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Chapter 1 — Introduction

Introduction

In recent decades, social science research yiedplthora of studies aiming to
understand and explain anti-outgroup attitudeshearetical concept consonant with
Crandall and Eshelman’s (2003) definition of prégedas “a negative evaluation of a
social group or a negative evaluation of an indaidthat is significantly based on

the individual’s group membership” (Crandall andv&man 2003, p. 414).

In this context, the point of departure for thegem study is the notion that few
theoretical frameworks guiding such research prdeeble of comparable scientific
fruitfulness as group threat theory. The term ‘grdloreat theory’, introduced by two
influential studies of Quillian (1995, 1996), repeats a generic term relating to a
variety of eclectic theoretical frameworks of sdogical and social-psychological
provenience. The common characteristic underlyihngsé¢ frameworks is the
implicitly or explicitly stated core proposition d&h greater perceived group threat
goes along with greater anti-outgroup attitudesdBifnition, perceived group threat
or — synonymously — perceptions of threatened giotgrests occur when ingroup
members see an outgroup as posing negative comsEgu the interests of their
ingroup (Stephan and Renfro 2002, Riek, Mania aadrtaer 2006, see also Blumer

1958).

Well-known theoretical approaches positing thatceimed group threat relates to
anti-outgroup attitudes are, to enumerate justwadramples, the ‘group position’
model (Blumer 1958, see Bobo 1999, Quillian 199896), the ‘power/economic
threat’ approach (Blalock 1967), ‘realistic groupndlict theory’ (Bobo 1988, Bobo
and Hutchings 1996, Jackson 1993, LeVine and Calngi®g2, Sherif 1966),

‘ethnic competition theory’ (Barth 1969, Coendef¥2, Scheepers, Gijsberts and
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Coenders 2002, Nagel and Olzak 1982, Olzak 19%jit ‘labor market theory’
(Bonacich 1972, Boswell 1986), the ‘instrumentald®loof group conflict’ (Esses,
Jackson and Armstrong 1998), the ‘integrated thtleabry’ (Stephan and Stephan
2000) or the ‘revised threat theory’ (Stephan anehfR® 2002). The general
explanatory scheme applying to these approachdisatsperceived threats to the
interests of the ingroup are expected to lead grogmbers to express greater anti-
outgroup attitudes. More precisely, the reasoningledying this proposition

proceeds in two steps.

In the first step, actual and/or perceived inteagraompetition for scarce resources
is assumed to increase perceptions of the outgasymosing a threat to the ingroup
(Blalock 1967, Blumer 1958, Bobo 1983). Issues fakes in such intergroup
competition can comprise of tangible as well as-tamyible goods, a taxonomy
which is synonymous with the differentiation betweperceived realistic- and
symbolic group threats. Specifically, the term it threat, as it is commonly
defined, refers to negative consequences posechbyuegroup due to intergroup
competition for scarce, yet tangible resources agleconomic or political power
(Stephan and Stephan 2000). Examples for suctstieahreats include competition
in the domains of the labour- or housing marketvall as competition for political
influence, e.g. by supplying representatives taslagve — and hence political —
bodies (Blalock 1967). Thus, the concept of realitreat serves to explain how
intergroup competition for scarce resources cap gse to perceptions of threatened

group interests.

Perceived threats related to symbolic matters baes constitutive for a similar line
of research. Symbolic threats relate to perceivedative consequences due to

conflicting intergroup interests for non-tangibleogls and are seen to be of central
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importance for evoking outgroup derogation as weldamples for symbolic threats
include issues such as conflicting group inter@stsegard to language, religion,
cultural values or the general social order ofgheup (Allport 1954, Coser 1958).
As these examples illustrate, the concept of symlibteats explains perceptions of
negative consequences posed by an outgroup inngsettivhere intergroup

competition for scarce resources is absent or nbrmimportance.

Importantly, it must be noted that the conceptp@fceived realistic and symbolic
group threat initially have long been considerethéanutually exclusive rather than
complimentary for explaining manifestations of gotgp derogation (e.g. Kinder and
Sears 1981, see Riek, Mania and Gaertner 2006wt though the corresponding
research traditions differ in their assumptions arding the specific causes
underlying perceived group threat, researchers days commonly accept the
notion that both lines of reasoning converge inpees to the assumption that
perceived threats give rise to anti-outgroup atégi Consequently, Stephan and
Stephan (2000) synthesised the assumptions frolereegsearch on realistic and
symbolic threats by formulating an integrated thtbaory which rests on the central

tenet that realistic and symbolic threats alikel@xpanti-outgroup attitudes.

Against this backdrop, the second step underhyveggroup threat—approach is that
ingroup members are hypothesised to respond t@ipert group threats with greater
anti-outgroup attitudes for protecting their groimerests vis-a-vis such threats
(Blumer 1958, p. 5, see Blalock 1967, Bobo 1999ill@n 1995). To date, many

empirical investigations of group threat theory éadheen carried out in order to
explain anti-immigrant attitudes. In this field,ogp threat theory turned out to be of
consistent explanatory value for various forms wéhs negative attitudes, while it

must be noted that these contributions groundrgelparts on the empirical progress

10
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yielded by studies providing empirical support e tconceptual underpinnings of
perceived group threat. For example, consistent whtlport's (1954) classic
conclusion that “clashes of interest and valuescmur, and that these conflicts are
not in themselves instances of prejudice” (Allpd®54: 229) Stephan and Stephan
(2000) emphasise that perceived group threat atgtaup derogation are closely
related but theoretically and empirically distirmincepts (see also Stephan and
Renfro 2002). According to these authors, perceiedats represent a cognitive
appraisal of external conditions. This underlinkat tperceiving an outgroup as
threatening is qualitatively still very differento substantive manifestations of
outgroup derogation — be it in form of exclusionatyitudes, intended or actual
discriminatory behaviors or other forms of outgralgrogation (Stephan and Renfro

2002: 202f.).

Subsequent studies have shown firm empirical suprgarding the conceptual
differentiation between perceived threats and waridorms of anti-outgroup
attitudes. For instance, investigating two crossenal samples from Germany and
Israel by means of confirmatory factor analysesjnan, Semyonov and Schmidt
(2003) show that a set of indicators conceptuallgntified with the constructs
‘perceived group threat’ and ‘anti-foreigner afties’ — a construct which can
arguably be seen to correspond to the more gemefatition of anti-outgroup
attitudes provided at the out set of this chapteyad on two moderately correlated
latent factors which clearly correspond the redeats conceptualisation of
perceived group threat and anti- foreigner atégidn a similar analysis based on
cross-national data from 17 European nation-states,Scheepers et al. (2002) show
that ‘perceived group threat’ and ‘ethnic exclusignattitudes’ load on two clearly

distinguishable factors.

11



Chapter 1 — Introduction

Based on these and related findings, perceivedpgtioreat has been shown to be
positively related to prejudice (Stephan and Step®@00), ethnic distance (Hello
and Scheepers 2006), opposition to immigration §#il12001), denial of citizenship
rights to ethnic minorities (Scheepers et al. 20R&ijma, Semyonov and Schmidt
2004) as well as resistance against policy measamesfiting ethnic minority groups
(Stephan, Ybarra, Martinez Schwarzwald and Tur-Kak@98), to provide just a few

examples.

Arguably, this evidence implies that the positiedation between perceived group
threat and anti-outgroup attitudes represents astobmpirical regularity in social

science research. Accordingly, elaborating upon present state of group threat
theory appears to be of great promise to furtheratscience understanding of the

sources giving rise to tense intergroup relations.

12
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Scientific Aims

Within this thematic context, the central purpo$dhis study is to further current
understanding of group threat theory in order tpla&r anti-outgroup attitudes. As
elaborated upon below, the substantive scientdiogwe intend to bring about with
this study are threefold. Each of these effortgeskks a central issue of group threat
theory left unattended by previous research. lafpfirst we will set out to examine
the direction of causality between perceived gritupat and anti-outgroup attitudes.
Second, we will address thdiscussion for potential moderators of the relation
between group threat and anti-outgroup attitudegdTwe will investigate in which
manner the objective size of an outgroup affectegieed group threats and anti-
outgroup attitudes. In addition to these substangisientific gains, fourth, this study
also sets out to make methodological contributiémshis respect, we will provide a
comparative assessment of, on the one side, laetdregressive cross-lagged
structural equation models and, on the other sidepnd order latent growth curve
structural equation models. More specifically, efforts to achieve these substantive

and methodological aims are guided by four resequelstions.

Research questions

First research guestion

The first research question of this study focuseshe task to disentangle the causal
structure between perceived group threat and amgroup attitudes. Irrespective of
the abundance of studies showing positive assonmtbetween perceived group
threat and prejudice, previous research provideg bmited empirical evidence

according to which perceived group threat occunssally prior to anti-outgroup

13
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attitudes. To date, few experimental studies shotlateliciting group threat gives
rise to greater prejudice (Esses, Dovidio, Jackamh Armstrong 2001). However,
experimental studies are commonly restricted toméxa unidirectional flows of
causality only. By contrast, previous theorisingl aesearch concerning the causal
relations between perceived group threat and angroup attitudes has yielded
three rival perspectives. According to the predating view, perceived group
threat represents a causal antecedent of antienggattitudes. A second theoretical
perspective directly opposes this view and con@disies perceived group threat as a
consequence of prior levels of anti-outgroup algs Alternatively, a third
theoretical perspective suggests the causal retatietween perceived group threat
and anti-outgroup attitudes to be reciprocal. Thogvaluate the empirical accuracy

of these differing perspectives, we formulate ih& fesearch question as follows:

A. Is perceived group threat causally prior to antitgroup attitudes? Are anti-
outgroup attitudes causally prior to perceived goowhreat? Or are
perceived group threat and anti-outgroup attitudesked by reciprocal

causal relations?

Second research question

The second research question of this study furéheiborates existing knowledge
about the relation between perceived group thredtamti-outgroup attitudes. The

point of departure for this analysis is the notibat perceived group threat occupies
a central role in the study of prejudice, yet tregtearch has only begun to explore
potential moderators of the relation between thraad anti-outgroup attitudes.

Importantly, by specifying the conditions under erhihreat effects can be expected
to change in their magnitude, moderators functisniralependent antecedents of

threat-prejudice relations (Baron and Kenny 1986,1p74). Thus, investigating

14
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potential moderators of the relation between peezkigroup threat and anti-
outgroup attitudes clearly bears the potentialutdhier theoretical understanding in

this field.

Specifically, in this part of the study we focus thie role of social identification as
theoretical construct of great promise to furthederstanding of the threat-prejudice
relationship. More precisely, building upon presoresearch (Hornsey and Hogg
2000, Mummendey and Wenzel 1999) we develop and exanime competing
theoretical assumptions concerning the mutual efiftsubgroup and superordinate
identities on threat effects. The theoretical bacfdor this approach is provided by
the widely accepted notion from self-categorisatibeory (Turner 1985) that any
ingroup-outgroup distinction requires at least bigher order identity yielding the
norms and values against which members of the nd- @utgroup are evaluated.
Given this assumption, the present study invesidyatgroup-outgroup distinctions
within the social context of the EU’s expansion,mecoonly labelled ‘East
enlargement’. Here, the ingroup has been determibgdrespondents’ self-
categorisation as ‘German’, while - depending am $pecific study - the outgroup
was constituted either by the category ‘East-Euaopeor ‘Turks’. For both studies,
the higher-order category including in- and outgroalike was constituted by
respondents’ self-categorisation as ‘European’. edwer, for explaining the
interplay of social identification and perceivedgp threat, we also scrutinise the
role of ‘ingroup projection’ - a genuine social-pbglogical term describing that
group members are likely to perceive their own gras more prototypical for the
higher-order category than the outgroup (Mummendagd Wenzel 1999). We

formulate the second research question as follows:

15
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B. To what extent is the effect of perceived grougahron anti-outgroup
attitudes moderated by subgroup- and superordirgateip identification,
and what role does ingroup projection play for theerplay of these

constructs?

Third research question

The third research question of this study examowegextual- and individual-level

propositions from group threat theory by meansrokmpirical theory comparison.

More precisely, previous social science researclotdd considerable efforts to
uncover the meaning of contextual-level factors ésplaining perceived group

threat and anti-outgroup attitudes. Several studhieshis domain focus on the

objective size of an outgroup (e.g. Quillian 199%enders 2001). Yet to date,
research has only partially understood in which mearthe objective size of an
outgroup affects perceptions of threatened grouprests and negative attitudes
towards an outgroup. Studies examining this issam fthe perspective of group
threat theory suggest that a greater objective sikean outgroup increases
perceptions of threatened group interests which exgected to heighten anti-
outgroup attitudes. More recently, this line ofeash has been challenged by
intergroup contact theory (Pettigrew 1998, Wagrist, Pettigrew, Stellmacher
and Wolf 2006). According to this approach, a gegeabjective size of an outgroup
enhances opportunities for intergroup contact. émerse, intergroup contact is
assumed to ameliorate anti-outgroup attitudes byuaieg perceived threats.

However, to date, empirical studies putting thesepg@sitions to a systematic
empirical comparison are very scant. Moreover, dte dorior research has yet not

been able to provide a comprehensive examinatiopeofeived threat as central

16
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mediating factor in this framework. This researets ©ut to address these gaps in the

literature. Hence, our third research questionseadfollows:

C. To what extent does the objective size of an oufpiacrease perceived
group threat and anti-outgroup attitudes? To whetieat does the objective
size of an outgroup increase intergroup contact @hdreby decrease

perceived group threat and anti-outgroup attitudes?

Fourth research guestion

The fourth research question of this study comptemthe preceding investigations
by making methodological and substantive contringialike. Point of departure for
this research is the notion that in recent yeaethodological developments yielded
a number of powerful and flexible statistical apmoes for social science data
analysis. However, many of these approaches sedliffuse rather slowly towards
substantive applications. Moreover, according ta eiew this notion holds
particularly true in respect to the pace of newhudblogical developments for the
analysis of panel data. To counteract such gapsdemeonstrate and compare the
application of latent autoregressive cross-laggedctiral equation models and
second-order latent growth curve models — two modeethods for analysing how
systems of causal variables independently and rtedaictively influence outcomes
over time. Doing so rests on our intention to fartthe interest and understanding of
substantive researchers in respect to such metBasistent with this intention, we
chose to examine the dynamic relations betweerpdtdahianism and anomia as the
substantial research problem motivating this cbaotron. Authoritarianism and

anomia have both been utilised by previous reseamcanti-outgroup attitudes, and

17
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both constructs have been discussed to be relateerteived group threat (Feldman

2000, Quillian 1995). Hence, our fourth researcesjon reads:

D. How do latent autoregressive cross-lagged stmattequation models and
second-order latent growth curve models perform ardipg the

longitudinal relations of authoritarianism and an@®

Structure of this study

Having summarised the scientific aims and reseauwbstions of this study, we
conclude this introduction by outlining the struetuof the remaining chapters.
Subsequently, each chapter deals with one of geareh questions described above.
Specifically, as introduced in the previous sectibapters two, three and four serve
to answer the substantial research questions ntiotivahis study. Chapter five
investigates a research question which, besidassilitstantive contributions, also sets
out to deliver methodological progress. We likentiie that each chapter has been
written as a separate article, which implies baliiaatages and disadvantages. On
the one hand, the advantage is that each chappesents an independent
contribution to further understanding of the copmsding research problem
explicated beforehand. On the other hand, the patatisadvantage following from
this organisation is that the there might be somerlap between the different
chapters. Yet we contend that all chapters shaee ctharacteristic to address
important gaps in the social science literaturegooup threat theory and refer to
current debates of both theoretical and applieévegice. Table 1 provides an

overview of the structure of this study.

18
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Table 1. Overview of research questions and mgeoretical constructs chapter 2 to
chapter 5.

Chapter (abbreviated) = Research Questions Major Teteal
Constructs

2 Causal Relations Is perceived group threat causally Perceived group threat,
between Group prior to anti-outgroup attitudes?  Anti-immigrant

gﬁi‘;?;ﬁgd Are anti-outgroup attitudes causall aﬁgag;glzilemtennons-
. : ’ ,
Derogation prior to perceived group threat? Ethnic Distance
Or are perceived group threat and
anti-outgroup attitudes linked by
reciprocal causal relations?
3 Subgroup and To what extent is the effect of Group threat,Social
Superordinate perceived group threat on anti- Identification,
Group outgroup attitudes moderated by Ingroup Projection,
Identification subgroup- and superordinate groupPrejudice

identification?

What role does ingroup projection
play for the interplay of these

constructs?
4  Therole of Group To what extent does the objective Group size,
Size of Immigrants size of an outgroup increase Perceived group size,
for Explaining perceived group threat and anti-  Perceived group threat,
Anti-Immigrant outgroup attitudes? Anti-immigrant
Attitudes attitudes and behavioral

To what extent does the objective
size of an outgroup increase
intergroup contact and thereby
decrease perceived group threat and
anti-outgroup attitudes?

Intentions

5 Applying How do latent autoregressive crossAuthoritarianism,
Autoregressive lagged structural equation models Anomia
Cross-Lagged and and second-order latent growth
Growth Curve curve models perform regarding the
Models longitudinal relations of

authoritarianism and anomia?

Chapter two,“Disentangling the Causal Relations between Grolipreat and
Outgroup Derogation; is a secondary analysis of two independent maitevpanel
studies from Germany and Russia. These panel stuate based upon general
population data from the Group-Focused Enmity (GpE)ject (Heitmeyer 2005)
and the Russian Socioeconomic Study on Social iams (RUSSET) (van der

Veld 2002). In this chapter, we use latent aut@egjve cross-lagged structural

19
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equation models to gain longitudinal evidence oa tlow of causality between
perceived group threat and various forms of antgg@mup attitudes. In doing so, this
research responds to recent calls to devote iredeastention to dynamic
assessments of anti-outgroup attitudes (Hunt, @e#iementa and Snowden 2006)
and, in particular, for longitudinal investigation$ the relation between perceived
group threat and negative intergroup attitudes KRite al. 2006). The empirical
results of this chapter provide the backdrop fa& sabsequent substantial analyses

presented in chapters three and four.

Chapter three,“Merging on Mayday: Subgroup and Superordinate Grou
Identification in the Context of the European UrnsBxpansion’, relates to a set of
experimental studies drawing upon data from bothegsd population and student
samples. These data were collected specificallyttier present purposes. In this
chapter, we provide an experimental investigatiénthe moderating effects of
different types of social identification (HornsegdaHogg 1999, Mummendey and
Wenzel 1999) regarding the effect from perceivegahto anti-outgroup attitudes.
As noted above, in this chapter we also exploresitpeificance of ingroup projection
to further understanding of the complex interpldyperceived threat and different

types of social identification for explaining aotitgroup attitudes.

Chapter four;The role of Group Size of Immigrants for ExplaigiAnti-lmmigrant
Attitudes: An Empirical Comparison of Group Thread Intergroup Contact
Theory” is a secondary analysis of cross-sectional gempeqallation data from the
Dutch Religion-in-the-Netherlands (SOCON) Surveyi&e (Eisinga et al. 2002).
This study draws upon a multilevel design with induals (lower-level units)
situated in municipalities (higher-level units). this chapter, we explicate and test

two lines of argumentation derived from group thi@lalock 1967, Scheepers et al.

20
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2002)- and intergroup contact theory (Pettigrew8,9%agner et al. 2006) regarding

the ways a greater outgroup size affects anti-outgattitudes.

Chapter five“Applying Autoregressive Cross-lagged and Latentowth Curve
models” provides a detailed demonstration on how to apatgnt autoregressive
cross-lagged structural equation models as usedhechapter 2, but, more than that,
also compare the advantages yielded by this methtidthe alternative statistical
approach of second-order latent growth curve modaibstantively, this chapter is
motivated by the longstanding discussion regardihg longitudinal relations
between authoritarianism and anomia. Both of tlileseretical constructs have been
discussed to be of potentially great value as ptedi of perceived threats. For
instance, inherent to the concept of anomia ispreeption of societal turmoil and
breakdown of longstanding social norms, and proptmef group threat theory have
long acknowledged that such states of mind ardyliteefunction as antecedents of
perceived group threat (Quillian 1995) just as adthrianism (Stephan and Renfro

2002).
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Research designs, data and methods of data analysis

Before turning to our substantial analyses, fewdsaare due regarding the various
research designs, data and methods of data analgsd in this study. As
summarised in table 2, in order to answer the fipe@search questions this study

applies panel- , experimental- and multilevel desig

Table 2. Overview of research designs, data antladstof data analysis chapter 2 to
chapter 5.

Chapter Research Design Data Method
2) Multiwave Panel Cross-national, multiwave Confirmatory Factor
Design, Cross-national panel data, analyses,
Latent autoregressive
Large-scale general cross-lagged structural
population samples equation modeling
3) Experimental Design  General population sample OLS-Regression
(Study 1) analyses with higher-
Student sample (Study 2) order interaction
effects
(4) Multilevel Design Cross-sectional, nationally Confirmatory factor
representative general analyses
population sample Structural equation

modeling for complex
survey data

(5) Multiwave Panel Design Large-scale general Confirmatory factor

population samples analyses _
Structural equation

modeling for complex
survey data

As will be described in more detail in the respextchapters of this study, the
analyses conducted in chapters 2 and 5 both utilidgwave panel designs. Chapter
3 is based upon a set of two experimental stuavbde chapter 4 proceeds within

the framework of a multilevel design.
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While responding to different research objectivesl ausing different, though
complimentary research designs, a common charsiitetinderlying all analyses of
the present research is the motivation to incraase level of confidence for
generalising the respective empirical findings. dahieve this goal besides using
high-quality data-sets and advanced methods of datdysis several additional
strategies have been employed. Specifically, tredyaas reported in chapters two
and three both draw upon two independently coltbalatasets to examine the
respective research problems. Consistent with ttidica of Rosenthal (1991),
proceeding in this way clearly increases the amainihformation by means of
replications. Similarly, the research designs ulydey chapters two and four
permitted to employ multiple criterion variableslsé this procedure furthers
knowledge whether empirical results supported uratex set of conditions hold
under other conditions as well, with conceptuallyfedent criterion variables

constituting such alternative conditions.

Further, in accordance with the description of ltaka(1970) conceptualisation of
research programmes as described by Schmidt, Ban@ibckner-Rist and Heyder

(1970), all analyses of this research are guided tpgneral methodological scheme.

As Schmidt et al. (1997) point out, current reskgsmjects oftentimes neglect to
account for the constitutive, original theoretiealsumptions related to a research
problem. Instead, it has become a frequent prattieteresearchers notice secondary
sources only. However, a disadvantage of the sglyate rely exclusively on
secondary literature is an increased risk of abiyr truncated or mistakable
interpretations of the original assumptions undedytheory-orientated research
projects. Therefore, all analyses presented inr¢heainder of this study are based

on, first, a selection and reception of trgginal literature referring to the research
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problem under study. Explicating and interpretihg theoretical propositions the
theoretical propositions provided by the literattolmmed the next logical step for all
analyses presented in this study. Doing so groondse well-known notion that the
theoretical literature does by no means alwaysemtesnambiguously formulated,
clear-cut theoretical propositions. Therefore, thiecond step provides the
background for formalising the theoretical proposis by means of research
hypotheses. Then, in a third step, these hypothasedinked with appropriate

statistical assumptions. In a fourth step, theseiraptions are confronted with the
data using specific statistical methods such asttral equation modeling (chapters
2, 4 and 5) or OLS-Regression analyses (chaptdra3}, in a fifth step the findings

from these empirical tests are integrated withetkisting research literature.
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Chapter 2 Disentangling the causal relations of @up
threat and outgroup derogation: cross-
national evidence from German and
Russian panel surveys

(co-authored by Peter Schmidt and Ulrich Wagner)

Abstract

Despite the resurgence of interest in group thtleabry for explaining negative
interethnic relations, adequate empirical evideaoethe causal ordering of group
threat and outgroup derogation is still missing.the literature, three theoretical
perspectives concerning this issue have been raifkd predominating view
assumes that group threat is a causal antecedentgmup derogation. Contrary to
this perspective, a second theoretical model cdoeépes group threat to be a
consequence of prior levels of outgroup derogatdternatively, a third theoretical
perspective suggests to consider the causal netatietween group threat and
outgroup derogation to be reciprocal. In this paper conduct a longitudinal test of
these competing theoretical models drawing upomsserational multiwave panel
surveys from Germany and Russia. Using latent agtessive cross-lagged models,
we find that group threat is causally antecedenGé&wmans’ dislike and negative
behavioral intentions against foreigners as wellt@sRussian’s ethnic distance
toward minorities. The data provide no supporttfar alternative models. Findings
are discussed with regard to its meaning for gtbugat theory.
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Introduction

Current research on sources of outgroup derogatiodes an increased interest in
group threat theory (Raijman, Semyonov and Schi@fi3, Scheepers, Gijsberts
and Coenders 2002, Stephan and Renfro 2002). Wingeliterature has yielded
important insights, the question on the directibcansal flow between group threat
and outgroup derogation remains unanswered. Assaltrevarious interpretations
have evolved regarding the causal structure ofgtbreat theory. Specifically, three
different conceptualisations regarding the way grtueat and outgroup derogation
operate have been proposed. We label the firsteginalisatiorconventional model
of group threat theory. According to this perspextigroup threat is causally
antecedent to outgroup derogation. A second conabkgation which we label
reverse modebf group threat theory considers group threatedablonsequence of
preexisting states of outgroup derogation. A thambroach postulates that prior
levels of group threat are causally antecedenater llevels of outgroup derogation

and vice versa. We label this versiatiprocal modebf group threat theory.

In this study, we seek to improve current knowledge the causal connection
between group threat and outgroup derogation byulsameously testing the
empirical adequacy of the three different concdatgons named above. Doing so
is not only critical for an improved understandiofythe microsocial mechanisms
underlying intergroup conflict (Bobo and Fox 20@&9). Such an investigation
could also generate important knowledge for appliedgrams aiming to alter
perceptions of group threat in order to preventiroprove negative intergroup

relations (Stephan and Stephan 2000).
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Our study makes the following new contributiongtie existing literature on group
threat theory. Unlike previous research using esessional data from a single time
point only, we adopt a longitudinal research stratéMore precisely, to test the rival
propositions of theconventional, reverse and reciprocal model of group threat
theory we perform secondary analyses of two multavpanel surveys of the
German and Russian population. Two reasons supipigriresearch design. First,
multiwave panel data permit simultaneous empitieating of different causal flows
between the theoretical constructs of interest. Aedond, while using slightly
different operationalisations, the German and Rumssiata represent considerably
different social contexts of analysis (Kohn 198Bhus, our analyses examine the
cross-national generalisability of the dynamic msocial processes underlying
outgroup derogation — an important issue only seldoldressed in previous studies

(Pettigrew 1998, Taylor and Moghaddam 1994).

Group Threat Theory

Social scientists have been hypothesising for rtwae fifty years that perceiving an
outgroup as a threat to one’s ingroup gives risart-outgroup reactions. For
instance, for the case of race relations in the Bl&8ock (1967) argued that ‘whites’
would perceive increasing numbers of ‘blacks’ asheeat to their political or
economic power. As a consequence of such thredtdpdR expected negative
intergroup reactions of ‘Whites’ toward ‘Blacks’ tmcrease (Blalock 1967).
Similarly, Blumer (1939, 1958) considered prejudioebe a response to threats to
interests of the ingroup (see also Bobo 1999, Cemn@001, Quillian 1995,
Scheepers, Gijsberts and Coenders 2002). Subsemseairch expanded upon these

initial studies in several ways. A first enhancemeoncerns the forms of threat
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considered to be related to outgroup derogatiorceRetheorising and research
distinguished between two general types of grougatiwhich are both considered to
be related to outgroup derogation. According tolisea group conflict theory
(Blalock 1967, Jackson 1993, Sherif et al. 196EpBan and Stephan 2000) it is
realistic threats which are of central importange fbstering outgroup derogation.
Realistic threats are commonly defined as threatsahgible issues such as the
ingroup’s economic or political power. Another liné research considers group
threats related to symbolic matters to be of cémmportance for evoking outgroup
derogation (Allport 1954, Coser 1956, Stephan areghtgan 2000, Wimmer 1997).
Such symbolic threats refer to non-tangible issofegtergroup relations such as
language, religion or values. Following prior seslivhich proved that both realistic
and symbolic threats are important for explainintgligroup conflict, Stephan and
Stephan (2000) and Stephan and Renfro (2002) mttdjthese types of group threat
into a common theoretical framework. This work gisovides substantial progress
regarding the conceptual underpinnings of perceivedat. In line with Allport’s
(1954) classic conclusion that that “clashes oénesét and values do occur, and that
these conflicts are not in themselves instancewatidice” (Allport 1954: 229; see
also Scheepers, Gijsberts and Coenders 2002). &teqid Stephan (2000) start
from the basic premise that perceived threat artdroup derogation are closely
related but theoretically and empirically distirmincepts (see also Stephan and
Renfro 2002). Specifically, these authors conspeceived threat to arise “because
of the anticipation of negative consequences” (&epand Renfro 2002: 197)
regarding the presence of some outgroup. This wigvwonly emphasises the function
of perceived threat as “cognitive appraisal” (ibdf) external conditions. It also

underlines that merely perceiving an outgroup esathis qualitatively different from
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substantive manifestations of outgroup derogatidpe-it in form of exclusionary
attitudes, intended or actual discriminatory bebessior other forms of outgroup
derogation (Stephan and Renfro 2002: 202f.). Stilkey challenge for research in
this area that has not been addressed in the ppsbviding empirical evidence for

the assumed direction of causal flow between gtbhrgat and outgroup derogation.

The issue of causal flow in group threat theory:
three rival conceptualisations

For facilitated initial understanding of the thitbeoretical models examined in this
study, considediagram 1 This structural diagram illustrates the potendiaéctions
of causal flow between group threat and outgroupoghdion. Specifically, the
arrows pointing from ‘group threat’ to ‘outgroup rdgation’ portray the
conventional modelof group threat theory. In turn, the arrows paigtifrom
‘outgroup derogation’ to ‘group threat’ refer toetreverse modebf group threat
theory. When considered in conjunction, the arrénwsn group threat to outgroup
derogation and, respectively, from outgroup deliogato group threat depict the
reciprocal modelof group threat theory. The remaining arrows betwearlier and

later measures of the same constructs illustrateegressive relations.

Diagram 1. Potential causal relations between gtbrgat and outgroup derogation.

Group Threat » Group Threat » Group Threat
I‘.l' IZ IS
Cutgroup 4 Qutgroup 4 Qutgroup
Derogation " Derogation " Derogation

Conventional modeln previous research the view predominates thaigtbreat is

causally antecedent to outgroup derogation. €arssentional modedf group threat
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theory has evoked an enormous amount of correktistudies examining a broad
range of dependent variables. For instance, thes ¢f research provided evidence
that group threat covaries with prejudice (Stephad Stephan 2000), denial of
citizenship rights of ethnic minorities (Raijmangr®yonov and Schmidt 2004,
Scheepers, Gijsberts and Coenders 2002), resistagaenst policy measures
benefiting ethnic minority groups (Stephan, Ybarkéartinez, Schwarzwald, and
Tur-kaspa 1998) and opposition to immigration (\Mis2001). The common social
mechanism assumed to underlie these findings isftaa outgroup is seen as posing
a threat to one’s ingroup, negative reactions tdwie outgroup often serve to

maintain or restore a favourable position of omedgoup.

Reverse modelThe reverse modebf group threat theory posits that group threat
must be seen a consequence of preexisting levelantifoutgroup attitudes or
behaviors (Kinder and Sanders 1996, Wilson 200d))oWwing this perspective, the
causal chain of the conventional model is revermed group threat becomes the
dependent variable. The idea that preexisting $ewéloutgroup derogation cause
people to perceive an outgroup as posing a thieatonsistent with cognitive
dissonance theory (Festinger 1957, Harmon-Jonedviigl 1999). Following such
reasoning, existing hostile attitudes or negatieddvior toward members of an
outgroup heighten perceptions of group threat bmxaf people’s motivation to
avoid inconsistent information (Esses et al. 206by. instance, in a cross-sectional
analysis Wilson (2001) finds support that perceittegats from immigrants covary
with US Americans’ policy attitudes towards immigoa. However, he cautions that
“the opposite causal ordering is not implausibler Example, antagonism toward
immigrants may find expression in negative policiews, which are then

rationalized by threat perceptions.” (Wilson 200195). Similarly, Kinder and
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Sanders (1996) state for the case of White US-Asaps’ racial resentment and
perceived threats from Blacks: “[..] The perceptioh threat has a systematic
foundation, but the foundation is provided not leyual conditions of conflict and
competition but by feelings of racial resentment] [Whites feel racially threatened
because they are predisposed to look at the wioalidway; they see danger and risk
when others, more sympathetic in their racial seetits, do not” (Kinder and

Sanders 1996: 90).

Reciprocal modelA third line of argumentation explicitly points the potentiality
of mutual causal relations between group threat @rtdroup derogation (Stephan
and Renfro 2002, see also Wilson 2001). Tieisiprocal modelof group threat
theory posits that at subsequent points in timeugrthreat increases outgroup
derogation, while in turn outgroup derogation ledmheightened levels of group
threat. Thus, hypothesising reciprocal causal imrlat between group threat and
outgroup derogation integrates the assumptionsriymug the conventionaland the
reversecausal models. In addition, controlling for mutwelations between group
threat and outgroup derogation is important as dcoants for potential

overestimation of unidirectional causal relatioesieen both theoretical constructs.

As noted earlier, research on group threat theengerally lacks dynamic analyses of
individual change processes over time. Findingsfearlier work typically rest on
examinations of data cross-sectionally collected sihgle point in time. However, it
is well known that cross-sectional analyses of tiied provide only very little
information about the flow of causality between t{@@ more) constructs (Finkel
1995). This shortcoming is also inherent to expental studies documenting that

increasing the salience of group threat heightegmtive attitudes toward outgroups
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(e.g. Esses, Jackson and Armstrong 1998; Ullridimis€ and Schlueter 2006). A
reason for this, as Wagner, Christ and Schmidt §p@®int out, is that adequate
experimental designs for simultaneous testing giosmg flows of causality are

virtually intractable.

In the subsequent analyses we seek to addressnipiécal limitations of previous
studies. Specifically, to further understanding gbup threat theory we take
advantage of individual-level repeated measures \which were collected by means
of three-wave panel designs. Although data coltedig panel studies are usually
non-random in nature, such panel data allow at Feashe specification of the time
ordering between constructs which is necessaryaw @ausal inferences (Winship
and Morgan 1999). We also seek to improve earli@rkwby using latent
autoregressive cross-lagged models (Finkel 199%rder to segregate the causal
effects of group threat and outgroup derogatioraddition, our analyses are based
on data from Germany and Russia, two different omastates. Thus, our
investigation is inherently cross-national and ¢fsgrexamines the generalisability of
the causal relations between group threat and aupgiderogation (van de Vijver and

Leung 1997).

Examining Group Threat Theory in Germany
The German context

Our empirical investigation begins with the anadysf Germans’ perceived group
threat and negative attitudes toward foreign warkaerd their descendants living in
Germany. This group poses the largest ethnic ntinogroup in Germany.

Historically, the presence of foreign workers inr@any is rooted in the period of

36



Chapter 2 — Causal relations of group threat arigroup derogation

labor shortage during the 1960’s. At that time, therman government actively
encouraged the migration of workers from countvigth an abundance of labor to
Germany. The government originally expected theseidn workers to remigrate to
their home countries after two or three years. Heremany of these so-called guest
workers in fact decided to stay in Germany. Morepwhis development was
oftentimes accompanied by family reunification @ardt 1992). Thus, the share
of foreigners living in Germany continued to incseaBut despite the actual status of
Germany as immigrant-receiving country, politicakebdtes often favoured
nonsupportive actions concerning foreign workersl dheir descendants. One
consequence of this policy is that many of theifprevorkers and their families do
not possess German citizenship, even if they haen diving in Germany for
decades or were born in the country. Along withsgaing economic conditions and
demographic change, such debates are considereaveofacilitated the spread of
anti-minority sentiments in the German public (Bettw 1998) as well as the violent
outbursts against foreigners and refugees in Gegrnduring the early 90’s
(Koopmans and Olzak 2004, Zick, Wagner, van Dicl &etzel 2001). Currently,
interethnic relations between Germans and foregyhieing in Germany continue to

be characterised by considerable tensions (Heitn28@5).

Data and Measures
Data

Data for examining group threat theory in Germargydrawn from the longitudinal
Group-Focused Enmity (GFE) survey, a three-waveepatudy of the German
general population aged 16 years and older. Date wellected by means of
computer-assisted telephone interviews in 2002320t 2004. Respondents were

randomly selected from a two-stage probability denffor details, see Heitmeyer
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2005). We limit our analytical sample to respondenith German citizenship and
without migration background in the past three gatiens who participated in all

three waves. The final sample size was N = 825 (B8ffe wave 1 sample)

Measures
Dislike toward foreigners

To assess dislike toward foreigners living in Gampaa single item is used.
Respondents were asked to reply on a four poirgrt-itype scale to the following
question: “How likable do you consider the foreighéiving in Germany to be?”
Response options ranged from “very likable” (1}u¢ery dislikable” (4), thus higher
values indicate greater dislike. The advantagehdf tneasure is that it covers
emotional manifestations of negative intergroupitutes. It has long been
acknowledged that “a feeling of dislike or an ingmulof rejection” is key to
prejudice (Blumer 1939: 14, see also Blumer 19bR)wever, this issue has often
been neglected in previous research (Krysan 20@@tjgrew 1998). A lack of
positive emotions toward out-groups as expresséaeimbove item is also seen to be
a measure of negative interethnic attitudes whicless prone to social desirability

bias (Krysan 2000, Pettigrew and Meertens 1995).

We recalculated all subsequent statistical modsilsguraw data with imputed missing
cases as well as covariance matrices with pairexstision of missing data (Maximum
Likelihood-estimates). As the substantial conclasiolo not change, we conclude that
our subsequent findings are not distorted by misdata.
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Negative behavioral intentions toward foreigrfers

To assess negative behavioral intentions towardigoers living in Germany, a
single-item is employed. Respondents were askedtéoon a four point Likert-type
scale the following statement: “I would never buga from a foreigner living in
Germany”. As Jackson and Esses (2000) point owtn ¢kie absence of positive
behavioral intentions contributes to intergroupstens. Clearly, the above item goes
beyond simple avoidance and comes close to opetrirdigatory behavioral
intentions. Possible responses ranged from “albelglgree” (1) to “absolutely
disagree” (4). These values were recoded so tlgitehivalues indicate greater

negative behavioral intentions toward foreigners.

Group threat

To measure group threat, we employ three items ammhymused in previous
research (see Coenders 2001, Rajman, Semjonov emuic® 2003, Scheepers,

Gijsberts and Coenders 2002). Respondents werel &skate on four point Likert-

In additional analyses, we also assessed theadatietween perceived group threat and
a further measure of outgroup derogation we lalagiti-foreigner discriminatory
attitudes’. This construct was measured as latanmabie using what arguably constitutes
the two modal indicators for assessing outgroupgtdion in the German context,
reading “When jobs get scarce, the foreigners givim Germany should be sent home”
and “The foreigners living in Germany should chodiseir marriage partners among
their own compatriots” (Porst and Jerst 2005). Adocw to Schmidt, Bandilla,
Glockner-Rist and Heyder (1997), these items espmsmative preferences for a
discriminating treatment of foreigners as undedir®y the auxiliary verb should.
Thus, from a conceptual perspective, these indisatap into a rather different
dimension than the perceived negative consequeweesssign to the construct of
perceived threat. Consistent with this conceptuéréntiation, in confirmatory factor
analyses anti-foreigner discriminatory attituded gerceived group threat turned could
clearly be differentiated. Moreover, when examinihg direction of causality between
these constructs, in line with the previous anayde data provided support to the
conventional model of group threat theory only. Yetcircumvent potential criticism
regarding the obvious semantic similarities betwdled wording of the indicators
measuring ‘anti-foreigner discriminatory attitudeshd ‘perceived group threat’, we
refrain from presenting these findings here, whimhavailable on request.
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type scales the following statemenga) “The foreigners living in Germany enrich
our culture” (recoded)b) “Foreigners living in Germany are a burden to social
security systen(t) “The foreign children in schools damage the gualiteducation

of the German children.” These indicators cleadfer to the definition of group
threat discussed above: each of these stateméeits t@ some negative consequence
attributed to the outgroup. More specifically, vehthe first item is concerned with
the domain of symbolic threat, the second and kil titems refer to issues of
realistic threat. But notably, none of these measurepresents in itself calls
specificically for a derogation of the outgroup. shrer possibilities ranged from
“absolutely agree” (1) to “absolutely disagree”.(Mfter recoding, higher values

indicate greater group threat.

Control Variables

To isolate the effects of group threat on dislikel aegative behavioral intentions
against potentially biasing influences of furtherigbles, a series of demographic
and sociostructural control variables is includedhie analyse$lace of residences
measured as a dichotomous category, indicatingheh¢he respondents were living
in the western or eastern part of Germany (1 =)e@snderwas measured with
males as reference category (1 = femalgewas coded into four categories: 1 = 16-
21 years; 2 = 22-34 years; 3 = 35-49 years and 3D64 yearsEducationis
measured with an indicator comprising eight categorranging from 1 (“no
graduation”) to 8 (“university degree”)Unemploymentis assessed using a
dichotomous measure indicating whether the respdnglas unemployed or not (1 =

unemployed).
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Statistical analyses

A patrticularly well-suited statistical approach fdine longitudinal analysis of
alternative causal models is the autoregressivesdegged model (Finkel 1995). A
key advantage of this method is that for two cartssr of interest measured at titre

1 and timetl, each construct is regressed on both its owrethggore as well as the
other construct's lagged score at tim&. By doing so, autoregression of each
construct with its lagged measurement at tirdeis taken into account, whereby the
corresponding autoregressive coefficents informualibe stability of the rank
ordering of individuals for the same construct ovieme (Berrington, Smith and
Sturgis 2006: 22). Thus, the variance left to exphkt timetl is any change that
occurred in the constructs between tirleand timetl. Therefore, the cross-lagged
coefficients indicate how much change across timgné one construct is caused by
the other construct. In the subsequent analyseextend the autoregressive cross-
lagged model to employ latent variables (Finkel3)9%his enables us to account for
measurement error known to be quite common in sudaga. Following the advice
of Anderson and Gerbing (1988), we began our aealhy estimating measurement
models. Then, to test for the suggested causdiaetawe calculated a series of
nested structural models (Farrell 1994, BoomsmapR0Domparison of parameter
estimates and overall model fit makes it possiblednclude which predictions on
the causal flow of group threat and outgroup derogacorrespond best to the data
at hand. Specifically, to assess model fit we rdaterfour widely accepted fit
measures: the chi-square-to-degree-of-freedom-rgfisif, Marsh and Hocevar
1985), the comparative-goodness-of-fit-index (CBéntler 1990) the root-mean-
square-of-error (RMSEA, Steiger and Lind 1980) #melp-value of close fit index

(Browne and Cudeck 1993). As a general guideline,consider a model to be
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acceptable if?/df < 5.0, CFI > .9, RMSEA < .08nd if p-value of close fit index >.5
(Hu and Bentler 1999, Schermelleh-Engel and Moagipeu 2003). All calculations
are based on raw data employing the FIML-procedumemented in the Amos 5

software (Arbuckle 2003).

Results

Measurement models

First, we established measurement models for thgitladinal measure of the latent
group threat variablésWe incorporated autocorrelated error terms ferdhserved
indicators into these models as recommended bydkeg (1979). Results show that
the initial measurement model (1) provided a gaotbfthe data)? = 15.41; df = 15;
y?df = 1.03; CFI = .99; RMSEA = .006s-value of close fit = .99). However, an
important prerequisite for such kinds of longitialimnalyses is that the observed
indicators of the latent group threat variable meashe same properties across time
(Meredith and Horn 2001). To examine this issue, e@omducted a series of
invariance tests. Results show that the factorihgmdfor all observed variables
except item (b) “Foreigners living in Germany ardwden to our social security
system” did not significantly change across timee Werefore conclude that our
measures are consistent with the criterion of plantieasurement invariance (Byrne,
Shavelson and Muthén 1989). Thus, we retain eguedihstraints for all invariant

factor loadings throughout the subsequent analyses.

® To give the latent variables a scale, the factadilog of each first indicator was fixed

to 1.
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Cross-lagged models

For the comparative testing of tlenventional- the reverse-and thereciprocal
model of group threat theory, we estimated a sexpiehnested cross-lagged models
(Farrell 1994). We began by establishing a strattomodel which comprised cross-
lagged relations for group threat and outgroup gktion, respectively. This
specification corresponded to the theoretical agsioms of thereciprocal modelof
group threat theory. From a statistical point odw, starting with the reciprocal
variant is convenient because both the conventiomadl the reverse models are
restricted variants of the reciprocal conceptutibsa We continued with a structural
model where only the paths leading from group thteahe measure of outgroup
derogation — e.g. dislike toward foreigners livingGermany — were estimated. By
doing so, we subjected to test the idea of groupathas causal antecedent of
outgroup derogation as suggested by ¢baventional modelThe third and final
structural model comprised solely the paths frone tmeasure of ‘outgroup
derogation’ to ‘group threat’. This specificationllbws the theoretical argument of
the reverse modedf group threat theory which views group threabansequence
of prior levels of outgroup derogation. To comptre relative empirical adequacy
from tests of these models, we used chi-squarerdiite 4y?)-tests. We allowed all
control variables to correlate and freed all pdthen the controls to group threat as
well as the measure of outgroup derogation. Folgwhe advice of Becker (2005),
we repeated each model with and without controks.tife results were essentially

identical, we only report the analyses withoutc¢batrol variables.
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Group threat and Dislike toward foreigners

We begin our empirical analyses by examining thesahstructure between group
threat and dislike toward foreigners living in Gamy. Results from the subsequent

model tests are shown in table 3.

Table 3. Results from nested model comparisonsugstioreat and Dislike.

Nr. Model Description v df °/df CFI RMSEA p-close Ay’

2a Reciprocal model
Group threat on Dislike
and Dislike on Group
threat

2b  Conventional model
Group threat on Dislike

2c Reverse model
Dislike on Group threat

Note:* p< .05 **p < .01, ns =not significant

186.33 64 291 969 .048 .633

186.61 66 2.83 .969 .047 715 288,

288.28 66 4.4 943  .064 .001 101.95**

The first row of table 3 describes the performaoicthe initial structural model (2a).
Following thereciprocal modelof group threat theory, this specification allofes
cross-lagged effects for both group threat andkaisin short, model (2a) shows a
good fit to the datayf = 186.33; df = 64y°/df = 2.91; CFI = .969; RMSEA = .048;
p-value of close fit = .633). Next, we consider ttability coefficients. Specifically,
the rather high stability coefficients for groupeht withg = .95 ¢ < .001) from
time 1 to time 2 an@ = .87 from time 2 to time (< .001) indicate a low amount
of aggregate change in Germans’ perception ofdoess as threatening. Contrary to
that, the stabilities of the measure for dislikeave= .34 p < .001) from time 1 to
time 2 ands = .33 p < .001) from time 2 to time 3. Thus, the amountleénge for
Germans’ dislike towards foreigners was considgrdiijher. For examining the
causal relations between group threat and dislikectoss-lagged coefficients are of
central importance. They show that group threaddda greater dislike from time 1

to time 2 f = .35;p < .001) as well as from time 2 to time/B<% .36;p < .001). In
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contrast, the data provide no support for the @ssumption that dislike leads to
greater threat: none of the cross-lagged pathsniggdom dislike to group threat

reached statistical significance.

Figure 1. Estimated model (2b) Group threat andik@is
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Mote: Rectangles = observed indicators, elipses = latent variables, circles =residual disturbance terms. Dotted
arrows are constrained to zero, Measurement errors of the observed indicators are not shown, All coefficients are
standardized estimates, I = 825, 42 = 186.61; df = 66; »2/df =2 83; CFl = 962, RMSEA = 047, p-close = 715;

o < 05, #p < 01,

To provide further evidence on these findings, indel (2b) we constrained the
cross-lagged effects from dislike on group threatzero as suggested by the
conventional modedf group theory. As shown in the second row ofddh the non-

significant chi-square difference test indicatest tnodel (2b) does match the data

equally well as model (2ajg® = .282,n9).

Alternatively, following thereverse modedf group threat theory in structural model
(2c) we constrained the cross-lagged effects frooupm threat on dislike to zero.
Thus, in structural model (2c) only cross-laggeea$ from dislike on group threat
were estimated. However, as presented in the toid of table 2, the chi-square
difference test shows that this model fits to tlaadsignificantly worse than the

foregoing one4y*= 101.95p < .001). These findings lead us to conclude thaiigr
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threat increases dislike against foreigners livm@ermany. Moreover, neither does

dislike increase group threat nor do we find evatefor reciprocal causal relations

between both constructs. Thus, these results gleanpport the assumption that

group threat is causally antecedent to outgroumgiion as deduced from the

conventional modedf group threat theory.

Group threat and negative behavioral intentions

We continue our analyses by testing the causdioekof group threat and negative

behavioral intentions toward foreigners. Retainiogr previous methodological

approach, we begin with the structural model (Ba)lowing thereciprocal modebf

group threat theory, model (3a) comprises crosgddgeffects leading both from

group threat to negative behavioral intentions dman negative behavioral

intentions to group threat. Results of this modelsown in the first row of table 4.

Table 4. Results from nested model comparisonsugistbreat and negative behavioral

intentions

Nr.

Model Description Y df  ¥7/df

CFl RMSEA p-close Ay’

3a

3b

3c

Reciprocal model

Group threat on negative

behavioural intentions andi83.64 64 2.87
negative behavioural

intentions on Group threat

Conventional model

Group threat on negative 189.13 66 2.87
behavioural intentions

Reverse model

Negative behavioural 238.72 66 3.62
intentions on Group threat

967 .048 .673 ---

966 .048 .679 5.48,

952 .056 .083 55.08**

Note:* p< .05 **p < .01, ns =not significant

The fit measures for model (3a) reveal a goodofithe datay’ = 183.64; df = 64;

v?/df = 2.87; RMSEA = .048p value of close fit = .673). While the stabilitiebthe

latent threat variable were virtually identicaltte stabilities of the prior analyses,

the stability coefficients for the indicator assegsnegative behavioural intentions

46



Chapter 2 — Causal relations of group threat arigroup derogation

weref = .30 p < .001) from time 1 to time 2, antl= .30 ¢ < .001) from time 2 to
time 3. Regarding the cross-lagged effects, the dateal that group threat increases
negative behavioral intentions both from time litoe 2 (# = .19;p < .001) as well
as from time 2 to time 33(= .27;p < .001). However, the reverse effects leading

from negative behavioral intentions to group thigaih no empirical support.

Next, we set out to examine the assumptions ofctiverentional modebf group
threat theory. Accordingly, in model (3b) we coasied the (insignificant) cross-
lagged effects from negative behavioral intentitmgroup threat to zero. Compared
with the preceding model (3a), these restrictiadsnat significantly alter the model

fit (Ay?= 5.49,n9).

Last, in model (3c) we examined the performancehefreverse modebf group
threat theory. Here, constraining the cross-lageféetts of group threat on negative
behavioral intentions to zero resulted in a consioly worse model fitAy*> = 55.08,

p <.001).

Taken together, we conclude that group threat as@® negative behavioral
intentions toward foreigners, however negative bihal intentions do not increase
perceived threat. Thus, in line with the foregoragults, group threat turns out to be
causally antecedent for intended negative behdwioard foreigners. No empirical

evidence was found for the alternative theoretiaasumptions posited by the
reciprocal or thereverse modebf group threat theory. In sum, the findings reégdr

in this section provide unequivocal support for #ssumption that group threat is

causal antecedent of outgroup derogation.
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Figure 2. Estimated model (5a) for Group threat Gtithic distance
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Note: Bectangles = cbhserved indicators, elipses = latent variables, circles = residual disturbance terms, Dotted
arrows are constrained to zero. hleasurement errors of the observed indicators are not shown All ceefficients are
standardized estimates. M = 825, f =185.13; df = 66; f!df= 2.87, CFI= .%66; EMSEA = 04E; p-close = .679;
* <05, **p <01,

Notwithstanding these results, one might argue that conclusion is to a large
extent contingent on the high amount of stabiltyrid for the latent group threat
variable. To be sure, this an important finding #tself. However, seen from the
statistical angle, the large stability coefficientaply that only relatively small

amounts of variance in the latent group threataldel are left to be explained for the
measures of outgroup derogation. Thereby, the paliéy to observe reverse or
reciprocal causal effects is remarkably confinedwkver, in the following section
we show that our data focusing on Russian interethelations overcome this

limitation.

Examining Group Threat Theory in Russia
The Russian context

In order to understand Russian’s distance towahndi@tminorities it is useful to
consider the ethnic structure of the former Soueton. A critical fact was that the

Soviet Union was a multinational political systemmaracterised by a large ethnic
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heterogeneity. According to Hraba, Dunham, Tumaaied Hagendoorn (1997), the
population of the Soviet Union comprised no lesant00 distinct ethnic groups.
Regarding this diversified ethnic structure, thigcadl political position of the Soviet
Union followed an egalitarian and assimilationt¢alogy. The ultimate aim of this
policy was to “[...] erase distinct national feelingsiong the Non-Russian peoples
and to install a ‘Homo Sovieticus’ (Knippenberg 199The political ideal was that
[...] the Soviet people would draw together (slbizik¢mand eventually fuse (slyanie)
into one Soviet people. However, since Russiarumiland language had to be the
uniting force, sovietization became de facto rusation” (Hagendoorn,
Drogendrijk, Tumanov and Hraba 1998). Thus, thenietlgroup of the Russian
people dominated the central sociocultural, econaanid political positions in the
Soviet Union (Dixon 1990; Hagendoorn, Linssen andm&nov 2001). This
configuration provided the background not only floe deterioration of interethnic
relations succeeding the dissolution of the Sdviabn in 1991, but also for the state
of these relations in Russia as they are todayer@egources indicate that in Russia
(like in other societies), prejudice and intolemragainst ethnic minorities are an
urgent social problem (Gibson and Duch 1993; Hagemg Linssen and Tumanov

2001, Hagendoorn, Drogendijk, Tumanov and Hraba)199

Data and Measures
Data

Data for testing group threat theory in Russia wdravn from the Russian Socio-
Economic Transition (RUSSET) panel study (van deld\2005). In this multiwave
panel survey of the Russian general population dgegears and older, suitable

indicators for measuring our construct of intesgste contained in waves 3, 4 and 7.
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Data collection for these waves took place in 199®4 and 1997 by means of face-
to-face interviews. Respondents were randomly smlecsing a multistage area
sampling procedure (for details, see van der V@d62a). For the purposes of this
study, only data from people who identified themsslas belonging to the ethnic
group of Russians are employed. Again, all modadsevestimated based on a full-
case design, yielding a sufficient sample size of 863 (48,3% of the initial wave 3

samplef.

Measures
Ethnic distance

To measure Russian’s ethnic distance we employ iterns. Respondents were
asked to indicate their level of agreement to tiWwing statements(a) “I would

not mind to have a member of an ethnic minorityugras a neighbour” (recoded)
and (b) “When you get to know the minorities better, thggnerally turn out to be
more friendly” (recoded). Response options weresigivn a 5-point Likert-type

scale ranging from “completely disagree” (1) torfqaetely agree” (5). Prior to data

As in the previous section for the German paneh,dae repeated calculations of the
subsequent statistical models referring to the Rosdata using raw data with EM-
imputed missing cases as well as covariance matwadé pairwise exclusion of missing
data (Maximum Likelihood-estimates). We concludat thur findings are not biased by
missing data as the substantial conclusions dicimange.

> According to Bogardus (1925) and Park (1924), HEB03: 6) conceptualises ethnic
distance as behavioural intention towards ethnigonities given increasing degrees of
closeness towards such minority groups. Consistéhtthis conceptualisation, item (a)
refers to the hypothetical situation of acceptingpniE minorities as neighbours.
However, item (b) refers only indirectly to a betwaal issue (i.e. getting to know ethnic
minorities). Despite this slight deviance in therding of the latter indicator, the
measurement model described in the next sectiorida® unequivocal support that both
indicators load on a single underlying dimension.e Wherefore consider our
classification of these items as measures of etflistance to be theoretically and
empirically justified.
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analyses, both items were recoded so that highkrevandicate greater ethnic

distance.

Group threat

To measure group threat, we selected three itemspdhdents were asked to use a
five-point Likert-type scale to rate the followirsgatements(a) “The integration of
culture of the ethnic minorities will be an enriclmbt of the Russian culture”
(recoded);(b) “Ethnic minorities increase the crime rates in asand(c) “Ethnic
minorities threaten the political system in Russi@ésponse options ranged from
“completely disagree” to “completely agree”. Prior data analyses, the first item
was recoded. After that, higher values of eachcetdr indicate greater perceived
group threat. Note that while the first item tap®ithe domain of symbolic threat,

the remaining items refer to issues of realistieah

Control variables

We included a number of demographic and sociostractontrol variables parallel

to the ones used in the German stUg8gnderwas measured with males as reference
category (1 = female)Agewas coded into 11 categories ranging from 18-2&rs/e
(min.) to above 70 years (maxBducationis assessed with an indicator consisting of
9 substantive categories ranging from 1 (“primaduaation”) to 9 (“scientific
degree”). Unemploymentwas assessed using a dichotomous measure indicatin
whether the respondent was unemployed or not (hemployed) at the time of the

interview.
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Results
Measurement models

In line with the preceding analyses, we initiallgtimated measurement models
including autocorrelated error terms (Joreskog 19@®8the observed indicators of
the latent group threat and ethnic distance va#blAccording to the results,
measurement model (4a) showed a good fit to the @at 152.1; df = 60y%/df =
2.53; CFl = .977; RMSEA = .04 value of close fit = .98). Constraining all factor
loadings of the latent group threat variable (modle) revealed a slight, though
significant difference regarding the longitudinakttor loadings of the group threat
indicator(c) from time 2 to time 3. Still, the factor structwethe latent group threat
variable corresponds to the requirement of pamiriance (Byrne, Shavelson and
Muthén 1989, Meredith and Horn 2001). Likewise,régard to the latent ethnic
distance variable equality constraints did not ltesusignificantly altered model fit

(Ay? = 8.05,n9).

Cross-lagged models

To examine the causal structure of group threatethdic distance in Russia, we
estimated three subsequent cross-lagged modelsis@éechi-square difference tests
to compare relative model fit just as in the foliegoanalyses. Repeating analyses
with and without the control variables left paraereg¢stimates virtually unaffected.
As the conclusions remain unaltered, we only refi@tanalyses without the controls

(Becker 2005).

6 ¢f. Endnote 2.
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Table 5. Results from nested model comparisonsi@ttareat and Ethnic distance

Nr. Description % df y°/df CFI RMSEA p-close Ay’
5a Reciprocal model
Group threat on Ethnic
distance and 219.4 106 2.07 .973 .034 1.0
Social distance on Group
threat
5b  Conventional model
Group threat on Ethnic
distance
5¢c Reverse model
t'itrher;f distance on Group 559 61 108 212 971 .034 1.0  10.21%
Note:* p< .05 **p < .01, ns =not significant

220.31 108 2.04 .973 .033 1.0 .905,ns

Following the reciprocal modelof group threat theory, the initial model (5a)
comprised cross-lagged relations between groupatthend ethnic distance.
According to the fit statistics this model showedomd fit to the datay = 219.4; df

= 106;y°/df = 2.07; CFI = .973; RMSEA = .03#;value of close fit = 1.0) For the
latent group threat variables, the stability caééints add up t¢ = .40 p < .001)
from time 1 to time 2 an@ = .33 fp < .001) from time 2 to time 3. The stability
coefficients for the latent ethnic distance vamabhow comparable magnitudgsH
.35 from time 1 to time 2 angl = .20 from time 2 to time 3, boih < .001). Thus,
both group threat and ethnic distance comprise ofoasiderable amount of
explainable variance. Turning to the cross-laggeefficients of model (5a), we find
that group threat exerts positive effects on ethlthgtance for both the one-year

interval (‘93-'94) between time 1 and time/2< .16,p < .001) and for the three-year

It is well-known that correlated residual disturbas as between the latent group threat
and ethnic distance variables can be evoked byuwsnieasons (Berrington, Smith and
Sturgis 2006). For instance, to examine the paiemifluence of unobserved variable
bias (Andersons and Wiliams 1992) we estimatedersdv additional models
incorporating further ‘control’-variables. Unfortately, this strategy didn’t provide any
substantial insights. It should therefore be ndteat in the questionnaires the items
measuring group threat and social distance wersepted to the respondents in very
close succession. Given this imperfection in thestjonnaire design, we think that there
is good reason to expect that response effecte(Gred Citrin 1994) between the items
are at least partly responsible for the size oftthreelations between the disturbances.
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interval (‘94-'97) between time 2 and time 8 € .14,p < .001). However, model
(5a) reveals no significant reverse effects fromnit distance on group threat.
Again, our next step was to examine tomventional modedf group threat theory.
Accordingly, in model (5b) we only allowed for ceskagged effects from group
threat on ethnic distance. The non-significaftifference test Ay*> = .905, ns)

indicates that this restrictions did not lead tsignificant worse fit than the prior

model (5a).

Figure 3. Estimated model (5a) for Group threat Btithic distance
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Note: Fectangles = observed indicators, elipses = latent variables, circles = residual disturbance terms. Dotted
arrows are constrained to zere, Measurement ervors of the observed indicators are not shown, All coefficients are
standardized estimates, B = 953; xz= 220.3; df= 108, ffdf= 204, CFI= 973, BMSEA = 033; p-close = 1;

¥ <.03, ¥ < 01.

Finally, following the reverse modelof group threat theory in model (5c) we
constrained the effects from group threat on etliistance to equal zero. Results
show that this model fitted the data significanilgrse than the baseline model 5a
(Ay?> = 10.21,p < .01). To conclude, these findings provide furtlesidence to

consider group threat as an antecedent of outgtecggation.
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Discussion

Drawing upon cross-national multiwave panel datanfrtGermany and Russia, the
purpose of this study was to investigate the cassatture of group threat theory
from a longitudinal perspective. To accomplish thise examined the empirical
adequacy of three rival theoretical models. Thesdets proposed either that group
threat covaries with outgroup derogatigoonventional model) that outgroup
derogation covaries with group thre@everse model)r that reciprocal causal
relations between group threat and outgroup deimyaiist(reciprocal model) To
the best of our knowledge, this is the first studyich provides a dynamic test of
these competing theoretical perspectives. What shisly adds to the research
literature is longitudinal evidence that group #Hires causally antecedent to outgroup
derogation as suggested by tleenventional modelof group threat theory.
Withstandinglongstanding criticism towards this ogputalisation, support was
neither found for the assumptions of theverse-nor of thereciprocal model
Specifically, according to the German data heighdelevels of group threat lead to
heightened levels of dislike and intended negatrehavior toward foreigners.
Consistent with these findings, in the Russian dptaup threat turned out to be
causally prior to ethnic distance toward ethnic onines. Rejecting longstanding
criticism, neither the propositions of tlieverse nor of thereciprocal modelof
group threat theory gained empirical support. Thaststency of these findings
across two different national contexts clearly suppthe generalisability of these
results. Therefore, this study also sets the stagdurther longitudinal research
investigating whether external conditions such atua economic or political
competition between groups (Blalock 1967) or negatpolitical propaganda

(Blumer1958) are perceived as group threat. Furtweth regard to applied
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initiatives our findings suggest that improving aBge interethnic attitudes via
reducing perceptions of group threat (Stephan aogt Y004) is indeed a reasonable
strategy. Besides these contributions, examiniegytrestion in how far our findings
apply to other spatiotemporal contexts remains gsomising avenue for future
research, as well. A further limitation of this dyuis that the panel data we used
cover fairly short time spans. Although this faced not necessarily challenge our
empirical findings, including more measurement oimould have provided a better
picture of the dynamic relations of group threatd aoutgroup derogation.
Notwithstanding these limitations, this study pa®d insights in the causal order of
group threat and outgroup derogation from a cr@g®nal longitudinal perspective.
Thus, for more conclusive support, future rese@cateeded, replicating these results

for more people, more places and more periodsra. ti
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Tables Appendix

Table A1.Means (M) and Standard deviations (SD) VariablegE-Gkdy

2002 2003 2004
Variables
M SD M SD M SD
Group threat 2.18 71 2.27 .65 2.34 .64
Dislike 2.19 .53 2.2 .49 2.22 51
Negative behavioral 1.82 .97 1.91 .98 1.98 .99
Intentions

Table A2.Means (M) and Standard deviations (SD) Variable SRBT-Study

1993 1994 1997
Variables
M SD M SD M SD
Group threat 2.76 1.12 3.03 1.03 3.1 1.06
Ethnic distance 2.14 .88 2.27 .97 2.49 .93
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Chapter 3 Merging on Mayday: Subgroup and
superordinate identification as joint
moderators of threat effects in the context
of the European Union's expansioh

(co-authored by Johannes Ullrich and Oliver Christ)

Abstract

Threat has been proposed as an important causerepfidige with social
identification moderating its effects. In the coditef the expansion of the European
Union, two studiesN = 216 students antl = 107 non-students) examined how
people with different levels of subgroup and supgir@ate identification respond to
threats from an outgroup nested within the sameersu@inate category. Across
experiments, a consistent finding was that pawicip who strongly identified with
the subgroup (Germany) and the superordinate giuppe) at the same time were
most susceptible to a subtle manipulation of thraatong these participants, threat
increased prejudice (Studies 1 and 2) and ingraagegtion (Study 2). Findings are
discussed with regard to theoretical models of sulgy relations, especially the
ingroup projection model, as well as the Europ@degration process.

8 This chapter has been published as Ullrich, J.isEh©. and Schliter, E. (2006).
“Merging on Mayday: Subgroup and superordinate fifleation as joint moderators of
threat effects in the context of European Uniorfsaasion” in theEuropean Journal of
Social Psychologys6, 857-876.



Chapter 3 — Joint moderators of threat effects

Introduction

The psychological experience of threat occupiesoenment role among the putative
causes of prejudiéeln fact the social psychological literature abdsiwith a variety
of partly overlapping conceptualisations of threat a determinant of negative
attitudes and actions directed toward outgroup nembFor instance, threat is a
central component of theories of authoritarianigng.( Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik,
Levinson, and Sanford, 1950; Altemeyer, 1988),is&algroup conflict (e.g. Esses,
Jackson, and Armstrong, 1998; LeVine and CampHlél2; Sherif, 1966), and
social identity (e.g. Tajfel and Turner, 1979, sés Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears,
and Doosje, 1999). To disentangle these (and otliiéeyent aspects of threat, W.G.
Stephan and C.W. Stephan (2000; see also W.G. &tephd Renfro, 2002)
proposed a theoretical framework that has beenesstully applied to explain a
wide range of prejudices against different grougewed together, this body of
research suggests that almost any kind of thretditetangroup, whether realistic or

symbolic, deteriorates relations between ingroup @rtgroup.

Potential moderators of this path from threat tejymtice, however, are only
beginning to be explored empirically. In this papee focus on social identification
as one particularly promising moderator variabbg thay help to explain variance in
the size of intergroup threat effects on prejudicethe following, we first review
previous examinations of the role of identificatiarthreatening intergroup contexts.
Then we introduce two theoretical approaches dérifrem self-categorization
theory (Turner, 1985; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reichad Wetherell, 1987), which
have contradictory implications for managing sulbigr@and superordinate identities
in the interest of harmonious subgroup relationsese approaches inspired the

research design of two empirical studies describerkafter.
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Social Identifications as Moderators of Threat Efée

To date, only few studies (Bizman and Yinon, 20@0Q1b; Struch and Schwartz,
1989) have tested the hypothesis that social ifileation would strengthen the
association between perceived threats against rigpeoup and hostile reactions
toward an outgroup (Stephan and Renfro, 2002). ifkstance, in one sample of
Israeli respondents it was found that the more leeigientified with the category of
Israelis, the stronger was the association betwsssneived (realistic) threat and

prejudice expressed toward Russian immigrants (Bizemd Yinon, 2001a).

However, none of these studies has examined hogreup and superordinate group
identification combine to moderate threat effe&s.noted by Hornsey and Hogg
(2000a), social identity analyses often run thle ofblurring the hierarchical nature
of intergroup relations. Any ingroup-outgroup distion presupposes, at a
minimum, one higher order identity (cf. SCT, e.griier, 1985). There are numerous
examples of ingroups and outgroups embedded ierdawmcial categories which are
able to generate strong feelings of attachmentpaigie. Think of blacks and whites
in the United States of America or East and Westaaes after the reunification of
both states, for instance. There are two major rédteal models that explicitly
acknowledge the role that this hierarchicality o€ial structure plays for intergroup
relations. In the next section, we describe Hornseg Hogg's (2000a) and
Mummendey and Wenzel's (1999) models of subgrolgtions and explore how

their scope may be expanded to account for differem threat effects on prejudice.

Theoretical Models of Sub- and Superordinate Group
Identifications

We first turn to Hornsey and Hogg's (2000a) intéigea model of subgroup

relations. Available space does not allow us tgudtice to valuable earlier works in
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the tradition of the contact hypothesis, on whibke tuthors build (the reader is
referred to the original source, see also Brown Biegvstone, 2005; Pettigrew,
1998). Let it suffice to say that as social idgntiiteorists became aware of the power
of social categorizations to create conflict (€lgjfel, Billig, Bundy, and Flament,
1971) many of them have argued for de- or recaizgfion as an effective means to
reduce ingroup bias and conflict (e.g. Brewer anidlek)] 1984; Gaertner, Mann,
Murrell, and Dovidio, 1989). That is, contact beénegroups was hypothesised to be
most harmonious when members of different groupslavimteract under conditions
of low category salience, either because a comrapererdinate identity would be
salient in lieu of the ingroup identity or becausembers of different groups would

interact on a purely interpersonal level.

In contrast, Hornsey and Hogg’s model (drawing axeter, Rust, Dovidio, and
Bachman, 1994; Hewstone and Brown, 1986) suggkatstiese strategies may be
flawed because more often than not subgroup idesntare highly important to
people’s self-concepts and, therefore, difficult #&fandon. As the de- and
recategorization strategies are aimed at deemphgdize subgroup’s identity, they
threaten the subgroup’s distinctiveness and shaglkthrding to Hornsey and Hogg's
analysis, create rather than reduce intergroupicb(dee also Gaertner and Dovidio,
2000). In support of their point, Hornsey and Hagig empirical evidence from
Canada and the United States which shows that iynas well as majority
members prefer to maintain their culture and lagguaAs an alternative to the
traditional American “melting-pot” model of assimtilon, Hornsey and Hogg
suggest that “the most effective way to improvegsabp relations is to nourish
subgroup identities and to manage the nature af thkations to one another within

the superordinate group context, that is, to stioredual identification or subgroup
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identification contextualized by superordinate idfezation.” (Hornsey and Hogg,
2000a, p.154). Hence, the normative implication tbis model is to create
multicultural societies which acknowledge the etise of diverse social groups,
thus minimizing the identity threat associated witb- or recategorization, and
encourage their members to identify with their grdqe.g. ethnic groups within

nations) as well as with more inclusive categofeeg. nations).

This position can be contrasted with the normaiiwplications of the ingroup
projection model put forward by Mummendey and Wénd©99). Their model
begins with the question of how people deal witterigroup difference. The basic
idea of this approach is that intergroup differeniead to negative evaluations of an
outgroup only to the extent that these differengekate a more inclusive category’s
prototype. If the prototype of the superordinateegary is construed in such a way
as to include characteristics of the outgroup,rgreup differences will be judged
positively. The authors explain the ubiquity of jpcBces with a general tendency of
people to project attributes of their ingroup ordo higher order category.
Consequently, ingroup attributes become the nowmatiame of reference for
judging the outgroup. Mummendey and Wenzel assuraethis tendency is most
pronounced among people who simultaneously idemtitly their subgroup and the
superordinate category. Thus, with regard to imtarg attitudes, this approach
comes to a conclusion diametrically opposed to whamplied by Hornsey and
Hogg’'s (2000a) model. According to the ingroup potion model, dual
identification leads to comparably negative outgroattitudes and problematic

intergroup relations because it is related to ingrprojection.

In comparing the Hornsey-Hogg and Mummendey-Wenmalels, it is important to

note that, although one approach would advocateua dlentity strategy for
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improving intergroup relations and the other wouodd, there is, strictly speaking, no
theoretical contradiction, because both models ytatst different mechanisms
(decreased distinctiveness threat and increasadupgprojection) by which dual
identification should decrease or increase pregudidis is reflected in the fact that
the two models are both grounded in empirical evige The ingroup projection
approach, postulating a positive effect of duahtdeation on prejudice via ingroup
projection, has withstood empirical tests (e.g. d¥ak, Mummendey, Wenzel, and
Weber, 2003; Wenzel, Mummendey, Weber, and Wald20€3) just like the
hypothesis that dual identities are associated wtluced prejudice (e.g. Gonzalez
and Brown, 2003; Hornsey and Hogg, 2000b). Thuss itonceivable that these
apparent inconsistencies are due not only to methgttal differences (e.qg.,
experimental vs. correlational approaches) but #dsthe fact that the presumed
mediators, distinctiveness threat and ingroup ptime, may be impacted by yet
other (uncontrolled) factors. In this regard, WalslzMummendey and Wenzel
(2005) conjectured that intergroup threat mightab&igger of ingroup projection.
Interestingly, some indirect evidence for this hyyesis can be found in a social
identity complexity experiment reported by Roccad 8rewer (2002). Following a
threat manipulation, participants in this studywee their multiple ingroups (among
them lIsraelis and Jews) as more similar to eackradtman did participants in a

control condition, which arguably constitutes aitameffect to ingroup projection.

In sum, the Hornsey-Hogg and the Mummendey-Wenzeldets both re-
late subgroup and superordinate identificationspitejudice, but, owing to their
different origins, focus on different mediating nadnles. Whereas the Hornsey-Hogg
model, emphasizing the dangers of assimilatiorcsuluration, focuses on being

categorized by others (thus the mediator identitgdt), the Mummendey-Wenzel
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model, being strongly rooted in Turner and collesju(1987) social cognitive

theory of group behavior, focuses on the processetffcategorization (thus the
mediator ingroup projection). These differencesvig® clues as to how subgroup
and superordinate identification combined may maigeeffects of threat. If threat
triggers ingroup projection as suggested by Waldmda colleagues (2005) and the
related findings of Roccas and Brewer (2002), timgnoup projection may for two

reasons be most pronounced among people strongtyifiging with their subgroup

and a superordinate group ( i.e., dual identifiers,|d¥as et al., 2003; Wenzel et al.,
2003). Either dual identifiers are exposed to grewup threats more than other
people, which is unlikely, or dual identifiers mpagrceive an intergroup threat as
more threatening than others. Regardless of whithese options is true, however,
this analysis suggests that intergroup threats naag stronger effects on prejudice

among dual identifiers.

Superordinate and Subgroup Identification in the Catext of the
European Union

A test of these assumptions requires an experimamgroach which separates
exposure to threat from threat perceptions. Sepéodsly, current historic

developments in Europe provided a realistic contixt our purposes. Some
background information seems in order here befoeepwceed to describing the
setup of our studies. According to the so-calledadstricht Treaty” of 1992, any
European state may apply to become a member oEtinepean Union (EU). On

May 1st, 2004, the EU officially welcomed ten swgsfal applicant states as new
members, eight of which are located to the EasGefmany and the other older
member states (e.g. Poland, Czech Republic, Hun§doyakia) — hence the term

“East enlargement” often used to refer to this dmist event. In Germany, the
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eastward expansion had been heavily advertisdtkimidia as creating a Europe of
greater political and — in the long run — econompawer as well as providing a
number of benefits to the citizens (e.g. a greasse of traveling). Nevertheless, the
so-called “Euroskeptics” among German politiciaad hot failed to stir distrust and
fear in the public by linking the eastward expandio economic risks and a higher
crime rate (that allegedly would result from theepimg of the borders to the East).
According to a 2004 Eurobarometer survey (fieldwdr&tween February and
March), Germans’ attitudes toward the expansiorevggnificantly below the EU
average, with only 28 percent being in favor of%6 percent against, 16 undecided,
cf. European Opinion Research Group EEIG, 2004usTtwhen May 1st was
approaching, it seemed that public opinion in Gerynwas alive with hopes and
fears that lent themselves to being activated endburse of a social psychological
experiment. More than that, the particular conatielh of Germany and the new
Eastern member states becoming subgroups embeddedammon superordinate
category (the EU) invited an empirical assessménhe effects of subgroup and

superordinate identifications.

Overview of the Present Research

To summarize so far, the following main hypothegesied our research: (1) Based
on a host of previous studies on intergroup thneatexpected that the threat posed
by the EU’s eastward expansion to German partitgpamould produce more
negative attitudes toward citizens of the new Easbpean member states. (2) We
further assumed that this threat effect would betlyp moderated by subgroup
identification and identification with the superordte category such that this effect

would be most pronounced among dual identifiersF{Bally, we expected that dual
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identifiers would perceive the threat effected y experimental manipulation as

more threatening than others.

We assessed these hypotheses in two studies. $tudgs to provide the first
empirical evidence for the moderating role of swobgr and superordinate
identification combined. Study 2 was done to regikcthe results of Study 1, and to

probe further into the underlying mechanisms.

Although not the focus of our research, our desilgo allows for an exploration of
the interactive effects of subgroup and superotdindentification on outgroup
attitude. In the light of our arguments presentbdva, such exploratory analyses
might reveal that, disregarding the threat factdual identification produces

comparably positive outgroup attitudes in line ville Hornsey-Hogg model.

Study 1
Method
Overview

To maximize the salience of the eastward expansidhe EU, all data for study 1
were collected at symbolically meaningful datese Tinst subsample was recruited
and tested on May®1 2004, the official date of EU’'s expansion. Thewsel

subsample was recruited and tested four days fwitine election of the expanded

European Parliament (June™.2004).

Participants and Design

Subsample 1 was a convenience sampld sf144 volunteers, which was obtained
by asking train and air travellers at train stasiand a large German airport to

participate in a survey about the East-Enlargem8obsample 2 was a student
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sample N = 119) tested at the end of a lecture in a laggeute hall. After dropping
participants of non-German origin and those whorditicomplete the free response
procedure used as manipulation (see below), ttz $immples consisted df= 107
general population participants (SubsampleNlz 45 women andN = 62 men,
median age = 34) and = 95 first-year psychology students of the Univgrsf
Marburg, Germany, (Subsample®;= 78 women andN = 17 men, median age =
20) with complete data for all variables. Particifzawere randomly assigned to

either the high threat or the low threat condition.

In order to account for the differences in subsamgbmposition and slightly
different measurement instruments (see below), sed uan indicator variable to
distinguish Subsamplel from Subsample 2. Prelinginaalyses revealed that for all
hypothesis tests presented below, this indicatdabi did not interact with any of

our research factors. In the following, we thuatteoth subsamples as one sample.

Procedure

The experimental manipulation was effected by vayyihe instructions for a free
response section included in a questionnaire. énhigh threat conditionN = 90),
participants were informed that EU’s expansion wloehtail not only advantages
and benefits, but also disadvantages and riskghig survey, participants were
further told, researchers were interested in figdht about the “disadvantages and
risks associated with the inclusion of the new &asEuropean countries within the
EU". Participants were asked to list up to fouradigantages and risks. In the low
threat conditionN = 112), the opposite instructions were given, thaparticipants
were asked to come up with “advantages and berddfitise East enlargement”. In

contrast to previous manipulations of intergrouge#th which made specific aspects
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of an outgroup salient (e.g. Jackson and Essed); ZRlderman, Hagendoorn, and
Prior, 2004), we used an idiosyncratic procedurelitat threat perceptions. This was
justified by the fact that our sole goal was to mdkreatening aspects of EU’s
expansion salient in the high threat condition, aad-threatening aspects in the low

threat condition, regardless of the specific conten

Measures of national and European identificationrewebtained prior to the
experimental manipulation; manipulation checks attilude toward people from the
new Eastern European EU member countries were meshafterwards. For all
measures, six-point-scales were used. Descriptatestics and intercorrelations are

presented in Appendix A.

Special care was taken that participants filled tbeir questionnaires individually.
Upon completion of the questionnaire, Subsampleattigipants were given the
opportunity to write down their names and addresédbey wished to receive
feedback about the study. Participants in Subsaripieere debriefed during a

lecture one week later as part of an experimermtalahstration.

Instruments

Manipulation checkTwo items were used as a manipulation check (ffAdll, | feel
threatened by the East enlargement of the EU”; IiARll, | see Germany threatened
by the East enlargement of the EU”). Because buthat indicators were strongly
correlated® (r = .85, p < .001), an index of perceived threat was comptigd
averaging the scores obtained on each item. Highlees indicate higher perceived

threat.

Identification. In Subsample 1, we measured National identificaaod European

identification each with two items (“I identify witGermany / Europe”, “I am proud
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to be German / European”). Item-intercorrelatioreravsufficiently high (national
identification:r = .65,p < .001; European identification:= .52,p < .001) to justify
averaging them. For Subsample 2, we adapted time @entent to the student
population. That is, we replaced the item “I amyat®éo be German / European” with
the item “In general, | am glad to be German / peem” which we know from our
own previous research falls more in the medium eaofyitem difficulty than the
former. Additionally, we used the items “My belongito Germany / Europe is
important to me” and “The international reputatafirGermany / Europe is important
to me”. Item wording was based on existing idecdifion scales reported in Haslam
(2001). Internal consistencies of the scales weos for national identificatiory =
.87; for European identificationy = .84). Thus we averaged the items for each

construct.

Outgroup attitude.Attitude toward people from the new Eastern Euapp&U
member countries was measured with eight itemsdbasean intergroup attitude
scale from Wenzel et al. (2003). The items fornr ®wbconcepts, namely, sympathy
(e.g. “I think Eastern Europeans are very likedplewillingness for intergroup
contact (e.g. “I would like to get to know more Eae Europeans.”), behavioral
intentions (e.g. “I can well imagine to go on vagatin one of the Eastern European
countries.”), and tolerance (e.g. “It doesn’t bothee that Eastern Europeans have
other customs and traditions.”). Principal compdreamalyses revealed a clear one-
factorial structure. Thus, it seemed appropriataigde all items as indicators of a
unitary attitude toward Eastern Europeans. Reltgbibf this scale was good
(Subsample 1a = .90; Subsample 2: = .87, after deleting one item). Higher values

indicate more positive intergroup attitudes.
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Results
Manipulation Check

Perceived threat scores were subjected to an indepé samples t-test comparing
the low and high threat conditions. This analysenfcmed that our threat
manipulation was successful: Perceived threat wgasfisantly higher in the high
threat M = 2.37,SD = 1.31) than in the low threat conditioM & 2.02,SD = 1.04;

{167.05] = 2.09, Hedgesdl = .30,p < .05).

Test of Hypothes@s

In Hypotheses 1 and 2, we expected to find an efiethe threat manipulation on
outgroup attitude, as well as a three-way intepactif threat, national and European
identification. The validity of these hypotheseslidobe assessed by estimating a full
three-way regression model including threat, bggies$ of identification, all two-way
interactions, and the three-way interaction. Thheghmanipulation was effect-coded

(-1 for low and 1 for high threat), and the ideiotition variables were standardized.

In the first step RPadj = .12 F [3,197] = 10.0,p < .001), all three main effects
received significant regression weights. As expgcparticipants in the high threat
condition indicated significantly more negative graup attitudes than those in the
low threat condition £ = -.18,1[198] = 2.68,p < .01), supporting H1. National
identification 3 = -.27,1[198] = 3.23,p < .001) and European identificatiof € .36,
t[198] = 4.32,p < .001) were significantly and in expectable di@ts related to
outgroup attitude. In the second step of regresaiaiyses, the full set of two-way

interactions was entered, without any change ina@xgd variance RPadj = .12,

° Note thaf refers to standardized regression coeffecientdevié tables provide
unstandardized regression coefficients.
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FA[3, 195] = .85,n.s). Hypothesis 2 stated that the size of the theffct on
outgroup attitude would depend on the specific doatibn of national and
European identification and was appropriately tkdig the three-way interaction
entered in the third step of regression analysedine with our hypothesis, this
increased the explained variance by a significamunt Radj = .14, FA[1, 194] =
6.26, p < .05; p of the interaction = -.20). To elucidate the megnof this
interaction, we estimated the simple slopes (Aiked West, 1991) of the regression
of outgroup attitude on threat at all four combioias of low (oneSD below the
mean) or high (oneSD above the mean) national and European identifinati
respectively. For exploratory purposes, we alsamnegéd the simple intercepts of
outgroup attitude at the same conditional valudge $imple intercept and simple
slope analyses are based on a tool provided byclRegaCurran and Bauer (2003)
and a test of slope differences proposed by DawsdrRichter (in press). Results of

these analyses are shown in Table 6.

As can be seen on the right hand side of Tablbesimple slope analyses revealed
that only the slope for participants high both ational and European identification
(i.e., dual identifiers) was significantly differeftom zero = -.33,t[194] = 3.07p

< .01). This qualifies the previously obtained maffect of the threat manipulation
in line with Hypothesis 2: Only dual identifiersasted a significant decrease in
outgroup attitude in response to the threat maatmr. The left hand side of Table 6
shows that outgroup attitude was comparably pasiav the conditional values
representing dual identification. However, as soahdicated by the absence of a
two-way interaction of national and European idedtion, dual identification was
not associated with the most positive outgroupattti as would have been predicted

on the basis of the Hornsey-Hogg model.
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Hypothesis 3 predicted that dual identifiers wopktceive our threat manipulation
as more threatening than other participants. Thues,repeated the hierarchical
regression analyses we conducted for outgroupuaddtiwvith threat perceptions as
dependent variable. Disconfirming our hypothedisg, three-way interactiorFA <

0.2) did not improve our model significantly.

Discussion

Study 1 replicated the known negative effect ofrigtoup threat on outgroup
attitudes, and yielded support for our novel predicthat national and European
identification would moderate this effect. Indeat,turned out that only dual
identifiers were vulnerable to the threat manipatatWe have argued that this type
of moderation pattern would be compatible with Muemtiey and Wenzel’'s (1999)
ingroup projection model on the grounds of Waldard colleagues’ (2005)
conjecture that threat may trigger ingroup progatti However, our auxiliary
assumption that dual identifiers should perceive iatergroup threat as more
threatening than others was disconfirmed. It dagsseem to be the case that dual
identifiers are equipped with a special threainsitivity Since we adopted an
experimental approach, we can also rule out that dientifiers were exposed to
higher levels of threat than other participantghixd alternative explanation, which
could not be tested in the present study, may be ttie effect of threat on the
mediating variable ingroup projection is particblastrong among dual identifers,
that is, dual identification might make for an ented threateactivity. Therefore,

we decided to incorporate a measure of ingroupgeptigin in our second study.

The overall positive attitude exhibited by dualntiers is consistent with Hornsey
and Hogg's (2000a) model. However, this positivétgntirely due to the main effect

of European identification, which disagrees witeypous studies commenting on the
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beneficial effects unique to dual identificationof@alez and Brown, 2003; Hornsey
and Hogg, 2000b). One possible explanation for dinergence might be the fact

that these studies manipulated dual identity sedienstead of measuring the relative
identifications. In a set of studies reported bgn®tand Crisp (2005), who measured
national identification (in this case, identificati with British people) and European
identification, additive effects of both types dfentification emerged in much the

same way as in our study. These independent fisdimgease our confidence in the
conclusion that, disregarding the threat factoraldidentification is neither

particularly problematic nor beneficial.

A weakness of Study 1 was that the target of thvead left unspecified in the
manipulation and our manipulation check items oadgessed perceived personal
threat and threat to Germany. Although, theordtical should be threats to the
ingroup which are responsible for the more negativtgroup attitudes in the high
threat condition (Stephan and Stephan, 2000), waatoknow which group our
participants had in mind when thinking about theed#ils associated with the
expansion of the EU. After all, both Europe andr@amy constitute ingroups for our
participants. Thus, we chose to manipulate theetasfjthreat in the second study to
determine if it matters which category is threater@n the basis of construal level
theory (Trope and Liberman, 2003), it can be argined because the subgroup is
psychologically closer to participants than theesopdinate group, threats to the
subgroup should be construed in more concrete vanys$,should therefore have a

greater impact on people than threats to the sugieate group.

In the study presented below, we also chose anotbetext for the threat
manipulation to rule out the possibility that thgndmics we observed are bound to

the specific context of the EU’s East enlargeménDecember 2004, the Brussels
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European Council decided that the European Unioruldvoopen accession
negotiations with Turkey in October 2005. This a#m us to frame our threat
manipulation in terms of the positive and negatweasequences of Turkey's entry

into the European Union.

To sum up, our research questions underlying Sfudyere as follows. First, we
assumed that the moderator effect of national amdgean identification would
replicate with a different outgroup (Hypothesis $gcond, we wanted to test if the
pronounced threat effect among dual identifierStady 1 emerged because threat
triggers ingroup projection. We therefore expecthdt national and European
identification would moderate a threat effect ogroup projection in the same way
as on outgroup attitude (H2), and that ingroup eutipn would have a negative
effect on outgroup attitude (H3) mediating the effef threat (H4). Third, we
assumed that threat effects (and moderation okjhesuld be stronger when the
target of threat would be the subgroup rather ti@nsuperordinate group, which

should be true both for outgroup attitude (H5a) mnggoup projection (H5b).

Study 2
Method
Participants and Design

One-hundred and fifty-five first-year psychologyudents of the University of
Marburg participated in the study in partial futfilent of a research requirement. We
excluded participants of non-German orighh< 5), those who did not complete the
free response procedure used as manipulatin=(22), and participants with

otherwise incomplete datd (= 7), which left us with a sample &f = 121 (70%
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female, median age = 21). Participants were rang@ssigned to the cells of a 2

(threat: low vs. high) x 2 (target: Germany vs. &pg) between-subjects design.

Procedure

The study was computer-based and conducted iraboedtory (January to February,
2005). Participants were recruited for a study kndwledge and Attitudes about the
European Union”. Upon their arrival in the laborgtoparticipants were seated in
front of computers set up in separate cubicles. &kgeriment started with the

measurement of participants’ National and Européantification.

Based on the finding that the threat manipulatimdpced only a small effect size (
=.30) in Study 1, we decided to modify it somewai enhance its effectiveness,
first, we gave examples of disadvantages and r{Skskey's different cultural
background, Human Rights violations) that partiniganight come up with. Second,
instead of asking for “three to four” disadvantagesd risks, we asked participants to
think about Turkey’'s entry into the EU for 30 sedsrand then tell us thaggest
risk or disadvantage associated with this eventerAthe instruction pages, the
computer paused for 30 seconds to ensure thatiparits would not skip this part.
In the low threat condition, instructions were iteal except that participants were
asked for the biggest advantage or benefit instdadisadvantage and risk. The
target of the threat was varied independently ef ttireat factor by asking for the
biggest disadvantage or risk (or advantage or ltg¢rief Germanyor for Europe

respectively.

After the combined threat/target manipulation, weluded a manipulation check,
measured participants’ ingroup projection tendesicend, after some filler items,

their outgroup attitude. Afterwards, the perceivediusion of Turkey within the
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superordinate category was measured in order tertast if the theoretical
requirements for our assumptions about subgroupsapeérordinate identification
effects were met (see below). Finally, participawtre thanked and preliminarily
debriefed. They were asked for their e-mail addresshat a full debriefing could be

sent to them when the study would be completed.

Measures

Manipulation checkln two separate questions, participants were askeddicate
their agreement with the statement “All considerédsee Germany (Europe)

threatened by a possible entry of Turkey into thé &n 7-point Likert-scales.

Identification.National and European identification were each mmeabwith two 7-
point Likert-items (‘I identify with Germany / Eupe”, “I feel like a
German/European”). Responses to both items weralyhigorrelated (national
identification:r = .78,p < .001; European identification:= .73,p < .001) and thus

averaged.

Ingroup projection.A pretest was done to select a set of stereotlypitabutes of
Germans and Turks that could be used for the measnt of ingroup projection. A
list of 66 preselected words was presented togiaaints of a web-survey(= 153)
who rated the words as to their valence and tyjyctdr Germans and Turks. The
final set of stereotypical attributes of Germand dnrks was obtained by selecting
those that were significantly positive (above tha&l-point of a bipolar valence
scale), significantly above the midpoint of theitghty scale, and significantly more
typical for one group compared with the other ¢aof .001 was applied). These
criteria narrowed the attributes list down to tle@ldwing words, for Germans:

KORREKT (correct), FURBALL (soccer), DISZIPLIN (aipline), BIER (beer),
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PUNKTLICH (punctual) ORDNUNG (order); for Turks: GAFREUNDLICH
(hospitable), TEE (tea), FAMILIAR (familial), HERZCH (affectionate),

KINDERLIEB (fond of children), GESELLIG (sociable).

In the present study, participants rated on 7-psoaties how typical each of these
attributes was of Germans, Turks, and Europeagemneral (the order of the ratings
for Germans and Turks was balanced across pamisipthe ratings for Europeans
always came last). In keeping with previous ingrpugection research (e.g. Wenzel
et al., 2003), ingroup projection was operatioraliz as relative ingroup
prototypicality for the superordinate category. This variable walsulated as the
sum of the absolute typicality differences betw&emopeans and Turks minus the
sum of the absolute typicality differences betwefaropeans and Germans,
summing up over all attributége.g. Wenzel et al., 2003). Thus, higher relative
ingroup prototypicality scores reflect participantgerceptions of a greater
dissimilarity (similarity) between the outgroup gnoup) prototype and the prototype

of the superordinate category.

Outgroup attitude We used the same 8-item outgroup attitude scale &Study 1,
substituting the target group “Turks” for “Eastétaropeans”. Ratings were obtained

on 7-point Likert-scalesu(= .79).

Perceived inclusionParticipants were asked to indicate their agreémath the

following two items on 7-point Likert-scales: “Ingendently of its membership in
the EU, Turkey belongs to Europe” and “Calling peofstom Turkey Europeans
makes sense”. An index of perceived inclusion whtioed by averaging the

responses to these two items(.72,p < .001).

The descriptive statistics for all Study 2 measeasbe found in Appendix B.
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Results and Discussion
Preliminary Analyses

Our theoretical assumptions about the effects eftification with a superordinate
category are restricted to situations in which thbgroup under consideration is
(subjectively) included within the same superortBn@ategory as the ingroup
(Hornsey and Hogg, 2000a; Mummendey and Wenzel9)198 legal terms, the
outgroup used in Study 1 (Eastern Europeans) wasded in the category of the
European Union, and probably it was also subjelgtirecluded by our participants
in the more fuzzy category of “Europeans”. Theatitn of Turkey was different at
the time of the study. Accession negotiations hedl peen scheduled for October
2005, and, with regard to perceived inclusion, fanet that some politicians would
constantly emphasize Turkey’s geographical rootesline Asia cautioned us against
taking the perceived inclusion of Turkey within tbategory of Europeans as a
given. Therefore, we tested whether our particpaperceived the Turks —
irrespective of a possible EU-membership — as Eaop to a sufficient extent. A
one-sample t-test indicated that the mean of pezdeinclusion M = 4.45) was
significantly above the theoretical midpoint of theale {{120] = 3.45,p < .01).
Thus, we conclude that perceived inclusion of Turkihin the category of

Europeans was sufficient.

Manipulation Check

To check the success of the threat and target miatipns we conducted a 2 (threat:
low vs. high) x 2 (target: Germany vs. Europe) tkype of perceived threat measure:
Germany vs. Europe) ANOVA with repeated measurenmntthe last factor.

Success of the threat manipulation was confirmedatsignificant main effect of
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threat on the averaged perceived threat varialblgs (17] = 4.93,p < .05). In the
high threat conditionN = 60), perceived threat was high&f € 3.28,SD = 1.42)
than in the low threat conditioMN(= 61,M = 2.68,SD = 1.46), which represents a

(slight) increase in effect size (Hedgds* .41) as intended.

A successful manipulation of the target of threaiuld be indicated by high
threat/German (European) target participants parggiGermany (Europe) as more
threatened than Europe (Germany). Statisticallis #ould require a significant
interaction of type of perceived threat measuregahand target. However, apart
from the main effect of threat already mentioned, ather significant effects
emerged from this ANOVA. Thus, the threat manipolatled participants to
perceive Germangnd Europe as more threatened irrespective of whelireats to

Germany or to Europe were made salient.

However, although the three-way interaction wouddtlioe most stringent test of the
construct validity of the target manipulation, thein purpose of introducing the
target factor in our design was to not leave it tapparticipants’ spontaneous
associations in which context they would generaissible risks or benefits as in
Study 1. Thus, although the two targets were indisishable with regard to the
manipulation check items, this does not foreclagesequent analyses of the effects

of the target factor on the main dependent vargable

Tests of Hypotheses

Overview.As in Study 1, we took a stepwise hierarchicalesgion approach to test
our hypotheses. In four separate steps, we enteeednain effects, the two-way
interactions, the three-way interactions, and the-fvay interaction of threat (effect-

coded -1 for low threat and 1 for high threat)gédr(effect-coded -1 for Germany

84



Chapter 3 — Joint moderators of threat effects

and 1 for Europe), and the standardized national Boropean identification
variables. Support for our hypotheses would flownfr a significant four-way
interaction and simple slope analyses revealingstiangest threat effects for dual
identifiers, especially in the German target cdodit Results of these analyses will

be presented for outgroup attitude first, and floeringroup projection.

Outgroup attitudeThe main effects model was marginally significaRtadj = .04
F[4,116] = 2.35,p = .06). As expected, national identification rethinegatively to
outgroup attitudeA = -.28,p < .01) and European identification related poslivo
outgroup attitude{ = .23,p <. 05). There were no main effects of thregat(-.02,
n.s.) or target4d = .02, n.s.). The two-way interactions model testegt increased
the explained variance by a significant amowfadj = .11, FA[6, 110] = 2.48p <
.05), which was due to significant interactionseoiropean identification with threat
(6 =-.23,p<.05) and targeps(= -.22,p <. 05). No other two-way interactions were
significant. The set of three-way interactions dat explain a significant additional
amount of variance in outgroup attituddé®adj = .08, FA = .07, n.s.). Finally, a
significant four-way interactiong(= .40) satisfied the requirement for testing our

specific hypotheseffadj = .12,FA[1, 105] = 6.37p < .05).

Hypothesis 1 predicted that the negative effedhoéat on outgroup attitude would
be larger at high levels of both national and Eeespidentification. According to
Hypothesis 5a, this should be especially true wiensubgroup was the target of
threat. Thus we compared the simple slopes of tlacass the four combinations of
low and high (oneSD below and above the mean, respectively) German and
European identification in both target conditiosed right hand side of Table 7). In
the German target condition, the only significaffiié@ of threat on outgroup attitude

was obtained for dual identification participangs< -.52,t[105] = 2.69,p < .01),
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supporting H1. In the Europe target condition, #iepe for dual identification
participants was in the opposite direction and sigmificant {# = .17,t{{105] = .56),
supporting Hypothesis 5a. Interestingly, the oniyngicant slope in the Europe
target condition was obtained for participants Ibath in national and European
identification = .86, t{105] = 3.08,p < .01), indicating that among these

participants, threat led to mopesitiveattitudes towards the outgroup.

For exploratory purposes, we estimated the simpkrdepts of outgroup attitude at
all combinations of low and high national and Ewap identification in both target
conditions. As can be seen on the left hand sidéabie 7, the outgroup attitude
intercept associated with dual identification was significantly different from any

of those associated with the other identificatie@mbinations in the Europe target
condition, and was significantly different only fnothe (more positive) intercept
associated with high European and low nationaltiieation in the German target
condition. Thus, there was no support for the iaeplied by the Hornsey-Hogg

model that dual identification would be the mostéfecial for subgroup relations.

Ingroup projection.Relative ingroup prototypicality was regressedoom research
factors in the same fashion as in the precedindyses As one might expect, the
main effects model was non-significafé&dj = .01, H4,116] = 1.20). Entering the
two-way interactions in the next step yielded ansigant increment in explained
variance RPadj = .14, FA[6, 110] = 3.96p < .01). All but one two-way interaction
were significant or near a significant level of= .05, the meaning of which will
become clearer after the last step of regressialys#s. The three-way interactions
model did not contribute a significant amount opleined varianceRPadj = .14,

FA[4, 106] = 1.01). However, in line with our hypoties, the four-way interaction
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entered in the last step increased the explainednge by a significant amount

(RPadj = .17, f = -.32,FA[1, 105] = 4.28p < .05).

To facilitate interpretation of this complex pattewe calculated the simple slopes of
threat at low and high values of national and Eeampidentification, respectively
(see right hand side of Table 8). Two things stamidfrom these analyses: First, the
slope for dual identification participants was e tright direction and significant in
the German target conditio & .33,t[105] = 1.77,p = .08) and in the opposite
direction and non-significant in the Europe targendition. This means that threat
increased ingroup projection among dual identifaparticipants (supporting H2),
but only in the German target condition (supportitgp). Unexpectedly, however,
three other simple slopes were at least margirgdjgificant. Threat also increased
perceived relative ingroup prototypicality amongtg#pants high in superordinate
identification and low in subgroup identificationth in the subgroup target € .84,
t[105] = 2.93p < .01) and the superordinate target conditigis (56,t[105] = 1.76,

p = .08). Moreover, threat decreased ingroup praectamong double-low

participants in the Europe target conditign=(-.85,t{105] = 3.13p < .01).

Does Ingroup Projection Explain the Threat Effestang Dual Identifiers?

To recapitulate, we found symmetric effects of #liren outgroup attitude and
ingroup projection. Among dual identifiers in theet@an target condition, threat
decreased outgroup attitudes and increased ingrprgyection. Viewed in
conjunction with the finding that ingroup projectiovas negatively related to
outgroup attitude r(= -.20, p < .05, supporting H3), these results suggest the
possibility of a further causal ordering of the deg@ent variables as stated in our

fourth hypothesis (Baron and Kenny, 1986). Doesatincrease prejudice among
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dual identifiersbecauseit increases ingroup projection? Evidence for tbasisal

ordering would flow from a mediational analysis ealing a significant indirect

effect of threat, mediated by relative ingroup ptgpicality, on outgroup attitude, at
high values of subgroup and superordinate ideatiic. Because the commonly
used test of this indirect effect, Sobel’'s (198&)duct of coefficients test, relies on
the assumption of normality, which may be seriowsdjated in small to moderate
samples (Bollen and Stine, 1990; MacKinnon and Dw{€93), we also used a
bootstrap approach as recommended by Shrout argeB(#002). Neither of these
tests revealed a significant indirect effect. Ttibheye was no evidence for mediation

of the threat effect by ingroup projection.

General Discussion

A plethora of research — mainly conducted outsideope — has demonstrated that
perceived threats of various types are associaitdhigher levels of prejudice and
discrimination against outgroup members. With thesent studies we were
intentionally zooming out from the conceptual distions between different threats
that this literature provides. Instead, we con&deat most relevant, particularly from
an applied perspective, to put the seeming gemewElintergroup threat effects to a
test. Does threat negatively affect outgroup atésiacross the board, or are there
important exceptions? We think our studies contebio the extant literature on

intergroup threat by providing a twofold answethis question.

Firstly, we replicated the previously observed riegaeffects of threat on outgroup
attitudes in a European intergroup context usingwa experimental manipulation of
threat. Specifically, we found that by asking papénts to list disadvantages
(advantages) or risks (benefits) associated wghBd east enlargement (Study 1) or

Turkey’s entry into the EU (Study 2) it is possildeelicit perceptions of high (low)
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threat and change their attitudes toward the reésqeecutgroups for the worse (the
better). Thus, it seems that threat effects ardoaond by the cultural background or
specifics of the research design of previous studienducted in Canada or the

United States (e.g. Esses et al., 1998; Stepha®impthan, 2000).

Secondly, a major contribution of the present &sids to qualify the generality of
threat effects by providing insights into the madeng influence of social

identification. Based on Hornsey and Hogg’'s (200@md Mummendey and
Wenzel's (1999) models of subgroup relations, whéthphasize the hierarchical
multiplicity of identifications, we tested if sotimlentification on the subgroup and
the superordinate level would moderate the effettdhreat on outgroup attitudes.
Indeed, in line with our assumptions, threat efeatere most pronounced for
individuals who identified strongly with GermanydaRurope at the same time (i.e.,

dual identifiers).

What Is So Special About Dual Identifiers?

Our results raise the interesting questiorhoiv dual identification alters the path
from threat to prejudice. A preliminary answer histquestion suggests itself when
we look at our results from the perspective oftiie models of subgroup relations
that inspired our research. On the one hand, Hgrasd Hogg's (2000a) model
maintains that dual identification would be ben@fito intergroup relations because
superordinate identification would lead to perommpsi of outgroup members as
belonging to a common ingroup while subgroup ideraiion would protect the

ingroup’s distinctiveness. On the other hand, Mumaey and Wenzel's (1999)
ingroup projection model assumes that dual idexaiion increases the likelihood of

ingroup projection and thereby leads to more nggagsponses to outgroups.
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Taking stock of research examining the direct ¢$fed subgroup and superordinate
identification on outgroup attitudes, we noted tlsajpport could be found for
predictions derived from both models. We argued tifia could be possible because
the models postulate different mediating mechanigarsthe effects of nested
identifications on outgroup attitudes, namely resmtddentity threat (Hornsey and
Hogg, 2000a) and increased ingroup projection (Memtey and Wenzel, 1999).
On the basis of Waldzus and colleagues’ (2005) estggn that threat may trigger
ingroup projection, we argued that the ingroup getpn approach would be better
equipped to predict how nested identifications comlbo moderate intergroup threat
effects. Thus, to be perfectly consistent with masoning, our results would ideally
have shown that dual identifiers were most vulnlerab threat effects (which they
were in both studies), but that disregarding tleahfactor, dual identifiers endorsed
particularly positive outgroup attitudes (which yhdid not in either study). As the
latter prediction was upheld only for exploratoryrposes, we discuss possible
reasons for disconfirming results only briefly befgroceeding to the moderator
effect of dual identification. One possible reasonthe lack of an interactive effect
of subgroup and superordinate identification ongouip attitudes lies in our
correlational approach, which differs from the expental approach used in
previous research (Gonzalez and Brown, 2003; Hgrnsed Hogg, 2000b).
Theoretically, however, identity salience manipiolas and measured identifications
are but different sides of the same coin. Anotleason might be that the beneficial
effects of dual identification are restricted tonarity groups (cf. Brown and
Hewstone, 2005), so that our studies, using mgjongmbers as participants, would
not qualify as disconfirming evidence. Future resleawill certainly benefit from

making a distinction between minority and majority.
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Regarding the main focus of the present reseanehmbderation of threat effects by
subgroup and superordinate identifcation, our tesare largely consistent with our
theoretical arguments. Dual identification was agged with the most pronounced
threat effects on outgroup attitude across twoethffit samples involving general
population as well as student participants. The that this pattern could be
replicated with the subgroup but not with the sopdinate category as target of
threat is consistent with our assumption that tisrea the subgroup level should be
more immediate and therefore entail stronger effemt outgroup attitudes. We
discussed three mechanisms as potentially carryiagjoint moderator effects of

national and European identification. Having disad the possibilities that dual
identification is associated either with experieigcimore threats or experiencing
threats as more threatening, we found partial supfwr the idea that dual

identification is associated with a special thregactivity. Although threat did

increase relative ingroup prototypicality among lddantifiers as hypothesised, this
effect was not unique to dual identification. Moreqg relative ingroup

prototypicality could not be shown to mediate theeat effect on outgroup attitude.
Thus, while subgroup and superordinate identificatappear to be robust joint
moderators of threat effects, evidence for the atedj mechanism of ingroup

projection should be regarded as preliminary.

Possible Limitations

Increased vulnerability to threat was found amongldidentifiers across two
different samples (including non-students) and tdifferent sources of threat
(Eastern Europeans and Turks). Nevertheless, thergiesability of our results may

be limited for several reasons. First, our threanipulation was very subtle and
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produced only mild levels of perceived threat eirethe high threat condition. It is
very likely that political leaders continue to qgdeize outgroups as threats to the
ingroup so as to solidify their political power {her, 2005), and they doubtlessly
have more effective means at their disposal than ethical to use in social
psychological research. Stronger threat manipulatimay affect not only dual
identifiers but rather have main effects that wontt have been predicted on the

basis of our findings.

Second, Europe was held constant as the supertediategory across both studies.
As noted in the introduction, the European Union usdergoing a rapid
transformation in terms of its members as well altipal and economical scope.
Therefore, European identification may be an exoept type of superordinate
identification and confounded with other politic@d.g. political conservatism or
system justification) or personality variables (e.gpenness to experience).
Furthermore, these correlates may differ acrosofaan countries (Huici, Ros,
Cano, and Hopkins, 1997). We therefore encouragications of our research not
only with different superordinate categories, blgoan other European countries
than Germany to shed further light on the role whesordinate identifications in

contexts of threat.

Theoretical Implications

It should be emphasized that our research was re@nimto competitively test
between the Hornsey-Hogg and Mummendey-Wenzel modea noted in passing
by Wenzel et al. (2003), these models need not lteatly exclusive. Under certain
circumstances dual identification may not leadnicreased ingroup projection (e.g.

when the prototype of the superordinate categorgommplex or undefinable, cf.
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Waldzus et al., 2003), but rather have the bentids Hornsey and Hogg (2000a)
argue it does. Nevertheless, on the basis of theept research it can be speculated
that a salient intergroup threat may be a situationnstraint on the benefits of dual
identities, making it more likely for ingroup preoj@on to occur. Conversely, the
present research demonstrates that the concept iesrdhically structured
identifications is of high relevance for threatdhes of prejudice (e.g. Stephan and
Stephan, 2000). More research attention to this pbexn interplay of social

identifications and threat is clearly warranted.

Practical Implications

Having acknowledged the limits of generalisibildaf our findings, we conclude by
pointing out one important practical implication ofir research. We believe that
attitudes toward people from the new or future memndountries of the EU are an
important indicator of the success of Europeangnation on the level of citizens. In
this regard, our findings suggest that nationahtifieation may be an obstacle to
smooth integration of European nations. High naidnlow European identifiers
exhibited the most negative attitudes towards nefutore EU members. Moreover,
in combination with high European identificationgln national identification made
participants respond more negatively to an ingrtugat. On the basis of these
findings it may be made a more explicit goal of Eagopean unification process to

shift social identification from the parts to thaole.
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Footnotes

Footnote 1

In this paper, we conform to Crandall and Eshlem#é@randall and Eshleman, 2003) broad
definition of prejudice as “a negative evaluatidracsocial group or a negative evaluation of
an individual that is significantly based on thdiuidual’s group membership.” (p. 414)

Footnote 2
Throughout this paper thevalues we report are based on two-tailed signitieaests.
Footnote 3

Dissimilarities of the typicality profiles of supmdinate category and subgroup were

calculated as\/z [(typicalityEuropeanrs— typicalitysubgroup)z] , summing up over the set

of N = 12 attributes. The index of relative ingroup tptgpicality was calculated by
subtracting the ingroup dissimilarity scores frdra butgroup dissimilarity scores.
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Appendix

Appendix A

Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations ofdytd Variables (N = 202)

Variable 2 3 4 5

1. Manipulation (-1 = low, 1 = high threat) .15* .07 -.05 -.22%*
2. Manipulation check .15*% -.09 - 49+
3. National identification .60*** -.07

4. European identification 21
5. Outgroup attitude

Means (Standard deviations) 2.18(1.18) 3.69(1.28) .28(4.19) 4.39(0.96)
Note.

#* 1< 001, * p<.01, *p < .05.

Appendix B

Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations ofdyt@ Variables (N = 121)

Variable 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Threat manipulation (-1 = low, 1 = high threat) .07 .16 21* .18* .02 -.00 A1
2. Target manipulation (-1 = Germany, 1 = Europe).03 -.14 17 14 .07 -.03 .00
3. National identification A% Q7 31 .04 -.18* A3
4. European identification -.01 .07 .09 A1 16.
5. Perceived threats to Germany .84rrx -19* 45%  21*

6. Perceived threats to Europe -.22*% -.40%*14
7. Perceived inclusion of Turkey within EU 2*8 .07

8. Outgroup attitude -.20*
9. Relative ingroup prototypicality

Means 4.52 5.17 2.97 2.99 4.45 4.62 0.51
Standard deviations 1.41 1.17 1.57 1.49 1.44 0.80 .25 2
Note.

#* < 001, * p< .01, *p < .05.

Tables

Table 6. Simple Intercepts of Outgroup Attitude a®ldpes of the Threat Manipulation

(Study 1)
Simple intercepts of outgroup Simple slopes of the threat
attitudeé manipulation
European identification
Low High Low High
National Low 4.32%+, 4.89%* -0.16, 0.02
identification  High 3.63%*% 4 49%** 0.1Q -0.31**,

Note Asterisks indicate that a parameter is signifilyadifferent from zero at the given
probability level. Parameters that do not sharestivae subscript are significantly different
from one anothemp(< .05).

*Simple intercepts correspond to the unweighted no¢dme low and high threat conditions.
YSimple slopes correspond to the unstandardizedteffédeing in the low (-1) or high (+1)
threat condition at the given conditional valueshef moderators.

*% n< 001, *p<.01
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Table 7. Simple Intercepts of Outgroup Attitude &hopes of the Threat Manipulation (Study 2)

Simple intercepts of outgroup attittde

Simple slopes of the threat manipulation

Target of threat

Germany Europe Germany Europe
European identification
Low High Low High Low High Low High
National Low 4.56%* 5.34*** 5.12%* 4 4.55%* 012 , -0.06 , 0.69** , -0.23 4
identification  High ~ 4.03** 4,57 410" . 466" 035 4  -0.41%* . -0.35 4 013 ,

Note Asterisks indicate that a parameter is signifilyadifferent from zero at the given probabilitykd. Parameters within target conditions that doshare
the same subscript letter are significantly difféfeom one another (p < .05). When two subscatiels are used, the first (second) letter shoelddplied in
comparisons with parameters that have one (twacsidt letter(s).

*Simple intercepts correspond to the unweighted no¢dme low and high threat conditions.

YSimple slopes correspond to the unstandardizedteffédeing in the low (-1) or high (+1) threat dition at the given conditional values of the maders.

¥k p< 001, *p<.01
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Table 8. Simple Intercepts of Relative Ingroup Btyticality and Slopes of the Threat Manipulati&tudy 2)

Simple intercepts of ingroup prototypicality Simple slopes of the threat manipulation

Target of threat

Germany Europe Germany Europe

European identification

Low High Low High Low High Low High
National Low 017 , 0.28 , -1.111 , 249 ., 045 , 1.88%* -1.91% 1.241 g
identification ~ High  1.86* , 0.80% , 1.25 e -0.10 4 053 4 0.75% 0.54 4 -0.89 4

Note Asterisks indicate that a parameter is signifilyatifferent from zero at the given probabilitywkd. Parameters within target conditions that doshare the same
subscript letter are significantly different fromeoanother (p < .05). When two subscript letteesumed, the first (second) letter should be apptieddbmparisons with

parameters that have one (two) subscript letter(s).
*Simple intercepts correspond to the unweighted noééime low and high threat conditions.
YSimple slopes correspond to the unstandardizedtefféoeing in the low (-1) or high (+1) threat clition at the given conditional values of the maders.

**p<.001,*p<.01,*p<.05% p<.10
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Chapter 4 The role of group size of immigrants for
explaining anti-immigrant attitudes and
discriminatory intentions: An empirical
comparison of group threat- and intergroup
contact theory in the Netherland$’

Abstract

Anti-immigrant attitudes represent a widespreadasquoblem in many European
societies, yet research has only partially undedstbe role of demographic size of
the immigrant population plays for the prevalentesuch attitudes. To date, most
studies examining this issue build on a group thfieanework, suggesting that a
larger group size of immigrants leads to greateceqions of threatened group
interest which, in turn, give rise to greater amtmigrant attitudes. However, this
line of reasoning has been challenged by intergargact theory. Following this
approach, a larger immigrant population enhancepormpnities for positive

intergroup contact which ameliorates anti-immigratiitudes. In this study, we put
these alternative theoretical approaches to a jesttfor explaining Dutch citizens’
negative attitudes towards immigrants. In doing we, apply structural equation
modeling with robust standard errors on nationaflgresentative individual-level
survey data linked with official municipality-levedtatistics. We find empirical

evidence both for group threat- and for intergrazgntact theory. Objectively
measured larger group size of immigrant correspvitts subjective perceptions of
larger immigrant size. In reverse, subjective petioas of larger immigrant size
trigger perceptions of threatened group interestd subsequent anti-immigrant
attitudes. At the same time, we find that largeougr size immigrants facilitate
intergroup contact which reduces perceived threat subsequent anti-immigrant
attitudes. We discuss implications of these findirigr synthesising propositions
from group threat- and contact theory.

9 This chapter has been submitted for publicatiorselsliter, E. (2007). “The Role of
Group Size of Immigrants for Explaining Anti-immagrt Attitudes and Discriminatory
Intentions: An Empirical Comparison of Group Threatd Intergroup Contact Theory
in the Netherlands” to the peer-reviewd edited bdxyk Zick, A. (Ed.) (in prep.)
“Prejudice, Group-Focused Enmity and DiscriminatidBonstructive and Critical
Advances”.
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Introduction

Understanding the sources of tense intergroupioektrepresents an important goal
of social science research, and scholars nowadaayagree that achieving this
goal necessitates to account for contextual- adiviolual-level explanatory factors
alike (Bobo and Fox 2003, Pettigrew 2006). A cdnigaue researchers following
this perspective deal with concerns the role oigmup size for explaining anti-
outgroup attitudes. Arguably the prevalent theoedtiframework for relating
outgroup size as contextual-level factor to indixtlevel anti-outgroup attitudes is
group threat theory (Blumer 1958, Blalock 1967, alse Bobo 1999, Quillian 1995,

1996).

In brief, the group threat approach posits thatamydr outgroup size leads to
increased perceptions of threatened group interasts thereby heightens anti-
outgroup attitudes. This general theoretical framdwinspired a vast body of
studies, and there can be no doubt that this resdeaadition furthered scholarly
understanding on the role of outgroup size for-aatgroup attitudes in significant
ways. However, this literature also came up witlv qeizzling questions of which
many remain only partially understood. One of thesseiles we consider to be of
crucial importance is that, when viewed as a whtie, empirical evidence that
greater outgroup size gives rise to anti-outgratifudes has repeatedly been judged
as inconclusive (Semyonov et al. 2004, p. 684, \Wagt al. 2006, p. 381f.). More
specifically, on the one side we find a considexabimber of studies lending firm
support to the presumed positive effect of largetgmup size on attitudinal
manifestations of outgroup derogation (e.g. Fosastt Kiecolt 1989, Pettigrew

1967, Quillian 1995, 1996, Coenders 2001, Scheegteas. 2002, Semyonov et al.
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2006Y). On the other side, we likewise observe that gvetudies — albeit
oftentimes using highly similar samples and instats — fail to find evidence that
greater outgroup size enhances negative intergatiijpides (e.g. Coenders et al.

2005a, 2005b, Evans and Need 2003, Semyonov 20@4.).

At first sight, it seems reasonable to attributehsdlisparities to methodological
restrictions. In fact, proponents of group thréeiory have for quite some time been
pointing out that attempts to deliver comprehengxaminations of the theory’s
central propositions have been complicated by croderationalisations due to
limited data sources (Quillian 1996, Semyonov eR@bD4). However, what is even
more surprising is that earlier work even documentsegativeeffect of greater
outgroup size to anti-outgroup attitudes (Hood awidrris 1997, Listhaug and
Strabac 2007, see also Lubbers et al. 2006). kr otbrds, this finding demonstrates
thatgreater outgroup size can actually reduce negattitudes towards outgroups.
Moreover, given that these studies included a bbsbntrol variables, the evidence
showing negative relations between outgroup sizi amti-outgroup attitudes can
hardly be considered as methodological artefasteldd, to explain this anomaly of
group threat theory researchers need to explicaed-test — alternative theoretical
propositions. One theoretical framework we believbe particularly useful for such
an endeavour is intergroup contact theory (Alld®@%4, Pettigrew 1998, Wagner et

al. 2006).

In short, intergroup contact theory considers largetgroup size to enhance

opportunities for positive intergroup contact ahdreby to ameliorate anti-outgroup

1 We like to note that much of the literature findipgsitive effects of greater outgroup

size to anti-outgroup attitudes relate to the azfs@vhites’ negative attitudes towards
Blacks in the U.S. (e.g. Black 1976, Fossett anecili 1989, Giles 1977, Giles and
Evans 1985, Giles and Hertz 1994, Glaser 1994, ,10g&fthews and Prothro 1966,
Taylor 1998, Wrigth 1977).

104



Chapter 4 — Group size of immigrants for explairamgi-immigrant attitudes

attitudes. Yet studies examining the empirical adey of group threat- and
intergroup contact theory as outlined above argelgr missing. Consequently, to
date the empirical status of outgroup size as ctudé factor assumed to affect anti-
outgroup attitudes remains open to various intéapons and thus hinders

theoretical and empirical progress.

In the present study, we attempt to improve thigtestof research in three
complimentary ways. First, building on earlier wovke employ both group threat-
and intergroup contact theory to specify alterreathwpotheses on the effect of
outgroup size on anti-outgroup attitudes and sulijezse hypotheses to a simulta-
neous empirical test. As noted above, doing so ¢halenge that has rarely been
taken up in the past but is likely to further urelanding of the role of outgroup size

for explaining anti-outgroup attitudes.

Second, we set out to deliver a comprehensive exaimn of the micro-social
processes linking outgroup size to anti-outgroupuates. Specifically, in modeling
the causal sequence from objectively measured gsaey perceived group threat,
intergroup contact and different measures of antgq@up attitudes, we also include
a measure of perceived group size. This is advantagas recent research discussed
below suggests perceived group size to be of dpeelavance for explaining
perceptions of threatened group interests (Semyoabval. 2004), but the
performance of this construct in concert with igteup contact theory has not been

examined.

Third, we attempt to make methodological contribng by employing structural
equation modeling adequate for cluster-sampledesudata (Muthén and Satorra
1995) used in the empirical part of this study.sTtexible statistical approach not

only allows for the effective treatment of measueaitrerror for constructs measured
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by multiple indicators. Moreover, consistent withr@im to shed new light on the
linkage between contextual- and individual-levelirees of anti-outgroup attitudes
structural equation modeling is convenient asldved for particularly rigorous tests
of direct and indirect empirical relations betwetbie theoretical constructs under

study.

The focus of our study were the Netherlands withicBicitizen’s anti-immigrant
attitudes as our test case. Like several other &edturopean countries, due to
actively supported labour migration and migratilows from inhabitants of former
colonies the Netherlands became a host country afosubstantial immigrant
population. For instance, in 2000 the total numb&rimmigrants living in the
Netherlands added up to approximately 1.3 milliwmigrants as compared to 15.8
million Dutch citizens (SCP 2006). Moreover, thepplation density of the
Netherlands ranks among the highest in the Worlgkaikst this background, the
arrival and residing of immigrants as reflected tne size of the immigrant
population in the Netherlands has been shown tcadmmpanied by ongoing
controversial public discussion and substantial am® of negative attitudes towards
immigrants (e.g. Coenders and Scheepers 1998)., Exasnining whether and in
what ways the prevalence of anti-immigrant attitude affected by the size of the

immigrant population is of great applied and thdoat interest.

Two Conceptualisations of Outgroup Size for Explaimg
Anti-Outgroup Attitudes

Group Threat Theory and Outgroup SiZgroup threat theory has proven a key
approach for social science research seeking t@iexanti-outgroup attitudes. The
theory rests on the general proposition that peeckthreats to the interests of the

ingroup lead group members to express greateroatgroup attitudes. More
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specifically, the reasoning underlying this propiosi proceeds in two steps. First,
perceived intergroup competition for scarce resesirés assumed to increase
perceptions of the outgroup as posing a threabeartgroup (Blalock 1967). Issues
at stake in such intergroup competition can redetahgible (e.g. housing- or labor-
market issues) as well as non-tangible goods (elgyious or language issues)
(Allport 1954, Blalock 1967, Coser 1958). In themed step, ingroup members are
hypothesised to respond to such perceived growgatthwith greater anti-outgroup
attitudes for protecting their groups interestsasags such threats (Blumer 1958, p.

5, see Blalock 1967, Bobo 1999, Quillian 1995).

Empirical evidence generally supports positive @ffeof perceived group threat on
negative intergroup attitudes as suggested in ¢oersl step (Stephan and Renfro
2003, Riek et al. 2006). Concerning the first agstion, proponents of group threat
theory specified several antecedential conditioos gerceiving an ougroup as
threatening (e.g. Coenders 2001, Stephan and Re0B8). For example, on the
individual-level research has shown that those wéth. fewer socioeconomic
resources (as indicated by lower education or uteyngent) as well as those with
e.g. stronger religious attachment (as indicatedddgnging to a religious group) are
relatively more prone to perceive an outgroup asdtening the interests of the
ingroup (e.g. Scheepers et al. 2002). Still, adogrdo the logic embodied in the
theory even when ingroup members perceive theisgmal self-interests to be
unaffected by intergroup competition, they mighll perceive the interests of their
group to be threatened and — consequently — sheategr anti-outgroup attitudes
(Blumer 1958, p. 5, Bobo 1983, 1999). As Riek et(aD06) emphasise: “[...] a
White male may perceive affirmative action as tteeag the overall interests of his

ingroup even when he is not personally affectedékret al. 2006: 337).
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Thus, to understand which sources other than iddali self-interests gives rise to
greater perceived group threat and negative irdaprattitudes requires to take
contextual-level factors into account. Given thepose of the present study, we
confine ourselves to focus on what is doubtlesshg @f the most prominent
contextual-level factor within the group threat ajgcrh — outgroup size (Blalock
1967, Coenders 2001, Quillian 1995, 1996, Scheegtemt 2002). Outgroup size is
commonly defined as percentage of outgroup membelstive to the total
population in a given geographic context. Generaliyoup threat theory
hypothesises greater outgroup size to heighterepexa intergroup competition for
scarce resourc&s(Blalock 1967, Bobo 1983). Accordingly, in contextwhere the
size of a minority group is large or increasingliprt 1954: 221) hostile intergroup
attitudes are expected to rise (Blalock 1967: 1d@wley 1944). But to date,
research has rarely investigated whether the effiectitgroup size on anti-outgroup
attitudes is indeed mediated by perceived groupath(but see Scheepers et al.
2002). Moreover, researchers also proposed thatetteet of outgroup size on
perceived group threat is itself mediated by anitamhél construct — perceived
outgroup size (Semyonov et al. 2004). This suggesfirst, rests upon the general
idea that people reflect objective environmentarahteristics — e.g. the size of some
outgroup — by their subjective perceptions andpsédcelaborates the notion that a
greater outgroup size arouses heightened perceptibthreatened group interests.
But despite the plausibility of this reasoning, thrdy study we are aware of which

examined this linkage found objective- and peraigatgroup size to be unrelated,

2" Some authors hypothesize non-linear effects frotgroup size to perceived threat and

negative intergroup attitudes. The backdrop of ssphcifications seems to root in
Blalock’'s (1967) theorising on White's reactionswards political and economic
competition seen to be posed by Blacks. While weegaly endorse the investigation of
more specific forms of intergroup competition, giibe purpose of this study we follow
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while the presumed sequence that greater perceowgdroup size increases
perceived group threat and greater perceived gtbugat subsequently leads to
greater anti-outgroup attitudes received firm supp®&emyonov et al. 2004).
Therefore, re-examining the micro-social mechanipnesumed to link the effects of
outgroup size on anti-outgroup attitudes clearhamsimportant task. However, we
suspect such efforts to be only of limited value €mderstanding the negative
relation between outgroup size and anti-outgrotifudes. Instead, we next turn to

intergroup contact theory.

Intergroup Contact Theory and Outgroup Si&ocial scientists invented contact
theory to further understanding how intergroup immsand negative intergroup
attitudes might be alleviated (Allport 1954, Hawl&944). With intergroup contact
considered as “face-to-face interaction between beesmof clearly defined groups”
(Pettigrew and Tropp 2006: 754), contact theoryitpoat its core that bringing
together members of different groups results inexfavourable intergroup attitudes.
Initial studies hypothesised intergroup contactekert its ameliorative effects on
tense intergroup relations only under optimal cbods — such as common goals,
intergroup cooperation, equal status and authositpport (Allport 1954, see
Pettigrew 1998). By contrast, scholars nowadaysnsonty agree that even in the
absence of supportive conditions intergroup contamte often improves intergroup
attitudes than not (Pettigrew and Tropp 2007, Sé¢ial. 2000). Indeed, it must be
noted that recent meta-analytical evidence suppibsnotion that even casual
everyday contact between members of different ggameighbourhood-, school- or
workplace settings lead to more positive intergratigudes (Pettigrew and Tropp

2000, 2006, see also Dixon and Rosenbaum 2004 )xhEasake of completeness, it

the lead and examine linear relations between oufgsize, perceived threats and anti-
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should be acknowledged that part of such contaeictsf might be due to self-
selection. This means that ingroup members withhlfzignegative attitudes might
tend to avoid intergroup contact while those ingromembers with relatively
positive attitudes remain. However, research hasvshhat the causal effect from
contact to negative intergroup attitudes is typycatronger than the reverse relation
from negative intergroup attitudes to contact (Bettv and Tropp 2006, Powers and

Ellison 1995).

To date, studies on intergroup contact typicallgu® on the individual-level of
analysis, and much of this research tradition smit to uncover the social-
psychological mechanisms explaining why intergraztgntact reduces negative
intergroup attitudes. While this literature showattcontact commonly operates via
multiple ways (Pettigrew 1998, Pettigrew and Tr@@07, in press), for the present
study of special concern is the partial findingt thiabstantive amounts of intergroup
contact’s beneficial effects on negative intergrattudes are due to a reduction of
perceived threats (Stephan and Renfro 2003, Raitigmd Tropp 2006, Voci and
Hewstone 2003). That is, ingroup members with graip contact have consistently
been found to report lower levels of perceiveddtseelated to some outgroup and,
subsequently, lower levels of anti-outgroup att#sid Accordingly, intergroup
contact appears as antecedent condition of petaveup threat which, in turn,
mediates the effect of intergroup contact on negaititergroup attitudes (Stephan
and Renfro 2003). Given this causal sequence awidodl-level theoretical
backdrop, recent extensions of intergroup contaebrty consider greater outgroup

size to increase opportunities for intergroup confsvVagner et al. 2003, Wagner et

outgroup attitudes only.
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al. 2006%). Following this approach, outgroup size — whichuably goes along with
perceived outgroup size — increases intergroupactntvhich reduces perceived
threats and ultimately improves negative intergraiptudes. Note the pivotal
implications of this reasoning: by conceptualismggroup size as contextual-level
factor which alleviates individual-level perceivegroup threats and hostile
intergroup attitudes due to increasing intergrooptact, intergroup contact theory
opposes group threat theory’s proposition that tgreautgroup size gives rise to

greater threats and anti-outgroup attitudes.

Yet empirical studies examining the status of cagr size for explaining anti-
outgroup attitudes following the version of intexgp contact theory discussed above
are extremely scant. As far as we are aware, ® alalty one set of studies carried
out in the German context provides direct evidefme the outlined mediating
structure between outgroup size, intergroup condact its subsequent impact on
negative intergroup attitudes (Wagner et al. 200@gner et al. 2006). Examining
how Germans’ intergroup contact and prejudice diffieng varying percentages of
foreigners across 440 districts in Germany, Wagrtal. (2006) conclude that “an
increase in the percentage of ethnic minority memiagfords the majority greater
opportunity for intergroup contact and thus redudke majority’'s prejudice”
(Wagner et al. 2006: 380). However, whether thesdirfgs generalise to other
situational settings has not yet been establisk®®n more importantly, neither
perceived group size nor perceived group threake Hasen incorporated by the

studies cited above.

3 For a similar reasoning from a macrostructural pective, see Blau and Schwartz

(1984).
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Hypotheses

The previous discussion implies that researcherst nexamine the alternative
propositions deriving from group threat- and intetgp contact theory to improve
the current understanding of the role of outgroae $or anti-outgroup attitudes. In
this study, we attempt to contribute to this taglekamining two sets of hypotheses.
Based on the literature reviewed above, in regargkoup threat theory we propose

to test the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis(1): The greater the objective size of the outgrothe greater
perceived outgroup size.

Hypothesis(2): The greater the objective outgroup size of dluegroup, the
greater perceived group threat.

Hypothesis(3): The greater the perceived size of the outgrahe greater
perceived group threat.

Hypothesis(4): The greater perceived group threat, the greatsti-outgroup
attitudes.

Next, in regard to intergroup contact theory we gasj to test the following

hypotheses:

Hypothesis(5a): The greater the objective size of the outgrothe more
intergroup contact.

Hypothesig5b): There will be a positive association betwgesater perceived
outgroup size and intergroup contact.

Hypothesig6): The more intergroup contact, the less peragigmup threat.
To safeguard our results for these major hypothesgsnst potentially biasing
influences of further individual-level variablesryeg across the municipalities

under study (Snijders and Bosker 1998), we followorpwork by controlling

whether being female, being older, lower educatidenel, and greater religiosity
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lead to both greater perceived group threat, negaititergroup attitudes (e.g.

Scheepers et al. 2002) and greater perceived gira@nd intergroup contatt

Data and Measures

Data

For our empirical analyses we use individual-ledatia from the “Religion in Dutch
Society’-Survey 2000 (Eisinga et al. 2002). Thigiorally representative survey
was collected by means of face-to-face interviewurging a two-stage random
probability sample of the non-institutionalised ptgtion living in the Netherlands.
In the first stage, 92 municipalities were sampledthe second stage, based on the
municipalities registers random samples of indialduiaged between 18 and 70 years
were drawn. The response rate from this sample48a&%, yielding data of N =
1008 individuals. Given that we are only interesiedexplaining Dutch citizens’
attitudes towards immigrants, we excluded all pesseithout Dutch citizenship or
with at least one parent being born outside theh&i&nds from the dataset. After
this, the final sample size was N = 893. We thesduan identifier-variable available
in the data to match the individual-level surveyadaith official municipality-level
statistics on the percentage of non-western immtgrpresent in the municipalities

at the year of the interview.

Measures

Anti-immigrant discriminatory intentionsTo assessanti-immigrant attitudes we

employ two measurement instruments. Our first measomprises of three items

4 Unexpectedly, our review of the research literatyiedded that prior studies largely

neglected to examine individual-level causes okrgroup contact (for a related
observation, see Quillian 2003). Thus, with regarahtergroup contact we proceed in

113



Chapter 4 — Group size of immigrants for explairamgi-immigrant attitudes

using three-point Likert-type scales assessing ridiggatory intentions toward
immigrants in the fields of the housing- and thieolar market. Respondents were
asked to evaluate e.g. whether they would prefButch citizen or an immigrant
when it comes to a job promotion. All items wereaged so that higher values
reflect a preference for a favourable treatmenDafch citizens as compared to
immigrants. Initial evidence that these indicattath into a common dimension is
given by the size of the item intercorrelations €&pnan’sp), ranging from .36 to
.38. An advantage of these indicators is theirfaadality given that labour-market
and housing issues with regard to immigrants gamedh attention on the Dutch

political and public agenda during the past deq¢&ileraudin et al. 2005).

On the other side, authors acknowledged that dubdio rather harsh formulation
these measures might be relatively prone to satgalrability bias (Coenders and
Scheepers 1998). Therefore, we chose a second reeaguch assesses anti-
immigrant attitudes as a much more general issue. tRis single indicator

respondents were asked on a four-point Likert-typae to what extent they are in
favour or against the presence of ethnic minorittegshe Netherlands. Response
options comprised of four categories ranging frastrongly in favour of” (1) to

“strongly against” (4).

Perceived group threaffo measure perceived group threat, we use twcatuts.
Respondents were asked on five-point Likert-typslescto evaluate the following
statements(a) “Ethnic minorities are too much in charge” afij “The coming of
ethnic minorities to the Netherlands is a threabwo own culture”. Consistent with

our conceptualisations of perceived group threategmtive consequences seen to be

an exploratory fashion by regressing our measuiatefgroup contact on the same set
of control variables as for perceived group thesat negative intergroup attitudes.
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posed by an outgroup, these indicators reflect etpeed threats to group interests
in the domains of political power and culttiePossible responses ranged from
“agree entirely” (1) to “don’t agree at all” (5).fi&r recoding, higher values indicate

greater perceived group threat. Inter-item con@tafPearson’s) was .66.

Perceived outgroup sizefTo measure perceived outgroup size, we use desing
indicator. Respondents were asked to indicate the percentagghoic minority
members in their neighbourhood on a scale rangiog fO to 100%. Response

options were given in categories of 5%, e.g. “betwe and 5%".

Intergroup contact For assessing intergroup contact, we use twositéka for the
measure of perceived outgroup size, respondent® vasked to indicate the
percentage of ethnic minority membé¢ad among their friends an(b) among their
colleagues. Again, response options ranged frono Q00% and were given in
categories of 10%. Higher values represent grgadereived percentage of ethnic
minority members in the neighbourhood or among ripondents’ friends and

colleagues, respectively.

Background variablesWe include the following background variables onr
structural modelsGenderis measured with males as references category (1 =
female).Agewas measured in yeaisducational levelvas assessed by an indicator
asking for respondents’ highest school completeér dbasic school. Response
options ranged from 0 = “no school finished aftasib school” to 7 = “University”.
Unemploymentvas measured using a dichotomous measure indicatirether the

respondent was unemployed at the time of the ierer not (1 = unemployed). To

> Respondents were also asked to what extent thee agith the statement “They day

will come that a Dutch person will be fired becao$@an ethnic minority member”. We
acknowledge that this indicator could be considecelde a straightforward measure of
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measurgoolitical orientation we used single indicator asking respondents whether
they consider themselves as “being left-wing” (1)“lbeing right-wing” (10). To
assess respondent®ligiosity, we used a single-indicator measuring frequency of
attendance of religious service. Answer optiongeanfrom “about once a week” (1)
to “hardly ever/never” (4). After recoding, greatealues reflect greater level of

religiosity.

Municipality-level measuresTo operationalise outgroup size, we use official
statistics on the percentage of non-western immtgreesent in each municipality as
derived from the SCP’s statline facilities (SCP 20D0Non-western immigrants,
officially defined as all persons with or at leasgith one parent with Turkish,
Morrocan, Surinamese or Antillean background regmeshe largest share of all
immigrants living in the Netherlands (SCP 2007, alse Guiraudon et al. 2005). In
addition, earlier work has shown that Dutch citigeanti-immigrant attitudes are
particularly pronounced with regard to non-westenmigrants (Hagendoorn 1995).
Initial inspections of the data showed that theresponding data were highly
skewed. For the subsequent hypotheses tests, wefdifeeuse the logarithm of the

variables’ original scores (see Alba 2005).

Method

We test our hypotheses by means of structural smuahodeling (SEM) for
complex sample designs (Muathen and Satorra 199%ndked ealier, this approach

also yields adjusted standard errors and goodrfd#s-statistic as oftentimes

group threat in the economic domain. Yet we dectdegkfrain from utilising this item
due to its semantic closeness to some of our depérdnstructs discussed below.
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required by hierachically ordered data from commerple desigi To evaluate
model fit, we use the?to-df-ratio §?/df, Marsh and Hocevar 1985), the CFI
(comparative fit index, Bentler 1990), the TLI (kec-Lewis-Index, Tucker and
Lewis 1973) and the RMSEA (root mean square erfr@pproximation, Steiger and
Lind 1980). Models are generally considered toafiequately to the data jf/df-
ratio < 3, CFl > .9, and RMSEA ©5. All models are estimated based on raw data
using the Complex-procedure as embodied in thesstal software Nplus 3.14
(Muthén and Muthén 1994-2006) with maximum likeblo(ML)-estimates. Item-
nonresponse for the survey data was generally orerg low level (no item
exceeding 4% missingness). We used the Missingepoe providing maximum
likelihood-estimates as implemented impMs 3.14 to account for the missing data

structure resulting thereof.

Results

Measurement modelsPrior to hypotheses testing, we established nneasant

models to examine whether the indicators availablide survey load on the latent
constructs we conceptually identified them with oot. We consider these
preliminary analyses to be a necessary prerequmiteur structural models given
that in the past some authors doubted the condepala consequently, empirical,
distinctiveness of perceived group threat and amtiroup attitudes (for a brief
discussion, see Scheepers et al. 2002). We thukexthevhether a one-factor model

assuming the indicators of perceived group thremt discriminatory intentions

® Jnitially, we seeked to model the covariance stritein our data according to the within-

and between matrices following from the data stmects individuals (within-matrices)

being nested in municipalities (between-matric¥et these models did not converge,
potentially due to the generally quite demandingadeequirements for multilevel

covariance structure modeling. We hence optedHerléss computationally intensive,
but equally applicable complex-procedure (see Muthed Satorra 1995).
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towards immigrants to load on a single latent \@eajained more support from the
data than the correlated two-factor model we dedidoem the literature. Results
showed that the one-factor model did not correspaeluately to the data (one-
factor modely? = 59.508; df = 5)°/df = 11.90; CFI = .893; TLI = .785; RMSEA =
.111), while the two-factor model with perceivedgp threat and discriminatory
intentions towards immigrants as correlating, histinictive factors showed a good
fit (two-factor model:® = 3.32; df = 4 /df = 0.83; CFI = 1; TLI = 1; RMSEA =

.000). We then estimated a comprehensive measutemaatel also including the

two indicators measuring intergroup contact asntat@riable. As supported by the
fit measures)f = 12.212; df = 114%/df = 1.11; CFI = .998; TLI = .997; RMSEA =

.011), this model corresponded well to the datavitpconfirmed the conceptual
and empirical distinctiveness of or individual-leletent constructs, we next turn to

our major findings from the structural modéls

Hypotheses testing

Figure 1 summarises our major findings by means of a rediygggh diagram. To
simplify matters, we refrain from showing the ol indicators of the latent
variables, its errors and insignificant structyraths. To begin with, we note that the
structural model is consistent with the underlyifegay® = 43.449; df = 19y /df =
2.28; CFl = .984; TLI = .951; RMSEA = 0.038. Nexte consider the results for

hypothesis (1) to hypothesis (4) as seen from #nspective of group threat theory.

" For all structural models, we allow all control iadnles to correlate among each other

and to affect all individual-level theoretical ctmgts, that is perceived outgroup size,
perceived group threat, intergroup contact, discr@tory intentions towards immigrants
and attitude towards immigration restriction.
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Figure 4. Structural model testing the role of obje size immigrants according to group
threat- and intergroup contact theory.

Objective
Size Immigrants

.35
4
Perceived 10 Discrimi_natory
.18 Size Immigrants \ : Intentions
Perceived
Group Threat
' “26
.62
Disapproval
iniergroup > Imm[i)prants
Contact e 9
-.13

Note Non-significant paths and observed indicatorstlfigr latent variables are not shown.
One-headed arrows indicate regression coefficighis,double-headed arrow indicates a
correlation. Model Fity?= 43.449; df = 19°/df = 2.28; CFl = .984; TLI = .951; RMSEA =
0.038.

We find that the effect of objective group size ilgrants on perceived group size
immigrants is significantly positivef(= .35). This result supports hypothesis (1),
stating that a greater outgroup size in peoplelgrenment corresponds to greater
subjective perceptions thereof. By contrast, thiecefof objective group size
immigrants on perceived group threat neither remchatistical significance nor is its
negative sign consistent with the theoretical etgiems f = -.004, ng) (not
displayed). These outcomes lead us to refuse hgpistli2). The effect of perceived
outgroup size on perceived group threat turns oube significant and in the
expected directionf(= .10). This result supports hypothesis (3) sutggsthat
perceptions of greater outgroup size give rise reat@r perceptions of threatened
group interests. Next, we note significantly pesiteffects running from perceived
group threat to both anti-immigrant discriminatantentions f = .54) and to
disapproval of immigrantss(= .62). This evidence is in agreement with hypsithe

(4) according to which greater perceptions of tteead group interests cause greater
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anti-outgroup attitudes. We also note a signifiapositive correlation between the

two measures of anti-immigrant attitudes=(.09).

To scrutinise the outcomes of these separate hgpeshtests, we examined the
indirect effect leading from objective group sizaniigrants to anti-immigrant
discriminatory intentions and immigrant disapprové both perceived outgroup
size and perceived group thréatConsistent with the results reported above, these
indirect effects proved to be significantly positiwith p < .05 for both anti-
immigrant discriminatory intentiong? (= .02) and disapproval of immigrantg €

.023) (not displayed).

Next, we turn to the findings for hypotheses (®a&) as developed from intergroup
contact theory. The data show a significantly pesieffect from objective group
size immigrants to intergroup contagt € .18). This results is consistent with
hypotheses (5a) whereby greater outgroup size aseee the opportunities for
intergroup contact. Likewise, the significant armkipive effect of perceived group
size immigrants on intergroup contaftX .26) lends evidence to hypotheses (5b). In
regard to hypotheses (6), we expected a negatipadnof intergroup contact on
perceptions of threatened group interests. As atdicby the corresponding effect of
intergroup contactf = -.26), this suggestion gains firm empirical sogp We
further note a significantly negative direct effe€intergroup contact on disapproval
of immigrants g = -.13), while no such effect exists for anti-ingmant

discriminatory intentions{= -.12,n9) (not displayed).

Last, to approve the accuracy of these findingsesgmated the indirect effects

leading from objective group size immigrants videngroup contact to the two

8 For doing so, we utilised the ,MODEL INDIRECT’ conamd available in Mlus3.14.
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measures of anti-immigrant attitudes (not showm}@ding so, we accounted for both
the impact of objective group size of immigrantsimergroup contact via perceived
group size and for the effects of intergroup contat the two measures of anti-
immigrant attitudes via perceived group threatline with the prior findings, these

indirect effects reached statistical significandthyw < .05 and signs in the expected
direction for anti-immigrant discriminatory inteatis # = -.014) and disapproval of
immigrants § = -.016). Before turning to the discussion of thessults, we briefly

review the results following from the backgroundiables as documented in rows 1

to 6 oftable 9
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Table 9. Unstandardised regression coefficientan@ard errors) and standardised
regression coefficients.

Exogenous Endogenous Variables
Variables  perceived Size Perceived Intergroup Discriminatory Disapproval
(Neighbourhood) Group threat ~ Contact Intentions Immigrants
b(se) B b(s.e) B b(se) §B b(se) B b(se) B
Age .0.252 -20" 0.001 .008 -0.093 -.167" -0.001 -05  0.001 .013
(0.040) (0.002) (0.024) (0.002) (0.002)
Gender .749 -203" -0.020 -.011 .1856 -127 -0.038 -.059 -0.012 -.008
(0.943) (0.069) (0.779) (0.031) (0.041)
Education -0.173 -023 0131 -33 0145 .043 -0.010 -.33  -0.009 -.027
(0.279) (0.016) (0.138) (0.006) (0.010)
Unemp.  1.616 .018 0.030 .006 -1.824 .045 0.161 .09 0.142 .035
(3.222) (0.181) (2.179) (0.082) (0.109)
Relig. 0.031 .002 0.035 .042  0.059 .009 0.023 .07  -0.043 -.061
(0.463) (0.038) (0.225) (0.012) (0.463)
Left-right gg17 --078  0.096 2287 0819 -231" 0.006 .228  0.011 .032
(0.298) (0.018) (0.173) (0.009) (0.01)
Object. 5941 .3527 -0.004 -.004 1.420 .187 0.005 -.004 0.005 .006
Size (0.582) (0.029) (0.398) (0.014) (0.019)
Percvd. 0006 .104° 0120 .2687 0.000 .104  0.000 -.001
Size (0002 (0.034) (0.001) (0.001)
Intergroup -0.032 -2687 __ -0.004 -10 -0.013 --127
Contact (0.008) (0.003) (0.006)
Percvd. 0.202 548" (532 626
threat " (0.030) (0.047)
R 167 324 29 .396 492

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01 ** p <.001

We observe thadgeis negatively related to perceived neighbourhaed ¢ = -.20)
and intergroup contacli(= -.16). Forgender we find that women perceive the
percentage of immigrants in their neighbourhoodbager (5 = -.20) and report less
intergroup contacty(= -.12) than menEducationsignificantly decreases perceived
group threat £ = -.33). We further note that being unemployedrisxa small, but

significantly positive effect on anti-immigrant dréminatory intentionsf = .09) as
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doesReligiosity(# = .07). Last, we find that greater right-wing oti&ion goes long
with a lower perceived size of immigrangs<£ -.07) increased perceptions of group
threat f = .22) and less intergroup contagt £ -.23). All other effects of the
background variables turned out not to reach awmgllef statistically convincing

significance.

Discussion

In this study, we set out to advance current undeding regarding the role of
outgroup size for explaining anti-outgroup attitadi order to do so, we subjected
several hypotheses developed from group threatdrgedgroup contact theory to a
simultaneous empirical test. The major findingaulésg from this research read as

follows:

First, in regard to group threat theory we foundttigreater outgroup size as
measured by percentage immigrants on the munitygakel corresponded to
greater perceived percentage immigrants in oneighbeurhood which, in turn,
proved to increase perceived group threat. Subsélguere found greater perceived
group threat to give rise to both anti-immigransadiminatory intentions and to

immigrant disapproval.

These findings clearly support group threat thewaiiyh one partial outcome calling
for particular attention. While our observation tttgreater objective group size
immigrants corresponded to greater subjective pémes thereof is in line with the
theoretical expectations derived from group thrdetory, it differs from related
results observed by Semyonov et al. (2004). Sped, in their study based on

German Survey data Semyonov et al. (2004) (cowectbserved no consistent
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relation between objective- and perceived sizeidoers (see Wagner et al. 2006, p.
382). Yet the differences between our and Semya@ata@l.’s (2004) findings might

result at least in part from the different openadiisations used in the two

independent studies. As alluded to earlier, weessgd subjective perceptions of
group size immigrants as perceived in the neightmmthon objectively measured
group size immigrants in the municipality. Analwiky, neighbourhoods represent
lower-level units nested within municipalities dagher-level units. Semyonov et al.
(2004) regressed subjective perceptions of grome ishmigrants corresponding to
the old and new federal German States on objegtivetasured group size
immigrants for the district level, whereby distsaepresent lower-level units nested
within the old respectively the new federal Gern&tates as higher level units.
Hence, perhaps group size foreigners as measurdbeodistrict-level has simply

been a too imprecise proxy-measure to predict Gasirfgerceptions of group size
foreigners on the higher-level units of the fornfederal States. Clearly, further
research on the issue how actual group size immigraelates to subjective

perceptions and in what ways such perceptionserétaperceived threats and anti-
immigrant attitudes (see also Alba et al. 2005)I wi¢ an important task for

subsequent studies.

Second, in regard to intergroup contact theory wendl that greater percentage
immigrants on the municipality-level leads to irased intergroup contact. In turn,
intergroup contact proved to counter anti-immigristriminatory intentions as well
as immigrant disapproval mainly by reducing pericgyst of group threat. Moreover,
the data showed a further negative effect leadiog fintergroup contact directly to
disapproval of immigrants; it seems reasonableake this additional relation as a

clue for mediating processes unobserved in thesotustudy (Pettigrew and Tropp
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2007). Viewing the major findings from examiningogp threat- and intergroup
contact theory in consideration, we conclude that the contexts under study
outgroup size operates in dual ways: greater dbgeoutgroup size goes along with
greater perceived outgroup size, which increaseseped group threat and thereby
leads to greater anti-outgroup attitudes. Likewibeth greater objective and
perceived outgroup size increase intergroup contelcich reduces anti-immigrant

attitudes in great parts by reducing perceived gitbveat.

We believe these results to deliver new and pabytimportant insights, but wish
to acknowledge the following limitations of the peat study. For instance, it must
be noted that the generalisability of our resulighhbe limited by a ‘natural’ ceiling
effect present in the data. Recall that the maxingroup size of immigrants per
municipality reached 30%. However, as illustratgdelrlier studies from the U.S.,
in other contextual units the size of the outgraumht well exceed this rate.
Moreover, if demographic forecasting holds then pheportion of the immigrant
population in the Netherlands is likely to continising in the futur€. Hence, we
consider it a primary task for subsequent researakexamine the role of outgroup
size from the perspectives of group threat- andtambtntheory in alternative
spatiotemporal settings. Ideally, these settingsukh provide a greater range of

percentage outgroup size than this research.

Ultimately, we believe our findings yield promisiagenues for further research. For
instance, while we utilised what we consider totliie most appropriate attitudinal
measures available in the survey, these measutksnaienable to distinguish

respondents’ threat perceptions and anti-immigsamttiment in regard to specific

¥ n fact, according to official statistics from ti%CP on average the percentage of non-

western minorities in the Netherlands increasethftioe time of the survey (2000) until
the latest figure available (2005).
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immigrant groups. Likewise, we could not examineethler respondents’ intergroup
contact patterns vary in regard to members of whffe immigrant groups. We
acknowledge that more differentiated analysesiswiin would be likely to further
understanding of host societies member's negate@&ctions towards specific
immigrant groups, but such research requires momgpecehensive survey data than
available for this study. A second issue relatethéopotential impact of a variable
unobserved in this study — outgroup residentialreggion. On the one side,
outgroup residential segregation has been consideredecrease the ougroup’s
visibility and salience. Thereby, negative outgroatitudes might be lowered
(Taylor 1998). Yet on the other side, outgroupdestial segregation has also been
assumed to minimise opportunities for intergroumtact — with greater anti-
outgroup attitudes as consequence (Allport 195#4usT a logical next step is to

subject these contrasting propositions to a sydterampirical study.

Finally, we consider the following theoretical gties: Can conditions be specified
under which each of the two pathways outgroup sjzerates by might dominate?
Following earlier studies (Blumer 1958, p. 6, Ofivamd Mendelberg 2000, Oliver
and Wong 2003, p. 579f., Wagner et al. 2006, p),38€ suggest that for contexts
smaller than used in the present study the prirmapact of greater minority group
size will be the enhancement of opportunities faengroup contact, with reduced
threat perceptions and improved attitudes towalss dutgroup as consequence.
Contrary to that, for relatively large contexts lsias exemplified by nation-states or
variations within such macro-contexts across time,consider outgroup size likely
to be associated with an enhancement of threaepgoos and greater anti-outgroup
attitudes. The reason for our latter expectatiotinad for relatively largely contexts,

outgroup size oftentimes becomes a topic for negatolitical propaganda targeted
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against the outgroup (Blumer 1958, see Wagner. &08I6). From this perspective,
not objective outgroup size per se, but the negaginlitical propaganda transmitting
information about the outgroup via the mass megf@ears as underlying source of
perceived threats and negative intergroup attitudegymenting these theoretical

arguments and putting them to systematic empistaly is now the challenge.
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Chapter 5 — Applying autoregressive cross-laggedaent growth curve models

Introduction

Current theoretical and empirical initiatives show renewed interest in
authoritarianism and anomia (Herrmann 2001, Hermeard Schmidt 1995, Kihnel
and Schmidt 2002). This interest is the most recariant of a longstanding
literature which dates back to the classic contrims of Adorno and colleagues
(1950) and Srole (1956). However, systematic attemip investigate the
measurement models underlying these constructs thed suggested causal

relationships are still largely missing.

In this contribution, we address these issues thgwpon data from a representative
three-wave panel study of the German general ptpaldn our model, we measure
the latent constructs of authoritarianism and amoroonstructs via multiple
indicators. Using latent autoregressive cross-ldghenceforth abbreviated as AR-
CL) and latent growth curve (henceforth abbreviaed GC) models, the purpose of
this chapter is to apply two methods of longitutliei@a analysis that can be used to
test different propositions and to gain new insdgior substantive research. Whereas
for some areas of research autoregressive crogeday latent growth curve models
appear to be commonly used, other areas of ressaech just to begin to realize the
potentials of such methods (Halaby 2004, Christin8dt, Schliter and Wagner
2004). Thus, with the present substantial researehintend to contribute to the
reader's interest and understanding of AR-CL andCL&r further practical

applications.

This chapter is structured as follows. In the failog second section, we introduce
the specifications of authoritarianism and anomma @&xplicate two alternative
causal models for these constructs. In the thircti@® we present the key

characteristics of AR-CL and LGC. In the fourtictsen, we present our research
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questions and discuss how autoregressive crosedaggd latent growth curve
models can be used to investigate these questiorike fifth section, we describe
the sample and indicators of the latent constriBiibsequently, in the sixth part, we
present the empirical findings from the AR-CL irgilog latent means and intercepts
and LGC. In the sevent and last section, this dmution concludes with a summary
of the substantial findings and an outlook on réckvelopments on the integration

of complementary methods for the analysis of pdat.

Theoretical background

Ever since their invention in the 1950s author@aism and anomia played an
important role in many studies on prejudice andolarance. Regarding
authoritarianism, most researchers agree thattmstruct reflects in equal measures
(@ an individual preference for submission undertharities (authoritarian
submission), (b) a strict orientation along thecpered conventions of the ingroup
(authoritarian conventionalism) and (c) aggressstances towards outgroups
(authoritarian aggression, see Altemeyer 1996, rM&ten1997). However,
notwithstanding the consensus on the manifestaifothis construct, the question
‘what authoritarianism really is’ is still open €iner 1997). Particularly two key
approaches regarding the concept specification uthoaitarianism need to be
distinguished. A first perspective dates back t@oro et al.’s (1950) seminal work
on “The Authoritarian Personality”. According toighview, authoritarianism is
conceptualised as a relatively stable intrapersohatacteristic which results from
enduring intrapersonal conflicts rooted in childddaxperiences of harsh education.
A second perspective derives from the social legrrapproach as introduced by
Altemeyer (Altemeyer 1996). Neglecting the idea afithoritarianism as

intrapersonal characteristic, Altemeyer concepsealiauthoritarianism as a set of
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coherent attitudes which is learned from peer gsaaupd similar socializing agents

(Altemeyer 1988, 1996).

Anomia was considered by Srole (1956) as subjectdading’ responding to acute
societal dysfunctions (Scheepers, Felling and Pefd&92, Srole 1956). More
specifically, Srole (1956) defined anomia as cdmgjs of five subdimensions
labelled (a) political powerlessness, (b) socialw@dessness, (c) generalised
socioeconomic retrogression (d) normlessness araghimglessness and (e) social
isolation (Srole 1956). Usually, these aspectsvaasured on an attitudinal level. To
explain the causal order of authoritarianism andna@a, previous research has
focused on two opposintheoretical models (Scheepers, Felling and Pet@92)1
According to a first model, the expectation is thabmia leads to authoritarianism
(Scheepers et al. 1992, Srole 1956). This line rgumentation suggests that
individuals who feel normless and meaningless adaftoritarian attitudes in order
to regain orientation in an environment perceived ircreasingly complex and
irritating. Thus, according to this perspectivehauitarianism serves as a coping-
mechanism for individuals who are anomic. This viewhallenged by an alternative
model proposed by McClosky and Schaar (1965). Thaieors suggest that it is in
fact authoritarianism that causes anomia. Accordiogthese authors, certain
personality characteristics as reflected by authoanism lead to anomia as the
narrow-mindedness of authoritarian people confitiesr opportunities for social
interactions with others. Consequently, authodianpeople are assumed to possess
fewer opportunities for receiving social support Wwhich they could prevent or
reduce social isolation. Therefore, authoritariaogle are thought to be particularly
vulnerable for anomia (McClosky and Schaar, 1966)date, empirical evidence for

these causal assumptions is largely missing. Tobdet of our knowledge, only
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Scheepers, Felling and Peters (1992) have setoownf explicit test of the causal
order of authoritarianism and anomia. Based on assesectional representative
Dutch survey dated 1987, these authors estimatemheecursive regression model
and found a significant positive path with a substh effect size leading from
anomia to authoritarianism (Scheepers et al. 198Bhough this finding supports
the suggestion that anomia leads to authoritananise methodological assumptions
underlying the nonrecursive model used by Scheegiest (1992) are by no means
always given (see Kaplan 2001, Harik and HotchRi381). As a consequence, the
conclusion that anomia causes authoritarianismezmily be called into question.
Clearly, for investigating the dynamic relationsaofthoritarianism and anomia panel
data are much more desirable. Specifically, theeetlaree reasons why panel data
appear particularly adequate for such an investigafirst, regarding the construct
specifications of authoritarianism and anomia, pdaa offer the opportunity to test
the measurement invariance of the measurement nuodiglrlying these constructs
by comparing individual responses to the indicat@riables across different
measurement points. Second, panel data are particippropriate for testing
causal assumptions such as for the relations tioatdarianism and anomia (Finkel
1995) as the observations are collected over twoare points in time. Third, panel
data offer informative explorative insights on tdgnamics of the theoretical

constructs over time using different methods ofjlardinal data analysis.

Methods

Autoregressive cross-lagged modésmajor approach for the analysis of panel data
is the autoregressive model (Finkel 1995, Hertzog) Messelroade 2003, Joreskog
1979). Dating back to the Markov simplex model (@an 1954) which used

observed variables only, subsequent developmentsn sallowed for the
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incorporation of latent variables into the autoesgive framework (Jéreskog 1979).
Autoregressive models are based on the assumpgitainetich latent construgt
measured at Time 1 is a function of its former eadt Time-1 plus random error. In
addition, a measurement model is needed to relaeldtent variables to their
respective indicators and the random measuremearseil he autoregressive process
is described by stability coefficients which refldbe amount of change in the
relative rank order of individuals between two aore points in time (Finkel 1995,

Jagodzinski, Kiihnel and Schmidt 1987).

Importantly, the stability coefficients do not besaformation about individual

change in absolute scores across different pomtsme. For instance, although
individuals may maintain their relative standing g group members, their
individual scores might indeed be subject to aneiase or decrease in the period
under study (Conroy, Metzler and Hofer 2003). Ugimg notation of the generalised
structural equation model (Bollen and Curran 2086f and Schmidt 1982), the

equation for the latent autoregressive model iruthigariate case is as follows:

Ny =+ Boyalliga + G (1)
a; represents the intercept for the estimate of ot t and S, indicates prior
influences ofyi+.1 on 7i; Indexi denotes the individual case anthe point in time.
Further, this model assumes that the random emoesnot correlated with the
explanatory variables and have an expected mearof For causal analyses of
panel data structural relationships between twamare latent constructs as an
extension of the autoregressive model are oftespetial interest. Consider for the

bivariate case two latent construgts measured at two or more points at Time 1 and

Time-1.
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Within the framework of the bivariate autoregressivoss-lagged model, each of the
two latent constructs is regressed at Time 1 olagged score plus the lagged score
of the other latent construct at Time-1 (Finkel 398ertzog and Nesselroade 2003).
The resulting cross-lagged coefficients inform dbthe structural relationships
between both constructs. Specifically, the magmitatithe cross-lagged coefficients
indicates how much variation if.1 predicts aggregate changerim or vice versa.
Due to the control of autocorrelation for each nateonstruct via the stability
coefficients, the cross-lagged effects indicate‘thee’ influence of each construct
of interest. The equations for the autoregressieesclagged model in the bivariate

case for two measuring points are:

,73 :a3 +ﬂ31,71 +ﬂ32,72 +C3 (2)
N4 =04+ Bt + Bidl, + S, (3)

az anday represent the intercepts for the estimates at €amk pointt. f3; andps,

are autoregressive parameters, while and 41 represent the cross-lagged

coefficients. Random errors are represented.andc,, while the prior assumptions

of uncorrelated random errors and explanatory tdgawith expected value of zero
for the random errors are retained. The measuremeuqiel can be expressed as

follows:
Yikt = Uikt T Akt + ikt + €ik (4)

Yikt IS the observed value for a specific=(1,2...N) indicator y for each individual

at Timet. uix denotes the intercept term and the factor loadingsrelate a specific
( = 1,2...N) indicator to a latent factofi:. i indicates the random error. AR-CL
models can be extended in several ways. For instahe bivariate AR-CL can be

extended toward larger SEM’s with more than twenatconstructs (Burkholder and
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Harlow 2003). Likewise, additional observed or tatexogenous variables can be
introduced to the model to predict thenstructs of interest. Given this flexibility, it
is no surprise that AR-CL’s are popular methodstiier analysis of change in latent
constructs. Also, researchers can investigate lplessioderating effects by referring
to multigroup comparisons using categorical grogpuariables. Notwithstanding
these opportunities, the statistical assumptioretiying the autoregressive models
have been subject to criticism (Rogosa 1995, Roguosh Willet 1985, see also
Stoolmiller and Bank 1995). Specifically, the fixeeffects approach of the
autoregressive model by assuming its coefficientbe the same for all individual
units under study has been criticized to refleatugr changes only. Also, the
previously discussed aspect that the autoregressivdel does not account for
absolute changes in individual scores for a constrtiinterest has been mentioned.
Alternatively, to account for such individual difemces in processes of change
researchers suggest the use of latent growth cuoadels for the analysis of panel

data.

Latent growth curve modelkatent growth curve models (LGC) are another useful
statistical approach for the analysis of panel .daaC inform about individual
growth in a given construct over time by estimatingingle underlying trajectory for
each individual unit. Expanding upon the seminatkvof Tucker (1958) and Rao
(1958), LGC was firstly proposed by McArdle and tps (1987) and Meredith and
Tisak (1990). The idea underlying LGC'’s is thatiudual growth for a given
construct is a function of a latent intercept anthtent slope plus random error.
Whereas the latent intercept indicates the averag@l starting values of the

longitudinal change process, the latent slope ctfléhe average individual change
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rate over time. The equation for a LGC with obsdrwelicators can be described as

follows (Bollen and Curran 2006: 27):

Yit = ai + A Bi + & (5)
yit are the observed values for each pelisahtimet in an indicator variablg. a;
denotes the latent intercept gfidhe latent slope factor. As indicated by subsaript
these factors are assumed to vary across indigdlial assess the individual’s initial
values of the growth process, the factor loadindghef latent intercept terns are
commonly constrained to 1. Because this value nstamt for alk, the equation does
not contain a specific coefficient for the factoadings of the latent intercept.
indicates the factor loadings for the latent sldpetor pi. For instance, for a
minimum of three time points fixing these loadirigsralues of 0, 1 and 2 specifies a
linear growth process, with the random error asslutaéhave a mean of zero and to
be uncorrelated with the exogenous variables. Tidevidual latent intercept and
slope factors are each constituted by a group raedma disturbance term capturing
the deviations from this group mean. In an uncoowi LGC with no further
explanatory variables, these deviations indicageaimount of individual variability
for the estimated latent intercepts and slopess Ehdescribed by equations (6) and
(7):

0 = fho + o (6)

Bi = wp + i (7)
With a; andg; representing the latent intercept and the latiequesfactor u, andug
denote the means for these latent factors whéfeand(s denote the variability for
these means. These disturbances are assumed tonfesres of zero and to be

uncorrelated with the random error.
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When combining Equations 5, 6 and 7, the followdggiation 8 results:
Vit = [o + Ao i) + [Coi + i + e (8)

LGC can also be applied to latent constructs witlitiple indicators and higher

order factors. For instance, detailed applicatiohsuch a so-called second order
growth curve model are given by Hancok, Kuo and flesage (2001) and Bollen and
Curran (2006). Following Bollen and Curran (2008 second order LGC can be

expressed as follows:
Mt = Mie + 0 + A Bi + Gt 9)

nit IS the repeated latent variable for individuand timet. As for the LGC with
observed indicatorsy; and f; denote the latent intercept and slope factor, Viith
indicating the factor loadings for the latent slofeis the random error assumed to
have a mean of zero and to be uncorrelated witlexlbbgenous variables. The latent
intercept &) and latent slope factorg;) in such an unconditional model are defined
as before:

ai ::ua + Cai (10)
Bi =g+ (g (11)

Again, the disturbance terndg and{s are assumed to have means of zero and to be
uncorrelated with;; and ;.. The measurement model for the second order LGC is

expressed by the following equation:
Yiit = Vit + Ainie + &t (12)

yit denotes the observed value for a specific=(1,2...N) indicator for each
individual i at timet. v;; is the intercept for indicator at time;; is the factor loading
for indicatorj at timet on a latent factogi. ;i is the random error. Univariate LGC

as described earlier are often extended towardrbmultivariate LGC. Such LGC
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are capable to simultaneously estimate individbhahge in two or more observed or
latent constructs of interest. In the context ofhsunodels, researchers can also
investigate possible correlations between the fait@ercept and slope factors of
different constructs. Likewise, unconditional LG@e eoften extended to include
further observed or latent exogenous variablesh Sagiables can then be used to
explain the variance in the latent intercept opsléactors. Another opportunity in
the context of LGC is to conduct multigroup anatydeased on a categorical
grouping variable of interest. By doing so, reskars can examine possibly variant
growth processes between subgroups (e.g. gendicigt). Further, it should be
acknowledged that LGC offer considerable flexililih modeling individual change
as it is not limited to linear growth processeg, dlso capable of modeling nonlinear

(e.g. quadratic) forms of individual change (Haricetal. 2001).

Research Questions

By investigating the subsequent four research oreston the dynamics of
authoritarianism and anomia, we compare use ohtlaatoregressive cross-lagged
and latent growth curve models. Specifically, tamine research questions one and

two, we use latent autoregressive cross-lagged Isiode

1. Which amount of aggregate change do we find fon@utarianism and anomia
over the three measurement points?

Examining aggregate change of authoritarianism andmia provides important
information about the concept specifications of stheconstructs. Regarding
authoritarianism, on the one hand high stabilitgfioients together with constant
mean values would support the idea of authoritesmnas a stable intrapersonal

characteristic. On the other hand, low stabilitgféoients would speak in favour of
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authoritarianism as more flexible attitude clustetikewise, for anomia
conceptualised as a more situation specific cocistmre expect lower stability
coefficients for the period undstudy. To investigate these issues, we refer to the
stability coefficients of authoritarianism and anamas provided by the

autoregressive model plus the latent means of tms&ructs.

2. Which evidence do we find for crdsgiged effects (a) from authoritarianism
anomia respectively (b) from anomia on authoritarsan over the thre
measurement points?

Current knowledge on the causal relations betwegmoatarianism and anomia will

be advanced by investigating the cross-lagged tsfibese constructs. Specifically,

positive cross-lagged effects from authoritarianism anomia would support the
view of authoritarianism as antecedent of anonwaturn, positive cross-lagged
effects from anomia on authoritarianism would besistent with the idea of anomia

as antecedent of authoritarianism. To investigagearch questions three and four,

we will refer to latent growth curve models:

3. Which evidence do we #rfor individual (a) growth and (b) variability igrowtr
for authoritarianism or anomia over the three measoent points?

An alternative approach for investigating the cqteal underpinnings of

authoritarianism and anomia using panel data exfbore possible growth processes
in these constructs. According to the idea of autidw@anism as stable intrapersonal
characteristic, we would expect short-time growmtbcpsses to be rather unlikely to
occur. In turn, evidence for such growth processemdicated by a significant mean
of the latent slope factor would support the viefvaathoritarianism as coherent

attitude cluster affected by situational circumstm Likewise, empirical evidence
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for growth processes in anomia would support thea idf anomia as individual

response to specific situations.

4. Which evidence do we find for structural relatidmstween the latent interce
and latent slope factors of authoritarianism andoama over the thre
measurement points?

Examining possible growth processes in authoritégsia and anomia offers
additional opportunities to explore the dynamicatiens of these constructs.
Specifically, such an analysis could reveal if &roav the possible latent intercepts
and latent slopes of authoritarianism and anoméassatistically interrelated. For
instance, it seems interesting to explore whetheiritial values of one construct as
measured by the latent intercept factors affeatsvtir processes in another construct

as measured by the latent slope factors.

Data and Indicators

Data for the subsequent analyses were drawn frqman&l study of the German
general population aged sixteen years and overtrftdger 2004). Data collection

was done by computer-assisted telephone interviearsjucted at three measuring
points each one year apart. Starting in 2002, rthiali sample of the panel consisted
of N = 2722 German respondents. One year laterirae R, of those N = 2364

respondents who agreed at Time 1 to participatbarpanel N = 2029 respondents
could be recontacted. From this sample, N = 117&riirews were successfully
completed. Again one year later at Time 3, of thdse 1142 respondents who gave
their consent at Time 2 to be reinterviewed N = 8&Spondents could be
recontacted. Here, N = 875 interviews were sucadgstompleted. Using the

realized sample of Time 1 as baseline, responss vat¢re 49% for the second time

point respectively 37% for the third time point.rfFoeasuring authoritarianism, two
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items were selected from an authoritarianism ssh@vn to be a valid measure of
authoritarianism in previous studies in the Germantext (Schmidt, Stephan and
Herrmann 1995). Respondents were asked to ratefoargoint Likert-type scale
the followings statements: “The most important die someone can have are
obedience and respect to superiors” (SUBMIS1) anek “should be grateful for
leaders who tell us what to do” (SUBMIS2). Thesdicators reflect the partial
aspects of authoritarian submission. Response raptranged from “absolutely
agree” (1) to “absolutely disagree” (4). These ealuwere recoded so that higher
values indicate greater authoritarianism. For méaguanomia, respondents were
asked to rate on a four point Likert-type scaleftil®wing two statements: “Things
have become so difficult today that you don’t knawat's up” (NORMLES1) and
“In former times people were better off because dmew what to do”
(NORMLES?2). These items reflect the subdimensionaobmic normlessness.
Response options ranged from "absolutely agree'tqIabsolutely disagree” (4).
Again, the original responses recoded so that higakies indicate greater anomia.
Regarding unit non-response (Engel and Reineckel)19%eparate analyses not
shown here confirm that neither those participavtie gave their consent at Time 1
for reinterviewing, but were not interviewed at B, nor those participants who
gave their consent at Time 2 for reinterviewing wete not interviewed at Time 3,
differed substantially from the respondents usedhm initial panel sample with
regard to sex, education and place of living. lteom-response was on a very low

level with a maximum of 1.5%.
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Results

Descriptive results Table 10 displays means and standard deviationstHe
observed indicators of the latent constructs. Hoe first indicator measuring
authoritarianism, the data reveal above-averageescat each measurement point,
whereas the mean values for the second indicataaireslightly below the midpoint
of the scale across the period under study. Fuyrtilee mean values for
authoritarianism remain essentially constant fomaasurement points. Regarding
anomia, the results indicate above-average scaresbdth indicator variables.
Further, the increasing mean values indicate arcteend across the three

measurement points.

Measurement modelblext, to test for the appropriate operationalisadf the latent
constructs by the observed indicators measuremeatielm were estimated
(Anderson and Gerbin 1988). Using the AMOS 5.0isttadl software (Arbuckle
2003), all analyses reported are based on FIMImeséis including means and
intercepts (Enders and Bandalos 2002, Raykov 2@B%En the crucial importance
of measurement invariance for making inferencesuabbanges in constructs over
time (Pitts, West and Tein 1996), we subsequentiietl our measurement model for
configural and weak factorial invariance (Meredithd Tisak 1990). This step-by-
step procedure helped to establish the adequatthyeaheasurement instruments for
the whole period under study. For all analyses RiML-procedure as implemented

in AMOS 5.0 (Arbuckle 2003) was used.
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Table 10. Sample size (N), means (M) and standewéhtions (SD) for the observed
indicators of authoritarianism and anomia.
t1(2002) t2(2003) t3(2004)
Authoritarianism N M SD N M SD N M SD
Submsl.......... 2706 2.68 (.93) 1166 2.7 (.91) 817 2.6091)
Subms2.......... 2698 2.13 (.85) 1168 2.21 (.83) 821 2.2.84)
Anomia
Normis1.......... 2705 257 (.91) 1166 2.78 (.9) 825.9 2 (.88)
Normis2.......... 2705 253 (.89) 1173 273 (.9) 824 .872 (.87)

Note.All values are based on raw data.

The initial measurement model (1) allowed the lateonstructs to correlate and
include autocorrelations for the measurement erMisual inspection of the initial

measurement model (1) indicated that all factodilogs for authoritarianism and
anomia were of sufficient size and approximatelya¢dor each measurement point

as shown in table 11.

Table 11. Standardised factor loadings of the tdtmtors for authoritarianism and anomia

t1(2002) t2(2003) t3(2004)
Authoritarianism
Submsl1......... .79 .79 .80
Subms2......... .68 .66 .67
Anomia
Normlsl......... .83 .88 .89
Normls2......... .83 .88 .88

Note Coefficients are based on FIML-estimates.

According to the fit statistics, model (1) matcheell to the data;((2 =64.737; df =
33; 2 /df = 1.96; CFI = .996; RMSEA = .01%-value of close fit = 1.0). Thus,
configural invariance was given. In the subsequeatsurement model (2) factor
loadings for authoritarianism and anomia were camstd to be equal across the
measurement points. Following the insignificafitlifference test, these constraints
did not significantly reduce the fit of model (1), = 4.984;ns). Thereby, weak
factorial invariance of the measures was estaldisker all subsequent AR-CL and

LGC, these constraints for weak factorial invarmnas well as autocorrelated
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measurement errors were retained. Further, mojdle@l$@ provides the implied latent
means for authoritarianism and anomia that areudssd in the context of our first

research question.

Structural models Next, we turn to the substantial findings frome thtructural

models. We start with model (3) depicted in figbre

Figure 5. Path diagram of a latent autoregressigsselagged model for authoritarianism
and anomia.

Subms Subrms? Submsl Subrms? Subrms Subms2

Mormls! | | Mormls2 Marmlst | | Mormls2 Mormls! || Marmls2

This model comprises the stability coefficients &uthoritarianism and anomia and
the mutual cross-lagged coefficients from authaatasm to anomia as well as from
anomia to authoritarianism. Accordingly, this moslebwed a good fit to the dagé (

= 127.199; df = 43, /df = 2.958; CFIl = .99;: RMSEA = .02p:-value of close fit

= 1.0). In our first research questjome hypothesised that low levels of change in
authoritarianism would support the idea of autlaoi@inism as a relatively stable
intrapersonal characteristic. In turn, considerabteounts of change would point to
the alternative conception of authoritarianism asitaiational adaptive attitude
cluster. For evaluating the amount of change irhautarianism, we consider the

stability coefficients in conjunction with the late means. The data reveal
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considerably high stability coefficients (i.e. sdandised regression coefficients)
between the two time intervalg € .83,p < .001 4 =.90, p < .001). Although the
differences in the stabilities appears rather sraafi-difference test reveals that this
difference is significantAy”> = 5.31;p < .05). These findings suggest that only very
small amounts of change in authoritarianism to@celover the period under study.
Consistent with this conclusion, the latent meaorsauthoritarianism as shown in
table 12 revealed basically constant valuestlier three measurement poingg; €
2.67;up=2.71;u3= 2.72). Taken together, we conclude that thes#rfgs support

the conceptualisation of authoritarianism as statiteapersonal characteristic.

For anomia, we hypothesised that considerable ate@miraggregate change would
support its conceptualisation as individual reactioontingent on situational
conditions. In fact, the considerably lower stabitoefficients g =.63,p <.001 g =
.66, p <.001) for anomia point to substantial amountsta@nge in the period under
study. When these stabilities were constrainedet@dual, the non-significanft -
difference test showed that model fit was not atlgfy? = .129:ns). The finding of
substantial amounts of aggregate change for anmrakso supported by the latent

means for this construct as given in table 12.

Table 12. Implied latent means for authoritariangmd anomia.

t1(2002) t2 (2003) t3 (2004)
Authoritarianism 2.67 2.71 2.72
Anomia 2.56 2.76 2.91

Note Coefficients are based on FIML-estimates.

The latent means for anomia denote an increase nomia over the three
measurement pointug = 2.56; w = 2.76; wz = 2.91). For a further test of the

apparent different longitudinal developments ofhautarianism and anomia, we
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constrained the stabilities between both constriactse equal for each time interval.
Doing so resulted in a significantly altered mofie(Ay*ime 1-time 2= 6.14p < .05;
Aytime 2-Time 3= 25.46,p < .001). Thus, we conclude that the stabilitiesamdmia are
indeed substantially lower than the stabilitiesdathoritarianism. Stated differently,
for anomia there is considerably greater amourmthahge than for authoritarianism.
In sum, we reason that this result supports thecequalisation of anomia as

individual reaction to situational circumstances.

Next, following our second research question wenerad the alternative causal
models for authoritarianism and anomia. Accordingtlie suggestions of Srole
(1956), the expectation was that heightened lewelsanomia would lead to
heightened levels in authoritarianism. Contraryhis view, McClosky and Schaar
(1965) suggested that heightened levels of audr@itism would lead to heightened
levels of anomia. To get evidence on the empiraddquacy of these opposing
predictions, we consider the cross-lagged effecis. (standardised regression
coefficients) as incorporated in the present agt@ssive model. As suggested by
McClosky and Schaar (1965), the results show thathaaitarianism exerts
significant and positive effects on anomia for Tifn® Time 2 § = .14,p < .001) as
well as for Time 2 to Time 3p(= .18, p < .001). However, consistent with the
assumptions of Srole (1958), the data also reveagmificant and positive cross-
lagged effect from anomia at Time 1 to authorit@igm at Time 24 = .12,p <
.001), while no significant cross-lagged effect viasnd for anomia at Time 2 to

authoritarianism at Time 3.

To scrutinise these findings, we compared theffithe present model (3) that was
comprised of cross-lagged effects for both authoahism and anomia to two

alternative models: In model (3a), only cross-labg#ects from authoritarianism to
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anomia were estimated, while the reverse effectsdimg from anomia to
authoritarianism were constrained to zero. In tumnmodel (3b) only cross-lagged
effects from anomia to authoritarianism were incogbed, with the reverse effects
leading from authoritarianism to anomia set to z&uath model (3a)Ay* = 47.836,

p < .001) and model (3b)\{*= 16.642 p < .001) adjusted significantly worse to the
sample than the initial model (3). Thus, we coneltltat in this study McClosky and
Schaar’s suggestion (1965) that it is authoritasianthat causes anomia gains most

support, albeit the data revealed some evidenca ffeverse effect of anomia.

Keeping these findings from the autoregressivesclagged analyses in mind, we
turn to our third research question. Here, our ai@s to utilise latent growth curve
models for an improved understanding of the cona@ptature of authoritarianism
and anomia. For this purpose, we first estimategarsde LGC models for
authoritarianism and anomia, which were comprisedoth a latent intercept and a
latent slope factor. Under the assumption of lingwth, factor loadings for the
latent slope factors were set to 0, 1 and 2 (Badleth Curran 2004, 2006, Duncan et
al. 19991). For authoritarianism, the initial growdurve model (4) showed a very
good fit to the datayf = 2.677; df = 5)°/df = .535; CFI = 1.0; RMSEA = .00(-
value of close fit = 1.0). Substantially, the sfgrant latent intercept factop (= 2.69,

p < .001) indicates that the respondents displayvaenage a significant group mean
of authoritarian attitudes of 2.7. In addition, thignificant variance found for the
intercept ¢ = .453,p < .001) indicates substantial individual varialyilground the

group mean of authoritarianism.
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However, as might have been expected from the &lysiavariant latent means, the
latent slope factor for authoritarianism turned oat to be significantly different
from zero i = .005,n9. Also the variance of the slope was not signifiba
different from zero (=.003)s). Hence, the subsequent LGC model (5) was estidnate
with a latent intercept only. Even this model matthhe data very welj{= 2.878;

df = 7;4°/df = .411; CFI = 1.0; RMSEA = .00(@-value of close fit= 1.0) and was
thus retained for further analyses. Regarding aapmhie the initial latent growth
model (6) revealed a good fif’(= 29.682; df = 11y /df = 2.698; CFI = .996;
RMSEA = .025;p-value of close fit = 1.0). Both the latent intggt@nd the latent
slope of anomia turned out to be significant. Sjeadly, for anomia the mean of the
latent intercept factor was estimateduas 2.56, p < .001), while the mean of the
latent slope factor reachad = .204, p < .001). These findings suggest that on
average the respondents displayed a significantpgnoean of 2.56 for anomia plus a
linear increase in anomia of .204 for each timenpa finding consistent with the
increasing latent means for each time-point dissdigzarlier. Further, the significant
amounts of variance for both the latent intercept (41,p < .001) as well as for the
latent slope¢ = .025,p < .001) indicate substantial interindividual diffeces in the
growth process of anomia. In a final step, we estigth a dual LGC labelled model
(7) that integrates the prior LGC-analyses shownafathoritarianism and anomia.

This model is depicted by figure 6.
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Figure 6. Path diagram of a latent growth curve ehofl authoritarianism and anomia
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According to the fit measures, model (7) matched twethe dataf*= 94.883; df =
53;y%/df = 1.79; CFIl = .995; RMSEA = .01p:value of close fit = 1.0). In addition
to the means and variances of the latent inter@egtslope factors as obtained from
the prior models, this dual model also provided tleeessary information for
investigating our fourth research question, thatoisexamine possible statistical
between the latent intercept factor of authoritéaga and the latent intercept and
mean factors of anomia. The model reveals a saamfi and substantial positive
correlation among the intercepts of authoritariemend anomiar(= .54,p < .001).
This indicates that respondents with a higherahikevel of authoritarianism also
exhibit a higher initial value of anomia and vicersa. However, no significant
covariance was found between the intercept of aiidn@anism and the slope of
anomia, implying that there was no relation betweiae initial level of

authoritarianism and the change process over tinaaamia. Finally, the covariance
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between the intercept and slope of anomia wasignifisantly different from zero,

suggesting that the initial level of anomia ancchange process are not related.

Discussion

In this chapter, we examined the dynamics of aitdr@anism and anomia using data
from a national population three-wave panel surv8y investigating the
measurement models and causal relations of thesstraots, we sought to
demonstrate the complimentary application of lagerbregressive cross-lagged and
second-order latent growth curve models to subisiardsearch problems. Below,

we summarize findings and methodological aspectsasfe analyses.

Following our first research question, we aimedhed new empirical light on the
concept specifications of authoritarianism and amorRor this task, we capitalized
on the statistical assumptions of autoregressivdetsaby examining the stabilities
and latent means of the constructs. With regaaltboritarianism, the data revealed
considerably high stabilities plus latent meanshwéssentially constant values.
Taken together, these findings indicate that redpotis authoritarianism almost did
not change significantly between 2002, 2003 and 4200hereby, the

conceptualisation of authoritarianism as relativeigvariant intraindividual

characteristic was supported. Contrary to the tesat authoritarianism, the findings
from the autoregressive models for anomia showgaifgiantly lower stabilities. In

line with this outcome, the data also revealedaasing latent means for anomia in
the course of time. Thus, we consider these resulssipport the idea of anomia as

individual reaction to certain situational circuarstes.
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According to our second research question, we exaanithe causal order of
authoritarianism and anomia. Based on two altereatheoretical models, we
investigated whether authoritarianism leads to aaomr anomia leads to
authoritarianism. For this analysis, the cross#abgffects as provided by the
autoregressive model were of central importanceshart, the findings provided
mixed support for the competing causal models.@mne hand, consistent with the
idea that authoritarianism causes anomia the d@at@ated significant and positive
cross-lagged effects from authoritarianism on am@ofoi each point in time. On the
other hand, we also detected a significant craggdd effect from anomia at Time 1
to authoritarianism at Time 2, as suggested byatteznative view that it is anomia
which causes authoritarianism. However, the craggdd path from anomia at Time
2 to authoritarianism at Time 3 turned not out &dignificant. Subsequent model
comparisons revealed that a model which incorpdratk significant cross-lagged
paths matches best with the data. From these fisdinme concluded that McClosky
and Schaar’'s (1965) suggestion that it is authaitésm which leads to anomia
gains most support from the present data, albeiesdat weaker evidence points to

the possibility that authoritarianism is also aféetby anomia.

In our third research question, we focused on ptessgirowth processes in authorita-
rianism and anomia for a further understandincdhefdoncept specifications of these
constructs. For authoritarianism the analyses stotat no growth process took
part for the period under study, a finding consisteith the prior finding of high
stabilities and essentially constant latent meadnghe authoritarianism-construct.
However, evidence for a growth processes was fdandnomia. More specifically,
the data revealed a linear increase in anomigh®period under study, coupled with

a significant amount of population variance. Agdihese outcomes complement the
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insights provided by the autoregressive model &t they are consistent with the

lower stabilities and increasing latent means dised earlier.

Continuing the use of latent growth models for explg the dynamics of
authoritarianism and anomia, in our fourth and fasearch question we set out to
examine if the respondent’s initial values for theonstructs as measured by the
latent intercept would affect possible growth pssEs as measured by a latent slope.
The positive and significant correlation found fone Ilatent intercepts of
authoritarianism and anomia indicates that highérai values in authoritarianism
correspond with higher initial values in anomia amxk versa. However, no further
significant correlations were detected for theraiatercept of authoritarianism and

the latent slope and intercept of anomia.

Although not crucial for the purpose of this chapfer future research it would
seem promising to introduce further exogenous kgsuch as education, class or
general economic conditions into the models. Lilsawia longitudinal analysis on
the effects of authoritarianism and anomia on pliegl could contribute to an
improved understanding of the dynamics of intoleeanBesides such substantial
advancements, various methodological extensions selwisable, too. In addition to
the discussed extensions for autregressive and-tagged and latent growth curve
models, subsequent research could expand on aermremethodological strategy by
exploring the autoregressive latent trajectory (Alodfodel proposed by Bollen and
Curran (2001, Curran and Bollen 2004). By integigtthe statistical assumptions
underlying autoregressive cross-lagged and latemwty curve models, the ALT-
model allows researchers a simultaneous analysposdible autoregressive cross-
lagged and growth curve relations. However, foe¢hwaves of data as in the present

example, identification of the ALT requires nondar constraints. Hamaker (2005)
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showed that under the assumption of time-invarearbregressive parameters, the
ALT-model is equivalent to a latent growth curve dab with autoregressive
disturbances and thus non-linear constraints ateraguired. However, currently
testing for cross-lagged relations between conttroemains is still problematic
since yet it has not been specified which coeffitieof such a model would
correspond to the cross-lagged coefficients inatlteregressive cross-lagged model.
Finally, particularly Oud’s (in press) finding oéweral paradoxes for cross-lagged
models because of different discrete time obsematitervals within and between
studies seems to bear major implications for lamjiial data analysis. As an
alternative, Oud (2007) proposes the applicationcoftinous time modeling.
Consistent with this argument, we agree that futesearch in this direction is a

necessary and promising task.
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Chapter 6 Summary and Discussion

This study started off from the twofold notion tlgoup threat theory has proven to
be a key approach for social science efforts fqaring tense intergroup relations,
but that up to this day, several basic questions@ming this approach up to this day
remained unanswered. As a consequence, building thmoinsights and findings of
earlier research in this field, we set out to fartinderstanding of group threat theory
for explaining anti-outgroup attitudes. Specifigaltather than focusing on a single
research problem solely, this study took up thdlehge to address four different,
though complimentary substantive research questidohs chapter serves to take
stock of our efforts to answer these research gumesstFor doing so, we will first
recapitulate the specific research problems matigahe pre sent research. Then, we
will briefly discuss the scientific relevance ofrachievements. Finally, we present a

brief outlook on the societal relevance this stadgsults.

Summary
Disentangling the causal relations of perceived gup threat and outgroup

derogation (Chapter 2)

The first research question addressed the probdeexamine the flow of causality
between perceived group threat and outgroup deovgas key constructs of group

threat theory. It was formulated as follows:

Research question 1

Is perceived group threat causally prior to outgpowerogtion? Is outgrou
derogation causally prior to perceived group thre&r are perceived group thre
and outgroup derogation linked by reciprocal causdations?
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This research question was dealt with in chapteén Zhis chapter, we first reviewed
and explicated the research literature on grougatitheory. This initial step showed
that earlier work has advanced three competingrétieal perspectives regarding the
direction of causality between perceived groupahend outgroup derogation. The
predominating view in the literature which we ldbdl the conventional modebf
group threat theory conceptualises perceived gtbugat as causal antecedent of
outgroup derogation. A second theoretical perspeastinich we labelled theeverse
modelof group threat theory conceptualises perceivedgthreat as consequence of
prior levels of outgroup derogation and therebyediy opposes the first model.
Finally, our review showed that in the literatureh&rd theoretical perspective has
been raised which considers the causal relatiotvgelea group threat and outgroup
derogation to be reciprocal. Accordingly, we labéllthis third perspective the

reciprocal modebf group threat theory.

The explication of these three rival theoretical dels set the stage for their
subsequent joint empirical test. In using crossenat multivave panel surveys from
Germany and Russia, we introduced the method eftiautoregressive cross-lagged
models to the study of group threat theory. Consbwnéth theconventional modedf
group threat theory, we found perceived group thteabe causally antecedent to
Germans’ dislike and negative behavioural intergtitoward foreigners as well as to
Russians’ ethnic distance toward minorities. Bytcast, neither theeverse nor the
reciprocal modelof group threat theory gained support by the d&tam these
findings we inferred that perceived group threasthe viewed as causal antecedent
of outgroup derogation, and it was this conclusidmnich served as guiding principle

throughout the remaining substantive analyses.
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Merging on Mayday: Subgroup and superordinate idenification as joint
moderators of threat effects in the context of euneean union's expansion

(Chapter 3)

The second research question elaborated upon sketdaspecify in which manner
salient intergroup threats affect anti-outgrouptwades by linking propositions from
group threat- with social identity theory. The amg@anying research question read as

follows:

Research question 2

To what extent is the effect of perceived grougahion anti-outgroup attitudes
moderated by subgroup- and superordinate grouptifieation and what role does
ingroup projection play for this development?

This research question was answered in chapteoit & departure for this chapter
was the general notion that different strands ofadadentity theory offer promising
insights for scrutinising the role of salient grotlpeats play for predicting anti-
outgroup attitudes. We then specified the joine&l of subgroup and superordinate

group identification — the central theoretical cepis of these models — in respect to

the path from perceived group threat on anti-outgrattitudes.

Our major hypothesis was that subgroup- and sugiee group identification
would mutually moderate the impact of group threat anti-outgroup attitudes.
Specifically, we expected threat effects to bergjest among dual identifiers, i.e.
those ingroup-members who identify strongly withtibdhe subgroup- and the
superordinate category. We tested this major hygsidh by means of two
experimental survey studies using both a generplilation- and a student sample.

These studies were carried out during the Europdaion’s eastward expansion.
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Consistent with this situational setting, in thiady national- and European identity
served as subgroup- respectively superordinate pgategories, while attitudes
towards people from the new Eastern European Usi@ountries and attitudes
towards Turks were used as measures of anti-oyigattitudes. The results generally
corroborated our major hypothesis: the effectsabént group threat on anti-outgroup
attitudes were most pronounced among dual iderdifidccounting for recent
theorising, we also examined whether threat effeasteong dual identifiers are
mediated by ingroup projection, but found only bied support for this assumption.
We concluded that the simultaneous identificatioithwboth subgroup and
superordinate group can be expected to intensifgatheffects on anti-outgroup

attitudes.

The role of group size of immigrants for explaininganti-immigrant attitudes and
discriminatory intentions in the netherlands: An enpirical comparison of group

threat- and intergroup contact theory in the Nethefands (Chapter 4)

The third research question used propositions fgyoup threat- and intergroup
contact theory to answer the problem whether andhiat direction the objective size
of an outgroup affects perceptions of group thegat outgroup derogation. Research

question 3 was formulated as follows:

Research question 3

To what extent does the objective size of an oufgliacrease perceived group
threat and anti-outgroup attitudes? To what extdoes the objective size of an
outgroup increase intergroup contact and therebgrelase perceived group threat
and anti-outgroup attitudes?
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This research question was answered in chapter thid chapter, we first explicated
the two different ways outgroup size is supposedftect anti-outgroup attitudes as
seen from the perspectives of group threat- anetgndbup contact theory. In brief,
from group threat theory we derived the generalolbiygsis that a greater outgroup
size leads to an increase of perceived group thaedt anti-outgroup attitudes.
Contrary to this prediction, intergroup contactdheled us to expect that a greater
outgroup size enhances intergroup contact whichium, lowers anti-outgroup
attitudes by reducing perceived group threat. Watetk these alternative lines of
reasoning by means of structural equation moddébngomplex survey data applied
to a nationally representative survey on anti-inmamg attitudes reported by Dutch
citizens situated in 92 Dutch municipalities. Foege contexts, our analyses lead us
to conclude that outgroup size operates in dualsw@®n the one hand, consonant
with group threat theory we found, first, that gezaoutgroup size goes along with a
greater perceived outgroup size and, second, tfesttay perceived outgroup size
mediates the effect of greater outgroup size omtgreperceived group threat and
subsequent anti-outgroup attitudes. On the othemndhaconsistent with the
assumptions derived from intergroup contact theeeyalso found support for the
assumption that greater outgroup size increasesgnaup contact, and intergroup

contact reduces anti-outgroup attitudes by redugpergeptions of group threat.

The dynamics of authoritarianism and anomia: applyng autoregressive cross-

lagged and latent growth models to a three-wave pahstudy (Chapter 5)

The fourth research question accounted for ouronathat recent years witnessed a
rapid advancement of sophisticated methods fodtmamic analysis of panel data,

yet researchers oftentimes refrain to capitalisenupe opportunities yielded by such
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methods. As contribution to remedy this developmene demonstrated the
fruitfulness of autoregressive cross-lagged stmattequation models and second-
order latent growth curve models in order to exarsnbstantive research problems.

This intention was summarised in research quegtion

Research question 4

How do latent autoregressive cross-lagged strudteuation models and second-
order latent growth curve models perform regardihg longitudinal relations of
authoritarianism and anomia?

This research question was answered in chapter thel corresponding analyses we
examined the dynamic relations between authoritemma and anomia, two

theoretical constructs proven to be of significamportance for the study of negative
intergroup attitudes. Using rival theoretical prepions regarding the causal order of
these constructs, we showed how the autoregressbas-lagged approach can be
used for examining the direction of causal flowwesn these two constructs.
Likewise, we developed fresh analytical perspestiteethe study of the conceptual
nature of authoritarianism and anomia by examirtivggdynamic relations of these
constructs using latent growth curve modeling. é&ssdur results, the data provided
mixed support: According to them, authoritarianiemctions as causal antecedent of
anomia, whereas at the same time, clear evidensdanad for both authoritarianism

being a stable intrapersonal construct and for amoas construct reflecting

dysfunctional social conditions.
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Discussion

Scientific Relevance

In this section, we will consider the main conatins following from the results

summarised in the previous section. The centrd tade accomplished here is to
discuss the substantive scientific advancemenisedetl by the previous analyses.
As indicators of this relevance, we will considee theoretical, methodological and

empirical progress following from the results oésle studies.

As recapitulated in the previous section, threermelated research questions served
as point of departure for this study. These reseapgestions implied, first, to
examine the flow of causality between perceivedugroéhreat and anti-outgroup
attitudes, second, to elaborate upon the relateiwden perceived group threat and
anti-outgroup attitudes by specifying moderatingidibons for this linkage and,
third, to examine the role of the objective sizeaaf outgroup for perceived group

threat and anti-outgroup attitudes.

Disentangling the Causal Relations of Perceived uproThreat and Outgroup

Derogation

To begin with, we consider the progress followimgni examining the causal
structure of group threat theory as guided by tret fesearch question. The major
improvement delivered by this research is the figdihat perceived group threat
must be conceptualised as causal antecedent edugtioup attitudes. If one agrees
to the imperative that at the heart of all sociEksce efforts for explaining tense
intergroup relations lies the challenge to distisgwetween cause and effect — as we
do — then showing evidence that perceived groupathstands causally before to

manifestations of outgroup derogation can rightBouse seen to be of basic
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importance for subsequent theorising and resedoneover, this study potentially
represents the most critical test of the causatio#ls between perceived group threat
and outgroup derogation currently available. Théseation gains support on three

levels.

On a theoretical level, this study overcame sonmt@@fveaknesses of earlier research
by providing a comprehensive explication of thefet#nt theoretical models
concerning the linkage between perceived groupatheed anti-outgroup attitudes.
The systematic compilation of these different med&lom the social science
literature enabled us to conduct a simultaneous deghree competing linkages
between perceived group threat and anti-outgrotijudés. In reverse, if we would
have failed to provide a comprehensive specificatibthese linkages, the finding of
an unidirectional causal relation leading from péred group threat to anti-outgroup

attitudes could hardly have reached its actualrétexal and empirical significance.

Yet despite the unambiguous evidence for a unitimeal flow of causality from
group threat to outgroup derogation shown by thisl\s we emphasize the need for
future research on the causal relations betweesetkey constructs of group threat
theory. We believe that given certain conditions/duld be reasonable to explicitly
assume evidence for the reverse or the reciprooaehof group threat theory. To
elaborate upon this suggestion, subsequent reseagiit synthesize assumptions
from group threat theory with various alternatikiedretical approaches. For instance,
in regard to the potentiality of reciprocal caus#fects between group threat and
outgroup derogation, researchers might take cersthiands of research on
authoritarianism into account (see chapter 5). Hpalty, a core assumption of
psychodynamic approaches to the study of authi@itism is that early childhood

experiences of harsh education not only result igeaeral preference for the
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derogation of outgroups but, at the same time, lekst to a general perception of the
social context as threatening and dangerous (Adetnal. 1950). Presuming this
reasoning to be valid, subgroup analyses of eggGQRE-Panel surveys (Heitmeyer
2005) by means of multigroup comparisons (JOoresk8dl, Byrne 2004) or

applications of mixture modeling (Muthén 1989) migiove useful to re-examine
the causal relations between group threat and aupgderogation for such more

specific subpopulations.

Regarding the methodological level, our analysekdmnew ground by employing a
longitudinal research perspective. We like to aekiedge that this is the first study
which utilises multiwave panel data from large-scpbpulation surveys in order to
examining group threat theory. As compared to tlesszsectional research designs
characterising conventional research in this figlle panel design we employed
offered the distinct analytical advantage to yiglfbrmation of the same individuals
over time. It was solely this flexible and powerfukethodological approach which
enabled us to draw firm conclusions about the lkomignal relations between
perceived group threat and anti-outgroup attituttesact, we are convinced that in
the absence of multiwave panel data we hardly ctvake answered the research
question guiding this study. However, it is wellekyn that the complex structure of
multiwave panel data taxes the methodological skiflthe researcher. In response to
this challenge, we introduced the method of latantoregressive cross-lagged
structural equation modeling to the study of gredlmeat theoryAs shown by the
analyses, latent autoregressive cross-lagged stall@quation models enabled us to
conduct particularly rigorous empirical tests irspect of the theoretical problems

motivating this study.
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Moreover, this study also showed progress on anirgralplevel. Three points

support this claim. First, whenever possible, wecseg to model observed variables
as multiple indicators of underlying latent constsu This strategy put us in the
position to adequately account for measurementrem@s one of the ever-present
pitfalls in research based on survey data. Secamd,contrary to most conventional
research, instead of focusing on a single dependgeiable only we opted to employ
a diversified criterion structure when testing ocempirical assumptions. Using
different measures of anti-outgroup attitudes- lbeklavioural intentions is consistent
with the idea of a multi-trait measurement and dbgr enhances the empirical
evidence. The third point to be acknowledged i$ tihia study not only proceeded in
a longitudinal, but also in a cross-national fashitVe believe that this strategy

enhanced the ecological validity of our resultsansiderable ways.

Subgroup and Superordinate ldentification as Jdilttderators of Threat Effects in

the Context of the European Union's Expansion

Next, we consider the progress following from oudy on the moderating influence
of social identifications on threat effects. Indfyithe major contribution of this study
is to qualify the generality of threat effects bpwiding insights into the moderating
influence of social identification. More preciselye like to stress the following

advances:

First, on a theoretical level, this study showedt tihe effect of salient threats on
anti-outgroup attitudes becomes aggravated forouqmembers who identify
strongly with both the sub- and the superordinategory. Thus, in difference to
most previous research which implicitly or expligibssumes threat effects to be

invariant across ingroup members, this study pdinteit that dual identifiers
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represent an important exception to this assumptaod thereby furthered
understanding on the relation between threat atidoatgroup attitudes. Moreover,
this study also showed that threats to the subatéinategory yield stronger effects
on anti-outgroup attitudes as compared to threatshé superordinate category.
Further, in scrutinising the major finding thateht effects on anti-outgroup attitudes
become aggravated by dual identification this staéo provided theory-guided
insights how the interplay of threat effects andialodentification relates to ingroup
projection. However, no robust evidence was fouwrdtlie assumption that ingroup
projection functions as mediator of threat effemtsanti-outgroup attitudes for dual
identifiers. Still, these analyses set the stagesfdbsequent research taking up the
challenge to disentangle the complex relations betwthreats, social identification

and ingroup projection in order to explain antigroup attitudes.

Second, on a methodological level, a further cbaotron of this study must be noted.
Specifically, this study advanced previous empiriegaminations of group threat
theory by developing and applying a new procedarelicit perceptions of threat.
While conventional research usually restricts ft$el make specific aspects of an
outgroup salient, we opted to assess respondafidsyncratic threat perceptions.
Doing so is advantageous as eliciting idiosyncratiber than general beliefs is more

likely to tap into salient aspects of the objeati@mnstudy.

Third, particularly one empirical contribution dfi$ study deserves special attention.
That is, by showing that experimentally arousecedls in the context of the
European Union’s expansion increase anti-outgratifu@es, this study replicated
threat effects in a new, previously neglected sgttl hereby, this study added further

evidence to the prevalence of threat effects ifediht contexts.
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The Role of Group Size Immigrants for Explainingi-#mmigrant Attitudes in the

Netherlands

Next, we turn to our study of the role of outgrasipe for explaining anti-outgroup

attitudes as guided by the second research question

From a theoretical perspective, this study advamaeber knowledge by showing
that the objective size of an outgroup can affedti-@utgroup attitudes in two
contrasting ways. On the one hand, the results stictvat a greater size of an
outgroup can enhance perceived group threat amdatigroup attitudes as suggested
by group threat theory. On the other hand, congowéh intergroup contact theory
the results showed evidence that a greater sizanobutgroup also increases
intergroup contact which, in turn, lowers perceivggdup threat and anti-outgroup
attitudes. Given that such dual influences of auigrsize have not been documented
before, this finding clearly advances our theosadtitinderstanding about the

alternative ways the size of an outgroup can atattoutgroup attitudes.

Two further theoretical aspects elaborated upon this study should be
acknowledged. The first aspect relates to thetfadtgreater outgroup size could only
be shown to give rise to greater perceived grougathby accounting for an
additional intervening construct — perceived outgrgize. Thus, in contrast to most
previous research which commonly neglects to p@aidomprehensive specification
of the perceptual mechanisms giving rise to peezkgroup threat, this study shows
that researchers taking up the challenge to spéouiytext-effects’ benefit greatly
from providing more detailed specifications of timé&cro-social mechanisms linking
contextual- and individual-level constructs. Thems® aspect relates to the general
research design of this study. Previous researoimmmly neglected the systematic

explication — and empirical test — of alternatileedretical approaches offering
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differing answers to the question in which manrer size of an outgroup affects
anti-outgroup attitudes. Other than this literatutlee present study provided an
empirical theory-comparison by juxtaposing andingstheoretical propositions from
group threat- and intergroup contact theory thedike. As the results show, doing so
has proven advantageous as it allowed to ascettairexplanatory value of both

group threat- and intergroup contact theory.

In addition to these theoretical contributionssthiudy also yielded methodological
progress. Specifically, to date only very few sésdiexamine contextual- and
individual-level components of group threat thebgymeans of structural equation
modeling. However, these studies typically could account for the hierarchical
structure of their data. Thereby, such studiesrigkto achieve distorted results e.g.
due to downward-biased standard errors. Other thisnearlier work, the present
study showed that adequate versions of structupateon modeling for the analysis
of hierarchically structured data exist which candpplied in straightforward ways.
The methodological approach used in this study ccdbls serve as example for
future research aiming to disentangle the linkadedween contextual- and

individual-level components of group threat theory.

Moreover, even though restricted to quasi-expertalesross-sectional data, we like
to note that this study has also yielded empirgralgress. Two issues support this
suggestion. The first issue mirrors our analytistihtegy described in the second
chapter by using conceptually different dependaniables to scrutinise the empirical
test of our theoretical assumptions. That is, iavprg the theoretical mechanism
under study to hold for anti-immigrant behavionatentions- and attitudes alike we
clearly enhanced the validity of our conclusionsie Tsecond issue refers to the

multilevel design we employed in this study. Most\pous research examining the
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interplay of contextual- and individual-level conmgmts of group threat theory has
focused on contextual difference between countredentimes in an European
setting. Up to now this research tradition has examined potentially important
differences between within-country contexts. Thespnt study responds to the
challenge to address this gap in the literaturexamining within-country contexts in

the form of differences between individuals sitdatedistinct municipalities.

The dynamics of authoritarianism and anomia: appyautoregressive cross-lagged

and latent growth models to a three-wave panelystud

Finally, we consider the contributions of our studyamining the longitudinal
relations between authoritarianism and anomia ratgty by our fourth research
question. As alluded to earlier, the primary pugpagiding this research was to
demonstrate the application of autoregressive deagged and growth curve models
as two flexible and powerful statistical approacl&sthe analysis of panel data.
Specifically, given that researchers increasingblise the genuine dynamic nature of
anti-outgroup attitudes (Crandall and Eshleman 20@&t, Seifert, Armenta and
Snoweden 2006), we like to note that repeated wvasens of the same individuals
as collected by means of panel data are of potegrgat value for the study of such
attitudes. Other than previous methodological destrations commonly arguing for
the unconditional superiority of one approach abthee other, we started from the
conviction that is more appropriate to accounttfee complimentary opportunities
offered by autoregressive cross-lagged and growttiecmodels. In support of this
view, we believe our substantial findings bear gagsmportant implications for the
study of anti-outgroup attitudes. More precisely, fiegard to the theoretical

contributions of this study, we like to note pauntarly two findings. Our study ranks
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among the first which examined the conceptual madfiauthoritarianism and anomia
longitudinally. The results show ample longitudimslidence for the theory-guided
assumption that authoritarianism represents arapetsonal characteristic being
rather unlikely to show substantial change onde# been established. On the other
hand, our efforts to investigate the flow of caitgadbetween authoritarianism and
anomia yielded more mixed results. The data shopasitive effects leading from
authoritarianism to anomia across the whole peuioder study, while for the initial
time period, we also observed a significantly pesieffect leading from anomia to
authoritarianism. This finding points to the preseonf reverse causal processes in the
dynamic relations of authoritarianism and anomid bears interesting avenues for
future research. Subsequent studies could scratthisse findings by, for instance,
investigating the presence of unobserved heterdtyeimethe data (Kihnel 1999).
The rationale underlying this idea is that the lt@@mple as used in the present
analysis might well contain unobserved subgrouphwdiffer in regard to the flow
of causality between authoritarianism and anomia. f@r the statistical models
applied in the present analysis, it is our hope thadern methods to examine the
presence of unobserved heterogeneity in the dallabeiapplied in subsequent
studies. Regarding the methodological contributiohghis study, we believe our
strategy to demonstrate the fruitfulness of compleut flexible and powerful
methods of data analysis for conducting theory-ggdiidnalyses can righteously be
seen to have succeeded. Two reasons support thestias. First, our analyses
showed that autoregressive cross-lagged and grourtle methods can be applied in
straightforward ways to real-life panel data whigh,general, become increasingly
common to the social science community. Secondndisated by the discussion

above, our investigation showed that modern methafdslata analysis such as
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autoregressive cross-lagged and growth curve modelse by no means a
methodological end in itself. To the contrary: wiph to gain approval in concluding
that such methods must rather be seen as appeopoats for social science

researchers in order to achieve substantial pssgre

Applied Relevance

The central purpose of this study was to improveeri understanding of group
threat theory for explaining anti-outgroup attitsd€onsistent with this purpose, the
substantive studies summarised above were condsptland carried out as basic
research. Yet ever since social scientists invadythe sources underlying negative
intergroup attitudes, they have been contributmgriactical solutions for improving
such attitudes (Allport 1954). We will thus clodast work with a brief summary
concerning important practical implications follawgi from the substantive findings

of our studies.

To begin with, we reconsider our studydisentangling the causal relations of group
threat and outgroup derogatiqchapter 2) from an applied perspective. We note tw
conclusions resulting from this study’s main finglithat perceived group threat
stands causally prior to outgroup derogation. Fitss finding brings direct support
to the logic embodied in information- as well ageraction based intervention
programs aiming to reduce perceived threats inrdal@nprove negative intergroup
attitudes (Stephan and Renfro 2002, see also StepithStephan 2000, Stephan and
Vogt 1998). Second, and closely related to th& faoint, having identified perceived
threat as antecedent condition of anti-outgrougudtts, this study also delivers
indirect support for research investigating in whimanner intergroup contact

improves negative intergroup attitudes. Specificakcent research in this field has
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shown perceived threat to operate as a mediatatonfact effects on negative
intergroup attitudes (Pettigrew and Tropp 2007, & Hewstone 2003). Yet most
results concerning this causal sequence are testrio rely on cross-sectional data
only. Complementing this literature, the presendgtshowed longitudinal support
for causal effects of threat on prejudice. Thus,leviexamining the full causal

sequence from contact via perceived threat ona@group attitudes awaits future
research, the longitudinal evidence given by thisdy adds useful insights for

research on the intervening mechanisms involvembiriact effects.

Next, we note another significant practical impiica following from our study on
subgroup and superordinate identification as joimbderators of threat effects in the
context of the European Union’'s Expansi@hapter 3). As alluded to earlier,
irrespective of threat effects, in this study warfd ingroup members who show high
levels of national identification but only low ldgeof European identification to
show most negative anti-outgroup attitudes. In taltli our study demonstrated that
ingroup members with both high levels of nationald aEuropean identification
respond most negatively to perceived group thrd@dus, as for this study’'s
substantive domain of the European Union’s expansi@ note that it may be made
a more explicit goal of the European unificatiolmgass to shift social identification
from the parts to the whole — if one agrees thatidawg the unintended, though

harmful consequences of worsened intergroup a#igtislimperative.

Finally, in regard to the applied relevance of sturdy onthe role of outgroup size for
anti-immigrant attitudegChapter4) we would like to acknowledge the following. In
line with related studies on anti-immigrant attésd our results showed that
intergroup contact presents powerful mean for imimi@ negative attitudes towards

immigrants by reducing perceptions of group thr&abm a structural perspective,
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this conclusion coincides with the finding that tipeesence of immigrants in
everyday settings as exemplified by neighbourhoodtexts goes along with
increased intergroup contacts. Summing up, we itifat both continuing both and
inventing, respectively, applied programmes foréasing intergroup contact in such
settings represents an effective strategy for impgpintergroup relations. Further,
this conclusion implies that policymakers wouldvisel-advised to prevent or reduce
patterns of residential segregation between immigraand members of the host
population. In conjunction with applied programmeking so seems likely to

increase intergroup contact as proven means twegense intergroup relations.
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