; Schiitz & Six, 1996). In parallel, inclu-
sive policies translate into more equality between natives and
immigrants, thus further contributing to this virtuous circle (Bil-
gili et al., 2015; International Organization for Migration, 2020a;
Manatschal & Stadelmann-Steffen, 2013; Mettler & Soss, 2004).
All in all, to strive for social cohesion and positive intergroup
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relations, our findings urge authorities at all levels of governance
to equalize immigrant-native relations through inclusive integra-
tion policies.

References

Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Addison Wesley.

Arend, M. G., & Schifer, T. (2019). Statistical power in two-level models:
A tutorial based on Monte Carlo simulation. Psychological Methods,
24(1), 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000195

Bilewicz, M., Winiewski, M., Kofta, M., & Wdjcik, A. (2013). Harmful
ideas, the structure and consequences of anti-Semitic beliefs in Poland.
Political Psychology, 34(6), 821-839. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops
12024

Bilgili, O., Huddleston, T., & Joki, A.-L. (2015). The dynamics between
integration policies and outcomes: A synthesis of the literature. The
Migration Policy Group.

Bloemraad, 1., & Wright, M. (2014). Utter failure or unity out of diversity?
Debating and evaluating policies of multiculturalism. International
Migration Review, 48(1, Suppl), 292-334. https://doi.org/10.1111/imre
12135

Bourhis, R. Y., Moise, L. C., Perreault, S., & Senécal, S. (1997). Towards
an interactive acculturation model: A social psychological approach.
International Journal of Psychology, 32(6), 369-386. https://doi.org/10
.1080/002075997400629

Byrne, B. M., Shavelson, R. J., & Muthén, B. (1989). Testing for the
equivalence of factor covariance and mean structures: The issue of par-
tial measurement invariance. Psychological Bulletin, 105(3), 456—466.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.105.3.456

Callens, M.-S., & Meuleman, B. (2017). Do integration policies relate to
economic and cultural threat perceptions? A comparative study in Europe.
International Journal of Comparative Sociology, 58(5), 367-391. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0020715216665437

Celeste, L., Baysu, G., Phalet, K., Meeussen, L., & Kende, J. (2019). Can
school diversity policies reduce belonging and achievement gaps
between minority and majority youth? Multiculturalism, colorblindness,
and assimilationism assessed. Personality and Social Psychology Bulle-
tin, 45(11), 1603-1618. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219838577

Chen, F. F. (2007). Sensitivity of goodness of fit indexes to lack of mea-
surement invariance. Structural Equation Modeling, 14(3), 464-504.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701301834

Christ, O., Schmid, K., Lolliot, S., Swart, H., Stolle, D., Tausch, N., Al
Ramiah, A., Wagner, U., Vertovec, S., & Hewstone, M. (2014). Contex-
tual effect of positive intergroup contact on outgroup prejudice. Pro-
ceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of
America, 111(11), 3996-4000. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1320901111

Cinalli, M., & Giugni, M. (2011). Institutional opportunities, discursive
opportunities and the political participation of migrants in European
cities. In L. Morales & M. Giugni (Eds.), Social capital, political partic-
ipation and migration in Europe (pp. 43-62). Palgrave Macmillan.
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230302464_3

Craig, M. A., & Richeson, J. A. (2014). More diverse yet less tolerant?
How the increasingly diverse racial landscape affects White Americans’
racial attitudes. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 40(6),
750-761. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214524993

Craig, M. A., Rucker, J. M., & Richeson, J. A. (2017). The pitfalls and
promise of increasing racial diversity: Threat, contact, and race relations
in the 21st century. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 27(3),
188-193. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417727860

Crandall, C. S., Miller, J. M., & White, M. H. I. I. (2018). Changing norms
following the 2016 U.S. Presidential Election: The Trump effect on prej-
udice. Social Psychological & Personality Science, 9(2), 186-192.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617750735

Path: //mumnasprod/home$/Deepak.Kumar$/AP-PSPJ210072

AQ: 3


https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000195
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12024
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12024
https://doi.org/10.1111/imre.12135
https://doi.org/10.1111/imre.12135
https://doi.org/10.1080/002075997400629
https://doi.org/10.1080/002075997400629
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.105.3.456
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020715216665437
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020715216665437
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219838577
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701301834
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1320901111
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230302464_3
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214524993
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417727860
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617750735

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solgly for the personal use ofgthe individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

b4
o

=4
£

J_ID: ART NO: 10.1037/pspi0000376 Date: 30-September-21

Page: 14

Total Pages: 17 4/Color Figure(s) ARTTYPE="ResearchArticle"

14 KENDE, SARRASIN, MANATSCHAL, PHALET, AND G. T. GREEN

Davidov, E., Meuleman, B., Cieciuch, J., Schmidt, P., & Billiet, J. (2014).
Measurement equivalence in cross-national research. Annual Review of
Sociology, 40(1), 55-75. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071913
-043137

de la Sablonniere, R., Nugier, A., Kadhim, N., Kleinlogel, E. P., Pelletier-
Dumas, M., & Guimond, S. (2020). The impact of national integration
policies on prejudice and psychological well-being: The fundamental role
of the clarity and coherence of integration policies. European Journal of
Social Psychology, 50(3), 614—633. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2647

Dhont, K., & Van Hiel, A. (2011). Direct contact and authoritarianism as
moderators between extended contact and reduced prejudice: Lower
threat and greater trust as mediators. Group Processes & Intergroup
Relations, 14(2), 223-237. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430210391121

Dinesen, P. T., Schaeffer, M., & Sgnderskov, K. M. (2020). Ethnic diver-
sity and social trust: A narrative and meta-analytical review. Annual
Review of Political Science, 23(1), 441-465. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-polisci-052918-020708

Dixon, J., Levine, M., Reicher, S., & Durrheim, K. (2012). Beyond preju-
dice: Are negative evaluations the problem and is getting us to like one
another more the solution? Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 35(6),
411-425. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X 11002214

Dovidio, J. F., & Gaertner, S. L. (2010). Intergroup Bias. In S. T. Fiske, D. T.
Gilbert, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), Handbook of social psychology (pp.
1084-1121). Wiley. https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470561119.s0cpsy002029

Emonds, V., Meeus, A., Heikamp, T., & Meuleman, B. (2015). Technical
report Leuven Children of Immigrants Longitudinal Study. CeSo-CSCP.

Esses, V. M. (2021). Prejudice and discrimination toward immigrants. An-
nual Review of Psychology, 72(1), 503-531. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-psych-080520-102803

European Values Study Group and World Values Survey Association.
(2008). European Values Study 2008: Integrated Dataset (EVS)
ZA4800. https://doi.org/10.4232/1.12458

Fiske, S. T. (1998). Stereotyping, prejudice, and discrimination. In D. T.
Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psy-
chology (4th ed., Vol. 1-2, pp. 357—411). McGraw-Hill.

Galinsky, A. D., Todd, A. R., Homan, A. C., Phillips, K. W., Apfelbaum,
E. P., Sasaki, S. J., Richeson, J. A., Olayon, J. B., & Maddux, W. W.
(2015). Maximizing the gains and minimizing the pains of diversity: A
policy perspective. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 10(6),
742-748. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691615598513

GESIS—Leibniz Institute for the Social Sciences. (2020). GESIS data
archive. https://www.gesis.org/home

Green, E. G. T., Visintin, E. P., Sarrasin, O., & Hewstone, M. (2020).
When integration policies shape the impact of intergroup contact on
threat perceptions: A multilevel study across 20 European countries.
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 46(3), 631-648. https://doi
.org/10.1080/1369183X.2018.1550159

Guimond, S., de la Sablonniére, R., & Nugier, A. (2014). Living in a multi-
cultural world: Intergroup ideologies and the societal context of inter-
group relations. European Review of Social Psychology, 25(1),
142—-188. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2014.957578

Gundelach, B., & Manatschal, A. (2017). Ethnic diversity, social trust and
the moderating role of subnational integration policy. Political Studies,
65(2), 413-431. https://doi.org/10.1177/0032321716644613

Hainmueller, J., Hangartner, D., & Lawrence, D. (2016). When lives are
put on hold: Lengthy asylum processes decrease employment among
refugees. Science Advances, 2(8), e1600432. https://doi.org/10.1126/
sciadv.1600432

Hainmueller, J., Hangartner, D., & Ward, D. (2019). The effect of citizen-
ship on the long-term earnings of marginalized immigrants: Quasi-ex-
perimental evidence from Switzerland. Science Advances, 5(12),
eaay1610. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aay1610

ID: Digvijay.Sharma Time: 20:39 |

Helbling, M. (2013). Validating integration and citizenship policy indices.
Comparative European Politics, 11(5), 555-576. https://doi.org/10.1057/
cep.2013.11

Henrich, J., Heine, S. J., & Norenzayan, A. (2010). Most people are not
WEIRD. Nature, 466(7302), 29. https://doi.org/10.1038/466029a

Hewstone, M. (2015). Consequences of diversity for social cohesion and
prejudice: the missing dimension of intergroup contact. Journal of
Social Issues, 71(2), 417-438. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi. 12120

Hooghe, M., & de Vroome, T. (2015). How does the majority public react
to multiculturalist policies? A comparative analysis of European coun-
tries. American Behavioral Scientist, 59(6), 747-768. https://doi.org/10
.1177/0002764214566499

Hox, J. J., Moerbeek, M., & van de Schoot, R. (2010). Multilevel analy-
sis: Techniques and applications. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/
9780203852279

Huddleston, T., Bilgili, O., Joki, A.-L., & Vankova, Z. (2015). Migrant
Integration Policy Index 2015. CIDOB and MPG.

Inglehart, R., Haerpfer, C., Moreno, A., Welzel, C., Kizilova, K., Diez-
Medrano, J., Lagos, M., Norris, P., E. P., & Puranen, B. (2020). World
Values Survey: All Rounds - Country-Pooled Datafile. JD Systems Insti-
tute. https://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSDocumentationWVL.jsp

International Organization for Migration. (2020a). Migration, inclusion and
social cohesion: challenges, recent developments and opportunities.
World Migration Report 2020 (pp. 167-211). https://publications.iom.int/
system/files/pdf/wmr_2020_en_ch_6.pdf

International Organization for Migration. (2020b). Migration policies and
governance. https://migrationdataportal.org/themes/migration-policies-
and-governance

ISSP Research Group. (2015). International Social Survey Programme:
National Identity III - ISSP 2013. GESIS Datenarchiv. https://doi.org/10
4232/1.12312

Joppke, C., & Seidle, F. L. (2012). Immigrant integration in federal coun-
tries (Vol. 2). McGill-Queen’s Press-MQUP.

Kauff, M., Asbrock, F., & Schmid, K. (2020). Pro-diversity beliefs and
intergroup relations. European Review of Social Psychology. Advance
online publication. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2020.1853377

Kende, J., Phalet, K., Van den Noortgate, W., Kara, A., & Fischer, R.
(2018). Equality revisited: A cultural meta-analysis of intergroup contact
and prejudice. Social Psychological & Personality Science, 9(8),
887-895. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617728993

Kesler, C., & Bloemraad, I. (2010). Does immigration erode social capital?
The conditional effects of immigration-generated diversity on trust,
membership, and participation across 19 countries, 1981-2000. Cana-
dian Journal of Political Science/Revue Canadienne de Science Politi-
que, 43(2), 319-347. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423910000077

Kwon, R., & Curran, M. (2016). Immigration and support for redistribu-
tive social policy: Does multiculturalism matter? International Journal
of Comparative Sociology, 57(6), 375-400. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0020715216685767

Laurence, J., Schmid, K., Rae, J. R., & Hewstone, M. (2019). Prejudice,
contact, and threat at the diversity-segregation nexus: A cross-sectional
and longitudinal analysis of how ethnic out-group size and segregation
interrelate for inter-group relations. Social Forces, 97(3), 1029-1066.
https://doi.org/10.1093/st/soy079

Major, B., Blodorn, A., & Major Blascovich, G. (2018). The threat of
increasing diversity: Why many White Americans support Trump in the
2016 presidential election. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations,
21(6), 931-940. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216677304

Manatschal, A. (2011). Taking cantonal variations of integration policy
seriously— or how to validate international concepts at the subnational
comparative level. Schweizerische Zeitschrift Fiir Politikwissenschafft,
17(3), 336-357. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1662-6370.2011.02027.x

Manatschal, A., & Stadelmann-Steffen, I. (2013). Cantonal variations of
integration policy and their impact on immigrant educational inequality.

Path: //mumnasprod/home$/Deepak.Kumar$/AP-PSPJ210072

AQ: 7

AQ: 8


https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071913-043137
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071913-043137
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2647
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430210391121
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-052918-020708
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-052918-020708
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X11002214
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470561119.socpsy002029
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-080520-102803
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-080520-102803
https://doi.org/10.4232/1.12458
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691615598513
https://www.gesis.org/home
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2018.1550159
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2018.1550159
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2014.957578
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032321716644613
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1600432
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1600432
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aay1610
https://doi.org/10.1057/cep.2013.11
https://doi.org/10.1057/cep.2013.11
https://doi.org/10.1038/466029a
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12120
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764214566499
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764214566499
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203852279
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203852279
mailto:https://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSDocumentationWVL.jsp
https://publications.iom.int/system/files/pdf/wmr_2020_en_ch_6.pdf
https://publications.iom.int/system/files/pdf/wmr_2020_en_ch_6.pdf
https://migrationdataportal.org/themes/migration-policies-and-governance
https://migrationdataportal.org/themes/migration-policies-and-governance
https://doi.org/10.4232/1.12312
https://doi.org/10.4232/1.12312
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2020.1853377
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617728993
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423910000077
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020715216685767
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020715216685767
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soy079
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216677304
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1662-6370.2011.02027.x

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.

This article is intended solely for thegpersonal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

=4
)

J_ID: ART NO: 10.1037/pspi0000376 Date: 30-September-21

Page: 15

Total Pages: 17 4/Color Figure(s) ARTTYPE="ResearchArticle"

IMMIGRANT PRESENCE, INTEGRATION POLICY, PREJUDICE 15

Comparative European Politics, 11(5), 671-695. https://doi.org/10.1057/
cep.2013.16

Manatschal, A., & Stadelmann-Steffen, I. (2014). Do integration policies
affect immigrants’ voluntary engagement? An exploration at Switzer-
land’s subnational level. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 40(3),
404-423. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2013.830496

McDonald, R. 1., & Crandall, C. S. (2015). Social norms and social influ-
ence. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 3, 147-151. https://doi
.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2015.04.006

McLaren, L. M. (2003). Anti-immigrant prejudice in Europe: Contact,
threat perception, and preferences for the exclusion of migrants. Social
Forces, 81(3), 909-936. https://doi.org/10.1353/50f.2003.0038

Mettler, S., & Soss, J. (2004). The consequences of public policy for demo-
cratic citizenship: Bridging policy studies and mass politics. Perspectives
on Politics, 2(1), 55-73. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592704000623

Meuleman, B., Davidov, E., & Billiet, J. (2009). Changing attitudes toward
immigration in Europe, 2002-2007: A dynamic group conflict theory
approach. Social Science Research, 38(2), 352-365. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.ssresearch.2008.09.006

Morrison, K. R., & Ybarra, O. (2008). The effects of realistic threat and
group identification on social dominance orientation. Journal of Experi-
mental Social Psychology, 44(1), 156—-163. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp
.2006.12.006

NSD - Norwegian Centre for Research Data. (2014). ESS Round 7:
European Social Survey Round 7 Data. https://doi.org/10.21338/NSD-
ESS7-2014

OECD. (2020). Foreign-born population (indicator). https://doi.org/10
.1787/5a368e1b-en

OFS - Swiss Federal Statistical Office (2020). Swiss population data.
https://www.pxweb.bfs.admin.ch/pxweb/en/px-x-0103010000_102/-/px
-x-0103010000_102.px

Oishi, S., & Graham, J. (2010). Social ecology: Lost and found in psycho-
logical science. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 5(4), 356-377.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610374588

Olson, M. A., & Zabel, K. L. (2016). Handbook of prejudice, stereotyping,
and discrimination. In T. D. Nelson (Ed.), Handbook of prejudice, ster-
eotyping, and discrimination (2nd ed., pp. 175-211). Psychology Press.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781841697772

Paluck, E. L., Green, S. A., & Green, D. P. (2019). The contact hypothesis
re-evaluated. Behavioural Public Policy, 3(02), 129-158. https://doi
.org/10.1017/bpp.2018.25

Penninx, R., & Garcés-Mascareiias, B. (2016). The concept of integration
as an analytical tool and as a policy concept. In R. Penninx & B.
Garcés-Mascarefias (Eds.), Integration processes and policies in Europe
(pp. 11-29). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-21674-4_2

Pettigrew, T. F. (2018). The emergence of contextual social psychology.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 44(7), 963-971. https://doi
.org/10.1177/0146167218756033

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup
contact theory. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90(5),
751-783. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751

Pettigrew, T. F., Wagner, U., & Christ, O. (2010). Population ratios and
prejudice: Modelling both contact and threat effects. Journal of Ethnic
and Migration Studies, 36(4), 635-650. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369
1830903516034

Pfeifer, J. H., Rubble, D. N., Bachman, M. A., Alvarez, J. M., Cameron,
J. A., & Fuligni, A. J. (2007). Social identities and intergroup bias in
immigrant and nonimmigrant children. Developmental Psychology,
43(2), 496-507. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.43.2.496

Portes, A., & Vickstrom, E. (2011). Diversity, social capital, and cohesion.
Annual Review of Sociology, 37(1), 461-479. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-soc-081309-150022

Pottie-Sherman, Y., & Wilkes, R. (2017). Does size really matter? On the
relationship between immigrant group size and anti-immigrant

ID: Digvijay.Sharma Time: 20:39 |

prejudice. The International Migration Review, 51(1), 218-250. https://
doi.org/10.1111/imre.12191

Prati, F., Moscatelli, S., Pratto, F., & Rubini, M. (2018). Multiple and
counterstereotypic categorization of immigrants: The moderating role of
political orientation on interventions to reduce prejudice. Political Psy-
chology, 39(4), 829-848. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12445

Putnam, R. D. (2007). E pluribus Unum: Diversity and community in the
twenty-first century. The 2006. Johan Skytte Prize Lecture. Scandina-
vian Political Studies, 30(2), 137-174. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467
-9477.2007.00176.x

Quillian, L. (1995). Prejudice as a response to perceived group threat: Pop-
ulation composition and anti-immigrant and racial prejudice in Europe.
American Sociological Review, 60(4), 586—611. https://doi.org/10.2307/
2096296

Ramasubramanian, S. (2011). The impact of stereotypical versus counter-
stereotypical media exemplars on racial attitudes, causal attributions,
and support for affirmative action. Communication Research, 38(4),
497-516. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650210384854

Raudenbush, S. W., & Bryk, A. S. (2002). Hierarchical linear models:
Applications and data analysis methods. Sage.

Riek, B. M., Mania, E. W., & Gaertner, S. L. (2006). Intergroup threat and out-
group attitudes: A meta-analytic review. Personality and Social Psychology
Review, 10(4), 336-353. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr1004_4

Rios, K., Sosa, N., & Osborn, H. (2018). An experimental approach to inter-
group threat theory: manipulations, moderators, and consequences of real-
istic vs. symbolic threat. European Review of Social Psychology, 29(1),
212-255. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2018.1537049

Ruedin, D. (2011). The Reliability of MIPEX Indicators as Scales. SSRN
Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1990223

Rutland, A., Killen, M., & Abrams, D. (2010). A new social-cognitive de-
velopmental perspective on prejudice: The interplay between morality
and group identity. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 5(3),
279-291. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610369468

Salter, P. S., Adams, G., & Perez, M. J. (2017). Racism in the structure of
everyday worlds: A cultural-psychological perspective. Current Direc-
tions in Psychological Science, 27(3), 150-155. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0963721417724239

Sarrasin, O., Green, E. G. T., & Van Assche, J. (2020). Consensual versus
heterogeneous conceptions of nationhood: The role of citizenship
regimes and integration policies across 21 European countries. Social
Indicators Research, 148(3), 987-1004. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205
-019-02222-9

Savelkoul, M., Scheepers, P., Tolsma, J., & Hagendoorn, L. (2011). Anti-
Muslim attitudes in The Netherlands: Tests of contradictory hypotheses
derived from ethnic competition theory and intergroup contact theory.
European Sociological Review, 27(6), 741-758. https://doi.org/10.1093/
esr/jeq035

Schaeffer, M. (2013). Can competing diversity indices inform us about
why ethnic diversity erodes social cohesion? A test of five diversity
indices in Germany. Social Science Research, 42(3), 755-774. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2012.12.018

Schlueter, E., Meuleman, B., & Davidov, E. (2013). Immigrant integration
policies and perceived group threat: A multilevel study of 27 Western
and Eastern European countries. Social Science Research, 42(3),
670-682. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2012.12.001

Schiitz, H., & Six, B. (1996). How strong is the relationship between preju-
dice and discrimination? A meta-analytic answer. International Journal
of Intercultural Relations, 20(3-4), 441-462. https://doi.org/10.1016/
0147-1767(96)00028-4(96)00028-4

Sibley, C. G., Duckitt, J., Bergh, R., Osborne, D., Perry, R., Asbrock, F.,
Robertson, A., Armstrong, G., Wilson, M. S., & Barlow, F. K. (2013). A
dual process model of attitudes towards immigration: Person X residen-
tial area effects in a national sample. Political Psychology, 34(4),
553-572. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12009

Path: //mumnasprod/home$/Deepak.Kumar$/AP-PSPJ210072

AQ: 10


https://doi.org/10.1057/cep.2013.16
https://doi.org/10.1057/cep.2013.16
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2013.830496
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2015.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2015.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2003.0038
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592704000623
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2008.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2008.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.12.006
https://doi.org/10.21338/NSD-ESS7-2014
https://doi.org/10.21338/NSD-ESS7-2014
https://doi.org/10.1787/5a368e1b-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/5a368e1b-en
https://www.pxweb.bfs.admin.ch/pxweb/en/px-x-0103010000_102/-/px-x-0103010000_102.px
https://www.pxweb.bfs.admin.ch/pxweb/en/px-x-0103010000_102/-/px-x-0103010000_102.px
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610374588
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781841697772
https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2018.25
https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2018.25
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-21674-4_2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218756033
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218756033
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830903516034
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830903516034
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.43.2.496
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-081309-150022
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-081309-150022
https://doi.org/10.1111/imre.12191
https://doi.org/10.1111/imre.12191
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12445
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9477.2007.00176.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9477.2007.00176.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/2096296
https://doi.org/10.2307/2096296
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650210384854
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr1004_4
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2018.1537049
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1990223
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610369468
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417724239
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417724239
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-019-02222-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-019-02222-9
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcq035
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcq035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2012.12.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2012.12.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2012.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/0147-1767(96)00028-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0147-1767(96)00028-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12009

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

J_ID: ART NO: 10.1037/pspi0000376 Date: 30-September-21

Page: 16

Total Pages: 17 4/Color Figure(s) ARTTYPE="ResearchArticle"

16 KENDE, SARRASIN, MANATSCHAL, PHALET, AND G. T. GREEN

Solano, G., & Huddleston, T. (2020). Migrant Integration Policy Index
2020. https://mipex.eu/

Stegmueller, D. (2013). How many countries for multilevel modeling?
A comparison of frequentist and Bayesian approaches. American
Journal of Political Science, 57(3), 748=761. https://doi.org/10.1111/
ajps.12001

Stephan, W. G., Ybarra, O., & Rios, K. (2016). Intergroup threat theory. In
T. D. Nelson (Ed.), Handbook of prejudice, stereotyping, and discrimi-
nation (2nd ed., pp. 255-278). Psychology Press.

Tatarko, A., Jurcik, T., & Hadjar, A. (2021). How migration policy shapes
the subjective well-being of the non-immigrant population in European
countries. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 52(3), 316-333.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00220221211001531

Turner, R. N., Hewstone, M., Voci, A., Paolini, S., & Christ, O. (2007).
Reducing prejudice via direct and extended cross-group friendship. Eu-
ropean Review of Social Psychology, 18(1), 212-255. https://doi.org/10
.1080/10463280701680297

United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs Population
Division (2019). Total international migrant stock indicators. International
Migrant Stock 2019. https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/
migration/data/estimates2/estimates19.asp

ID: Digvijay.Sharma Time: 20:39 |

United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs Population
Division (2020). World population policies. https://esa.un.org/PopPolicy/
about_policy_section.aspx

Van Assche, J., Asbrock, F., Dhont, K., & Roets, A. (2018). The diversity chal-
lenge for high and low authoritarians: Multilevel and longitudinal effects
through intergroup contact and threat. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 44(8), 1163—1179. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218764653

Van Assche, J., Roets, A., Van Hiel, A., & Dhont, K. (2019). Diverse reac-
tions to ethnic diversity: The role of individual differences in authoritari-
anism. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 28(6), 523-527.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721419857769

van der Meer, T., & Tolsma, J. (2014). Ethnic diversity and its effects on
social cohesion. Annual Review of Sociology, 40(1), 459-478. https://doi
.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071913-043309

Yzerbyt, V., & Demoulin, S. (2010). Intergroup relations. In S. T. Fiske,
D. T. Gilbert, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), Handbook of social psychology
(5th ed., Vol. 2, pp. 1024-1083). Wiley. https://doi.org/10.1002/
9780470561119.s0cpsy002028

Received January 21, 2021
Revision received July 15, 2021
Accepted July 22,2021 =

Path: //mumnasprod/home$/Deepak.Kumar$/AP-PSPJ210072


https://mipex.eu/
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12001
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12001
https://doi.org/10.1177/00220221211001531
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280701680297
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280701680297
https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/migration/data/estimates2/estimates19.asp
https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/migration/data/estimates2/estimates19.asp
https://esa.un.org/PopPolicy/about_policy_section.aspx
https://esa.un.org/PopPolicy/about_policy_section.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218764653
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721419857769
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071913-043309
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071913-043309
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470561119.socpsy002028
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470561119.socpsy002028

J_ID: ART NO: 10.1037/pspi0000376 Date: 30-September-21 Page: 17 Total Pages: 17 4/Color Figure(s) ARTTYPE="ResearchArticle"

AUTHOR QUERIES

AUTHOR PLEASE ANSWER ALL QUERIES 1

AQau— Please confirm the given-names and surnames are identified properly by the colours.
B=Given-Name, M= Surname
The colours are for proofing purposes only. The colours will not appear online or in print.
AQ1l—Author: Au please provide a running head of 50 or less characters including spaces.

AQ2—Author: Author: Please be sure to provide the name of the department(s) with which
you and your coauthors are affiliated at your respective institutes if you have not already
done so. If you are affiliated with a governmental department, business, hospital, clinic,
VA center, or other nonuniversity-based institute, please provide the city and U.S. state
(or the city, province, and country) in which the institute is based. Departments should
be listed in the author footnote only, not the byline. If you or your coauthors have
changed affiliations since the article was written, please include a separate note indicating
the new department/affiliation: [author's name] is now at [affiliation].

s allied publishers.

AQ3—Author: Au per 7th Edition APA Manual please add issue number to all journal article
references after the volume number.

AQ4—Author: Au please complete this reference.
AQ5—Author: Au please check source and APA Style for European Values Study reference.

AQ6—Author: Au please check source and style for Galinsky et al., 2015. Add up to 20 author
names.

erican Psychological Assoc

AQ7—Author: Au please check International Organization for Migration 2020a for source
and style for APA Guidelines.

AQ8—Author: Au please complete Kauff et al., 2020.

AQ9—Author: Au please add editor names to Olson and Zabel 2016.
AQ10—Author: Au please complete Ruedin 2011.

AQ11—Author: AU t symbol is in table and not defined in note. Please add.

2
=

>
b
S
S
=
Q
s
=
‘E
Q
2
Z
el
Q
o
]
=
2
=]
=
5]
2
=
e
S
=]
=
Q
k=
°
Q
2
=
=
=]
15)
o
o
k=
5
>
(]
2
=
Q
=
=
Q
3
=
2
(]
Q
2
=

ID: Digvijay.Sharma Time: 20:39 | Path: /mumnasprod/home$/Deepak.Kumar$/AP-PSPJ210072



	Policies and Prejudice: Integration Policies Moderate the Link Between Immigrant Presence and Anti-Immigrant Prejudice
	Outline placeholder
	Immigrant Integration Policies and Inequality
	Immigrant Presence and Immigrant Integration Policies: The Threat Rationale
	Immigrant Integration Policies and Prejudice
	When Immigrant Presence and Inclusive Immigrant Integration Policies Engender Reduced Prejudice
	The Present Study

	Method
	Data
	Study 1
	Participants
	Measures

	Study 2
	Participants
	Measures

	Study 3
	Participants
	Measures

	Study 4
	Participants
	Measures

	Study 5
	Participants
	Measures

	Study 6
	Participants
	Measures

	Study 7
	Participants
	Measures

	Study 8
	Participants
	Measures

	Analytic Strategy

	Results
	Does the Association of Immigrant Presence With Anti-Immigrant Prejudice Depend on Integration Policies?
	Is It Specifically Immigrant Integration Policies That Make a Difference?
	Why Do Immigrant Integration Policies Make a Difference?

	Discussion
	Limitations and Future Directions
	Conclusion

	References


