


 

Publications of the Faculty of Social Sciences 201 (2021) 
Social Psychology 
 
Supervised by 
 
Professor Inga Jasinskaja-Lahti  
University of Helsinki 
 
Docent Tuuli Anna Renvik  
University of Helsinki 
 
Reviewed by 
 
Associate Professor Borja Martinovic 
Utrecht University 
 
Assistant Dean International Anca Minescu 
University of Limerick 
 
Opponent 
 
Distinguished Professor Brenda Major 
University of California, Santa Barbara 
 

© Göksu Celikkol 

Cover photograph used under license from Shutterstock.com 

 

Distribution and sales:  
Unigrafia Bookstore  
http://shop.unigrafia.fi/  
 
 
ISBN 978-951-51-7033-0 (print) 
ISBN 978-951-51-7034-7 (online) 
ISSN 2343-273X (print) 
ISSN 2343-2748 (online) 
 
Unigrafia 
Helsinki 2021 
 



3 

This study investigates reactions to increasing cultural diversity in receiving 
societies, with a special focus on intergroup relations between the Finnish 
majority group and Russian-speaking immigrants in Finland. Additionally, 
this study also utilizes data from multiple immigrant-receiving societies 
around the world. While, for the most part, the study takes the perspective of 
national majority groups, it also looks at the experiences of Russian-speaking 
minority group members in Finland, Estonia and Norway. The study focuses 
on subjective experiences and perceptions of increasing cultural diversity, 
intergroup threats, and discrimination, and how these are related to 
intergroup attitudes and willingness to promote societal equality. These topics 
are addressed through the Social Identity Theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), 
Realistic Conflict Theory (RCT; Campbell, 1965; LeVine & Campbell, 1972; 
Sherif, 1966), and Group Threat theories (Blalock, 1967; Blumer, 1958; 
Schlueter & Scheepers, 2010), as well as related models such as the Rejection-
Disidentification Model (Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2009) and Social Identity 
Model of Collective Action (SIMCA; van Zomeren et al., 2008).  

The study utilizes two cross-sectional survey datasets. The first includes 
data from Finland, Estonia, and Norway (N = 2296), gathered within the 
Determinants of an inclusive integration context (MIRIPS-FI) project and the 
collaborative DIMA project. This data allowed us to examine and compare 
intergroup relations between the national majority and Russian-speaking 
minority groups in these three countries. The second data set consists of 
university student samples representing national majority groups from 28 
countries, including Finland. This international comparative data set was 
gathered to examine the relationship between perceived economic 
circumstances and reactions to immigration. 

Four sub-studies were designed to answer several research questions: how 
do national majority and minority group members perceive and react to 
increasing cultural diversity, and perceived disadvantage and the unequal 
treatment associated with it in receiving societies? How do their reactions 
explain and how may they be used to promote actions that support 
immigrants’ equal social standing in society, among both national majority 
and minority groups?  

First, the results of this study showed the interactive effects of actual and 
perceived cultural diversity on intergroup outcomes among national majority 
group members in Finland. Participants who lived in moderately diverse 
regions, but perceived high levels of cultural diversity in their neighborhood, 
reported higher levels of group discrimination and lower levels of trust 
towards the Russian-speaking immigrants than participants who lived in high 
and low cultural diversity regions. Regarding the moderating role of 
objectively assessed context, the home country’s objective wealth was found to 
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moderate the relationship between subjectively perceived personal wealth and 
intergroup outcomes in 28 countries. Namely, in countries with low Human 
Development Index (HDI) scores, the more majority group members 
anticipated their personal wealth to decline in the future, the more they 
perceived immigration to pose a realistic threat, compared to majority group 
members who lived in moderate or high HDI countries with relatively more 
secure economies.  

Second, this study obtained evidence that among majority and minority 
group members, perceived consequences of ethnic diversity and intergroup 
interactions, such as perceived threats, insecurities, and discrimination, are 
critical determinants of willingness to support immigrants' equal social 
standing. The majority group members' perceptions of realistic threat 
regarding immigration and cultural diversity (i.e., perceived discrimination 
and economic insecurity) were associated with their unwillingness to confront 
injustice on behalf of the Russian minorities in Finland, Estonia, and Norway 
– especially when they perceived the threats to be targeted more at their 
national ingroups than at themselves personally. Perceived ethnic 
discrimination also had consequences on the attitudes of Russian speakers 
towards the national majority groups in these three countries. Namely, 
perceived discrimination was related to greater hostility towards the national 
majority groups and less willingness to confront injustice through national 
disidentification and outgroup mistrust that has resulted from perceived 
disadvantage.  

The current study contributes to the existing research in several ways. First, 
it mostly focuses on contexts that do not have a long history of immigration 
nor host large groups of immigrants, but have relatively recently become 
receiving societies with the prospect of an increasing immigration rate 
(Studies I-III). Second, the study acknowledges both objective contextual 
factors and individuals' subjective perceptions of diversity, wealth, and social 
disadvantage that jointly modify the outcomes of intergroup encounters 
(Studies I and IV). Third, this study looks at intergroup attitudes and 
behavioral intentions among both majority and minority groups (Studies II 
and III). Specifically, it demonstrates the detrimental effect of perceived 
discrimination, which increases intergroup hostility and demobilizes both 
majority and minority group members from engaging in actions to confront 
inequality. And lastly, this research distinguishes group-level evaluations of 
perceived disadvantage and intergroup threats from the personal-level 
evaluations, and investigates their joint impact on the intergroup outcomes of 
increasing cultural diversity (Studies I, III, and IV). The role of future 
anticipations, a relatively understudied perspective in intergroup relations 
research, is also acknowledged in this research (Study IV). 

Altogether, the results of this study show the importance of recognizing the 
reciprocal processes that underlie intergroup relations in societies that are on 
the verge of becoming highly diverse. By obtaining evidence on how contextual 
and psychological factors can jointly determine the intergroup consequences 
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of increasing cultural diversity, this study highlights the need to incorporate 
macro-level factors into mainstream social psychological research, which 
often focuses on the individual-level analysis of intergroup relations. 
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Tässä tutkimuksessa tarkastellaan reaktioita kasvavaan kulttuuriseen 
moninaisuuteen maahanmuuttajia vastaanottavissa yhteiskunnissa. Huomion 
keskiössä ovat ryhmien väliset suhteet suomalaisen enemmistöryhmän ja 
venäjänkielisten maahanmuuttajien välillä Suomessa. Tutkimuksessa 
hyödynnetään kuitenkin aineistoa myös useista muista maahanmuuton 
kohdemaista ympäri maailmaa. Tutkimus keskittyy pääosin kansallisten 
enemmistöryhmien näkökulmaan, mutta siinä tarkastellaan myös 
venäjänkielisten vähemmistöjen jäsenten kokemuksia Suomessa, Virossa ja 
Norjassa. Keskiössä ovat subjektiiviset kokemukset ja arviot kasvavasta 
kulttuurisesta moninaisuudesta, ryhmien välisistä uhista ja syrjinnästä sekä 
siitä, miten nämä ovat yhteydessä ryhmien välisiin asenteisiin ja halukkuuteen 
edistää yhteiskunnallista tasa-arvoa. Kyseisiä teemoja tarkastellaan 
sosiaalisen identiteetin teorian (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), realistisen konfliktin 
teorian (Campbell, 1965; LeVine & Campbell, 1972; Sherif, 1966) ja 
ryhmäuhkien teorian (Blalock, 1967; Blumer, 1958; Schlueter & Scheepers, 
2010) kautta sekä näihin liittyvien uudempien mallien avulla (esim. Rejection-
Disidentification Model, Jasinskaja-Lahti ym., 2009; Social Identity Model of 
Collective Action, van Zomeren ym., 2008).  

Tutkimuksessa hyödynnetään kahta poikkileikkausasetelmassa kerättyä 
kyselyaineistoa. Ensimmäinen aineisto on kerätty Suomessa, Virossa ja 
Norjassa (N = 2296) osana Toimivan monikulttuurisen yhteiskunnan 
avaintekijät (MIRIPS-FI) -hanketta ja sen yhteistyökumppanina toiminutta 
DIMA-hanketta. Aineiston avulla voitiin tarkastella ja vertailla ryhmien välisiä 
suhteita kansallisen enemmistöryhmän ja venäjänkielisen vähemmistön 
välillä näissä kolmessa maassa. Toinen aineisto on kerätty kansallista 
enemmistöryhmää edustavien yliopisto-opiskelijoiden keskuudessa 28 
maassa, mukaan lukien Suomessa. Tämä kansainvälinen vertaileva aineisto 
kerättiin, jotta voitaisiin tarkastella koettujen taloudellisten olosuhteiden 
yhteyksiä maahanmuuttoon suhtautumiseen. 

Neljä osatutkimusta pyrki vastaamaan seuraaviin tutkimuskysymyksiin: 
Miten kansallisen enemmistöryhmän ja vähemmistöryhmän jäsenet kokevat 
kasvavan kulttuurisen moninaisuuden ja reagoivat siihen sekä sen mukanaan 
tuomiin huono-osaisuuden ja eriarvoisuuden kokemuksiin maahanmuuton 
kohdemaissa? Miten heidän reaktionsa auttavat ymmärtämään ja edistämään 
pyrkimyksiä maahanmuuttajien tasavertaisen aseman saavuttamiseksi niin 
kansallisten enemmistö- kuin vähemmistöryhmienkin keskuudessa? 

Tutkimuksen tulokset osoittivat, että tosiasiallinen ja koettu kulttuurinen 
moninaisuus vaikuttavat yhdessä siihen, millaiseksi reaktiot toisten ryhmien 
jäseniin muotoutuvat suomalaisenemmistön keskuudessa. Tutkimuksen 
osallistujat, jotka asuivat kulttuurisesti kohtalaisen moninaisilla alueilla mutta 
kokivat oman naapurustonsa kulttuurisen moninaisuuden suureksi, kokivat 
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useammin oman ryhmänsä tulevan syrjityksi ja luottivat vähemmän 
venäjänkielisiin maahanmuuttajiin kuin ne osallistujat, jotka asuivat 
kulttuurisesti erittäin heterogeenisilla tai homogeenisilla alueilla. Edelleen 
objektiivisen kontekstin rooliin liittyen, kotimaan objektiivisesti arvioitu 
vauraus moderoi subjektiivisesti koetun henkilökohtaisen vaurauden yhteyttä 
toisiin ryhmiin suhtautumiseen 28 maan aineistossa. Verrattuna 
enemmistöryhmän jäseniin jotka asuivat vauraammissa maissa, mitä 
enemmän matalan inhimillisen kehityksen indeksin (HDI) maissa asuvat 
enemmistöryhmän jäsenet odottivat henkilökohtaisen taloustilanteensa 
heikentyvän tulevaisuudessa, sitä enemmän he kokivat maahanmuuton 
uhkaavan taloutta ja koulutusta. 

Toiseksi tutkimus osoitti, että etnisen moninaisuuden ja ryhmien välisen 
vuorovaikutuksen koetut seuraukset, kuten koetut uhat, epävarmuudet ja 
syrjintä, ovat maahanmuuttajien tasa-arvoisen aseman tukemisen keskeisiä 
ennustajia niin enemmistö- kuin vähemmistöryhmienkin jäsenten 
keskuudessa. Suomalaisten, virolaisten ja norjalaisten enemmistöryhmien 
jäsenten kokemukset syrjinnästä ja taloudellisesta epävarmuudesta olivat 
yhteydessä heidän haluttomuuteensa puuttua venäläisvähemmistöihin 
kohdistuvaan epäoikeudenmukaisuuteen erityisesti silloin, kun he kokivat 
uhkien kohdistuvan enemmän heidän kansalliseen sisäryhmäänsä kuin heihin 
itseensä. Koettu etninen syrjintä oli yhteydessä myös venäjänkielisen 
vähemmistön jäsenten asenteisiin kansallisia enemmistöryhmiä kohtaan 
näissä maissa. Koettu syrjintä oli näet yhteydessä suurempaan 
vihamielisyyteen enemmistöryhmiä kohtaan sekä haluttomuuteen haastaa 
epäoikeudenmukaisuutta. Näitä reaktioita selittivät koetun syrjinnän 
seuraukset: heikentynyt kansallinen identiteetti sekä epäluottamus 
enemmistöryhmää kohtaan. 

Tämä työ edistää aiempaa tutkimusta monin tavoin. Ensiksikin se keskittyy 
pääosin konteksteihin, joista on tullut maahanmuuton kohdemaita 
suhteellisen hiljattain ja joissa toistaiseksi melko vähäisen maahanmuuton voi 
odottaa kasvavan (osatutkimukset I-III). Toiseksi tutkimus ottaa huomioon 
sekä objektiiviseen kontekstiin liittyviä tekijöitä että yksilön subjektiiviset 
kokemukset moninaisuudesta, vauraudesta ja sosiaalisesta huono-
osaisuudesta, jotka yhdessä vaikuttavat ryhmien välisten kohtaamisten 
muotoutumiseen (osatutkimukset I ja IV). Kolmanneksi tutkimus tarkastelee 
ryhmien välisiä asenteita ja käyttäytymisaikomuksia sekä enemmistö- että 
vähemmistöryhmien keskuudessa (osatutkimukset II ja III). Tarkemmin 
sanottuna tutkimus tuo esiin koetun syrjinnän kielteisiä vaikutuksia: se lisää 
ryhmien välistä vihamielisyyttä ja tekee niin enemmistö- kuin 
vähemmistöryhmienkin jäsenistä haluttomia toimimaan eriarvoisuuden 
haastamiseksi. Lopuksi tutkimus myös erottaa yksilö- ja ryhmätasolla koetun 
huono-osaisuuden ja syrjinnän toisistaan ja tarkastelee niiden 
yhteisvaikutusta ryhmien välisiin suhteisiin kulttuurisen moninaisuuden 
kasvaessa (osatutkimukset I, III ja IV). Tutkimuksessa huomioidaan myös 
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tulevaisuuteen liittyvät odotukset, joita on tarkasteltu ryhmien välisten 
suhteiden tutkimuksen kentällä suhteellisen vähän (osatutkimus IV). 

Kaiken kaikkiaan tämän tutkimuksen tulokset osoittavat, kuinka tärkeää 
on tunnustaa ryhmien välisiä suhteita selittävät vuorovaikutteiset prosessit 
yhteiskunnissa, joista on tulossa kulttuurisesti hyvin moninaisia. Tutkimus 
myös näytti, kuinka kontekstuaaliset ja psykologiset tekijät vaikuttavat 
yhdessä ryhmien välisiin suhteisiin kulttuurisen moninaisuuden kasvaessa. 
Näin ollen tutkimus siis korostaa tarvetta sisällyttää makrotason tekijöitä 
ryhmien välisten suhteiden sosiaalipsykologiseen tutkimukseen, joka 
keskittyy usein yksilötason analyysiin. 
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Diversity, equality, integration, inclusion. In a world that is undergoing 
massive societal changes due to increased immigration and visibility of various 
ethnic and religious minorities, these words have become staples of political 
discussion regarding a country's societal progress and development. 
Consequently, many Western countries have started to put great effort into 
promoting ethnic equality by designing and encouraging diversity initiatives 
(Plaut, Garnett, Buffardi, & Sanchez-Burks, 2011). Many organizations have 
undertaken diversity initiatives and training programs. Governmental 
diversity policies and efforts are frequently featured in political debates, and 
cultural diversity is more openly celebrated in media, advertising channels, 
schools, and workplaces. Although this transformation is encouraging, these 
societal changes also raise concerns and can potentially cause intergroup 
tensions in the receiving societies and communities. Without the mutual 
support of both majority and minority groups, such policies and initiatives are 
likely to fail or even cause more harm than good. 

Immigration is on the rise in Western countries, and so is the prominence 
of immigration in public and political debates. Critical voices and concerns 
regarding immigration and its economic and cultural impact on the host 
society have been raised, and fears about multicultural and pro-diversity 
policies favoring minority groups' identities and cultures over the majority 
group's interests and values have become apparent (e.g., Plaut et al., 2011). 
Finland also started to receive significant amounts of immigrants and refugees 
in the early 90s. Although the history of ethnocultural diversity in Finland is 
relatively short compared to those of many other European countries, 
migration prospects remain high. According to the latest projections, while 
Finland's population is expected to start falling in 2031, migration rates will 
remain stable. In fact, the growth in the Finnish population will only be due to 
migration gain (Statistics Finland, 2019).  

This study focuses on how immigrants and national majority group 
members (referred also as dominant, advantaged, or high-status groups in 
previous research) perceive increasing cultural diversity and engage in 
intergroup relations in immigrant-receiving societies across the globe, 
including Finland, and neighboring countries like Estonia and Norway. This 
topic is addressed through Social Identity Theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), 
Realistic Conflict Theory (RCT; Campbell, 1965; LeVine & Campbell, 1972; 
Sherif, 1966), and Group Threat theories (Blalock, 1967; Blumer, 1958; 
Schlueter & Scheepers, 2010). These social psychological and sociological 
theories lay the foundations for what this study argues: the societal 
transformation resulting from cultural diversity and its intergroup 
ramifications can only be understood by addressing the identity, security, 
economic, and status concerns of both minority and majority groups. 
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Importantly, this needs to be done by recognizing the reciprocal attitudes and 
processes between the majority groups and immigrants.   

Although most previous research acknowledges that integration is a two-
way process (Berry, 1980; 1997) that depends on the characteristics of the 
receiving context (e.g., Portes & Rumbaut, 2006; Schwartz et al., 2010) and of 
both migrant and host groups, and their interactions (Schwartz et al., 2010), 
it has focused mainly on minority groups' acculturation, leaving questions 
regarding the process of acculturation among majority groups unanswered 
(Dinh & Bond, 2008). The interactive nature of integration is, however, 
similarly present in the majority’s reactions to increasing cultural diversity. 
For example, Haugen and Kunst (2017) discovered that perceptions of 
discrimination from minority group members and heightened feelings of 
threat to cultural identity due to the presence of opposing cultural values were 
both strongly associated with majority group members’ separation strategy, 
i.e., their wish to maintain cultural identity and practices while rejecting or 
avoiding interacting with minority cultures. Thus, it is vital to understand the 
social adaptation processes through which majority group members are more 
likely to have positive attitudes towards immigrants and support diversity 
policies that stress the importance of visibility and representation of different 
groups in society. Thus, this study highlights the role of the reciprocal 
nature of the integration among both majority group members and 
immigrants and focuses particularly on the formation of the 
majority's attitudes and actions as prerequisites for the inclusion 
of immigrants and ethnic minorities. 

This thesis includes four sub-studies. Although empirically, Sub-studies I-
III utilize the same dataset while the data for the Sub-study IV came from 
another 28-country student dataset (and thus are presented in this order), the 
sub-studies can theoretically be presented as two pairs. Sub-studies I and 
IV investigate the interplay between objective factors and subjective 
perceptions of cultural diversity and wealth and their consequences for 
majority group members' threat perceptions and attitudes towards 
immigrants. Sub-study I investigates the interplay between objective (i.e., the 
composition of the immigrant population within the region) and subjective 
(i.e., perceptions of the number of Russian-speaking immigrants living in the 
neighborhood) cultural diversity, and how they associate with outgroup trust, 
perceived personal and group-level discrimination, and attitudes towards 
Russian-speaking immigrants among majority Finns. Sub-study IV addresses 
the roles of the objective economic status of the country and subjective 
perceptions of the country's economic situation on realistic threat perceptions 
associated with immigration among national majority group members in 28 
different receiving societies. Study IV also introduces a distinction between 
personal and group-level evaluations of wealth, and accounts for the role 
played by future anticipation in current threat perception. 

On the other hand, sub-studies II and III focus on the intergroup 
relations between national majority group members and Russian-speaking 
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minorities in Finland, Estonia, and Norway, as well as the willingness of 
national majority groups and Russian-speaking minorities to engage in 
collective action to support the social standing of the latter. Sub-study II 
addresses personal and group-level threat perceptions as predictors of 
reluctance to confront injustice on behalf of the Russian-speaking minority 
among the majority group members. Sub-study III, in turn, focuses explicitly 
on Russian speakers' attitudes towards majority group members and factors 
that might impair their willingness to confront injustice on behalf of their own 
group.  

This study complements previous research in several ways. Firstly, as noted 
above, this study acknowledges the reciprocal nature of intergroup relations 
by assembling sub-studies that focus on either majority or minority 
perspectives on intergroup relations, while most research has examined only 
one of these two. Additionally, it brings the macro-level context, i.e., degree of 
ethnic diversity and wealth, into the analysis of perceived intergroup relations, 
while most social psychological research focuses on intraindividual, 
intragroup, or intergroup factors. Finally, instead of merely describing the 
prevailing intergroup relations, this study also addresses majority and 
minority groups' willingness to confront inequality separately. This is done by 
acknowledging the socio-spatial and economic transformation regarding 
immigration by incorporating research and theories from sociology and 
political social psychology.   

Regarding its particular contributions, this study emphasizes that it is 
essential to account for the size of the outgroup while studying the impact of 
increasing cultural diversity on intergroup relations (see Group Size 
Hypothesis; Quillian, 1995) and the structural and socio-cultural 
characteristics of the context studied (Fasel, Green, & Sarrasin, 2013). 
Additionally, the study states that it is crucial to recognize that immigration is 
not a static phenomenon – an increasing volume of immigration is especially 
noticeable and impactful in contexts that are considered new immigrant 
destinations and do not have a long history of ethnocultural diversity. Thus, 
unlike previous research, which often focuses on high cultural diversity 
contexts, this study puts a spotlight on contexts that are characterized by 
moderate and increasing diversity, in which the ambiguity and uncertainties 
regarding the consequences of diversity for the majority group members can 
lead to heightened outgroup negativity (Hogg, 2000; Tobena, Marks, & Dar, 
1999). Furthermore, contrary to the previous research that often looks at the 
effects of cultural diversity on either national (e.g., Semyonov, Raijman, Tov, 
& Schmidt, 2004) or more local community levels (Hooghe & de Vroome, 
2015), one of the novelties of this study is to account for the role of subjective 
perceptions that may stem from diversity in more local or proximal contexts, 
while looking at the relationship between outgroup hostility and the size of 
immigrant populations in larger administrative units . 

Next, this research recognizes the importance of simultaneously 
distinguishing between and acknowledging the group-level and personal-level 
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evaluations while assessing the intergroup consequences of cultural diversity. 
Individuals' worries about economic conditions and their perceptions of 
disadvantage might vary depending on whether they evaluate their own 
situation or their ingroup's situation. Although previous research and theories 
such as the revised Integrated Threat Theory (ITT ; Stephan & Renfro, 2002) 
have recognized the distinction between personal and group evaluations (e.g., 
Runciman, 1966; Stephan, Ybarra, & Rios, 2009), research all too frequently 
studies only group-level evaluations in relation to the intergroup outcomes. 
This research contributes to the field by simultaneously acknowledging the 
personal and group-level evaluations of the social status and threats among 
advantaged majority group members and their joint impact on intergroup 
consequences. In the process, an understudied perspective on the role of 
temporal evaluations on intergroup relations is brought to the fore as well – 
the role of future anticipations. While temporal comparisons involving past 
and present conditions have been argued to be especially relevant during times 
of societal change (Albert, 1977; de la Sablonniere, Tougas, & Perenlei, 2010), 
this study argues that anticipations and fears regarding the future might 
impact attitudes towards immigrants, especially in receiving contexts in which 
the future seems full of uncertainty. 

In this thesis, it is also argued that a wholesome outlook on cultural 
diversity cannot be drawn without acknowledging the contextual 
characteristics, such as the existing relations between groups. Different 
immigrant groups in society may be perceived as posing unique or exceptional 
threats due to reasons such as being sizeable and growing rapidly, being more 
culturally distinct, sharing conflictual historical ties with the national 
majority, or being portrayed particularly negatively in media and political 
discourse (Newman & Velez, 2014). The negative consequences of increasing 
cultural diversity can hit such groups particularly hard. This study focuses 
mainly on the intergroup dynamic between Finnish majority members and 
Russian-speaking immigrants, who are among the biggest immigrant groups 
in the country (Statistics Finland, 2018). Russian speakers are distinguished 
from the other immigrant groups due to historical antagonisms and the 
political significance of Russia to Finland, and Russian-speaking immigrants 
are known to face high levels of prejudice and negative treatment in Finnish 
society (Jaakkola, 2009; Varjonen et al., 2017). Although the focus of this 
study is on the Finnish context and the relationship between Finns and 
Russian-speakers, the relationships between majority group members and 
Russian-speakers in other neighboring countries of Russia – namely Estonia 
and Norway – have been considered and used as comparative contexts in this 
study. This allowed us to test the assumptions in three different countries with 
the same ethnic minority population. 

This summary presents the theoretical framework and previous research 
that are the backbones of the four sub-studies of this doctoral dissertation. 
Chapter 2 summarizes the research on actual and perceived outgroup size and 
its intergroup consequences, and the social change literature that posits the 
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important impact of a sudden increase in the outgroup size, especially in 
contexts that have only recently started receiving a large number of 
immigrants. Chapter 3 introduces the core social psychological theoretical 
approaches and perspectives to intergroup relations that are featured in this 
study, and how such perspectives can be utilized to explain the mechanisms 
through which cultural diversity can induce heightened threat perceptions and 
negative outgroup attitudes among the advantaged majority group members. 
Chapter 4 takes a closer look at the processes through which the majority’s 
reactions to cultural diversity can impact the disadvantaged minority and 
immigrants by referring to the acculturation research, alongside the social 
identity research on immigrant integration and willingness to act for social 
change, and gives information on the context of the study. The aims of the 
current study are presented in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 summarizes the methods 
used in this study, and Chapter 7 presents the results of each sub-study in 
detail. An in-depth analysis of the results of this study, alongside its 
implications, future directions, and limitations, is discussed in Chapter 8. 
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Cultural diversity straightforwardly refers to people with different traditions, 
customs, languages, ethnicities, and identities living together. As a result of 
mass migration and increased mobility worldwide, Western societies are 
becoming more culturally diverse. Since the arrival of large groups of 
immigrants coincides with increased anti-immigrant sentiments in Western 
countries (e.g., Blumer, 1958), the term ‘cultural diversity’ often goes hand in 
hand with debates on immigrant integration, acculturation, and anti-
immigration attitudes. Previous research often links increasing rates of 
cultural diversity, particularly residential ethnic segregation, to violent 
intergroup conflict (Corvalan & Vargas, 2015), ethnocentric political behavior 
(Enos, 2016), and discrimination (Uslaner, 2012). However, in light of the 
social psychological research based on Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 
1979) and Ethnic Competition Theory (Scheepers, Gijsberts, & Coenders, 
2002), it is possible to claim that the link between socio-cultural 
transformation and intergroup outcomes is blurrier than once assumed. Thus, 
this study continues the line of research which suggests that the intergroup 
consequences of increasing cultural diversity are determined by contextual, 
group, and individual factors in a complex manner. 

This research departs from classical theories and formulations that see the 
group or collective threats perceived from immigration as an important 
underlying mechanism of the link between the size of the minority group and 
negative attitudes and prejudice towards this group. According to the Group 
Threat Theory (Blalock, 1967; Blumer, 1958; Schlueter & Scheepers, 2010), the 
negativity stems from the claims of advantaged groups (i.e., groups that tend 
to have higher status in society, such as dominant groups and national 
majorities) to scarce and socially valued resources. This creates unequal power 
relations and statuses between the groups and gives the advantaged group 
their privileges and easy access to resources, thus a superior position in the 
group status hierarchy (Quillian, 1995). When their group's claims to such 
privileges and resources within the society are challenged, advantaged groups 
are likely to perceive a collective threat to their power and superior position 
and respond with heightened levels of prejudice (Blalock, 1967). In a similar 
vein, Realistic Conflict Theory (RCT; Campbell, 1965; LeVine & Campbell, 
1972; Sherif, 1966; see also Esses, Jackson, & Armstrong, 1998) and Ethnic 
Competition Theory (Barth, 1998; see also Cunningham, 2012) also argue how 
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real or perceived conflicts and competition over scarce resources induce 
intergroup hostility and prejudice towards the outgroup.  

Blalock (1967) recognized the importance of a group's actual size as a 
determinant of political mobilization, which could be threatening for the 
advantaged group and result in more negative feelings towards the 
disadvantaged minority outgroup. This notion has gained support in more 
recent research. Coenders, Gijsbert, and Scheepers (2004) found evidence that 
majority group members who live in more culturally diverse areas exhibit 
more ethnic exclusionist reactions towards immigrants through heightened 
levels of threat perception. Other studies have been successful in finding links 
between outgroup size and anti-immigrant sentiment (Scheepers, Gijsberts, & 
Coenders, 2002; Schneider, 2008) and heightened implicit and explicit bias 
against minorities (Craig and Richeson, 2014), and increased levels of threat 
perceptions that stem from perceived conflict and competition over scarce 
resources (McLaren and Johnson, 2007; Schlueter and Scheepers, 2010). By 
building on the Social identity Theory (SIT; Tajfel and Turner, 1979) and 
theories on intergroup threat (e.g., Blalock, 1967; Stephan & Stephan, 2000), 
previous research found a link between demographic shifts as a result of 
increasing diversity and the endorsement of more conservative political beliefs 
(e.g., Craig and Richeson, 2014; Bonanno & Jost, 2006) through feelings of 
fear, anger and confusion that are derived from concerns regarding the safety 
of the superior position of the ingroup and feelings of threat. Major, Blodorn, 
and Major Blascovich (2016) have also found evidence that high ethnically 
identifying advantaged group members (Whites) showed heightened support 
for right-wing Republican presidential candidates and anti-immigrant policies 
through increased group status threat when they were provided with a press 
release that indicated that Whites would be outnumbered by racial minorities 
by the year 2042. 

On the other hand, some researchers have failed to find any relationship 
between the proportion of immigrants and anti-immigrant attitudes, 
particularly in the USA (Citrin, Reingold, & Green, 1990) and many European 
countries (Rustenbach, 2010). Furthermore, in line with the Contact 
Hypothesis (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006, 2011), researchers 
suggested that living in an environment with high levels of diversity can 
instead increase opportunities to engage in positive contact with an outgroup 
member, and this may result in more favorable attitudes towards the outgroup 
as a whole (Schlueter & Wagner, 2008; Wagner et al., 2006). Indeed, it was 
found that larger outgroup size predicts increased levels of intergroup contact 
(Schlueter & Scheepers, 2010) that, in turn, result in more favorable attitudes 
towards the outgroup via reducing the perceived outgroup threat (Pettigrew & 
Tropp, 2006; Stephan & Renfro, 2002).  

Recently, Pottie-Sherman and Wilkes (2017) compiled studies that tested 
the relationship between outgroup size and anti-immigrant attitudes, and 
reached inconclusive results – a wide array of studies have found either a 
negative or positive relationship between the two or no relationship at all. 
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Thus, they concluded that such discrepancies in results could be due to various 
reasons, and the sheer size of the outgroup matters only in a more proximal 
network of close relations (Pottie-Sherman & Wilkes, 2018). Thus, the 
relationship between outgroup size and perceptions of outgroup threat and 
negative outgroup attitudes is far more complicated than initially thought, 
which has led researchers to focus on the conditions under which outgroup 
size relates to perceptions of threat and negative outgroup attitudes. 

Notably for the present study, Hopkins (2010) proposed that such 
inconsistencies in the link between ethnic diversity and outgroup negativity 
may be due to the differences in people's perceptions of the context in which 
they reside. Fasel, Green, and Sarrasin (2013) similarly stressed that it is 
crucial to account for the structural and socio-cultural characteristics of the 
context and proximal individual-level antecedents of prejudice while studying 
the effects of cultural diversity. They noted that the estimates of ethnic 
diversity differed depending on the proximity of the intergroup context (such 
as neighborhood, region, country) and stressed the importance of recognizing 
the perceived hierarchy and intergroup history between the groups in question 
(Fasel et al., 2013). They also drew attention to how immigration and 
immigrants are featured in media, where we often find overestimation of 
migration rates or representation of immigration as threatening and 
competitive. Indeed, according to the Transatlantic Trends Survey (2014), 
among 10 European countries and the USA, people tended to overestimate the 
size of the foreign-born population in the country – and most of them blamed 
the news on television and newspapers as the sources of their overestimation 
(IPSOS, 2014). Blumer (1958) and Allport (1954) noted the importance of 
mass media in shaping attitudes towards immigrants early on, and research 
has attested to the roles of traditional media (Gerbner, Gross, Morgan & 
Signorielli, 1980; Infante, Rancer & Womack, 1997). More recently, with social 
media becoming a primary source of information (Coleman, 2013), 
researchers have turned their focus on its role in shaping outgroup attitudes. 
For example, Flaxman, Goel, and Rao (2013; 2016) argued that an 'ideological 
segregation' might be induced through the use of online social networks 
shared with people who hold similar ideologies and world views. Thus 
individuals may live in a bubble in which they only receive information in line 
with their ideologies. Indeed, Flaxman, Goel, and Rao (2013) have found that 
through accessing news articles and information shared on personalized 
networks and retrieved by search engines, individuals are exposed to material 
that is higher in segregation. 

Additionally, it is important to note that the increase in immigration is 
often on the agenda of right-wing populist parties in the Western world, with 
themes varying from clear opposition to immigration and multiculturalism, 
and demonizing immigrants (Shields, 2015) to indirectly attacking 
immigration (Taggart, 1995). These populist messages are often spread 
through traditional and social media (Bartlett, Birdwell, & Littler, 2011). 
Research also has found that being frequently exposed to populist messages 
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and ads through traditional and social media has an impact on people's 
attitudes and behaviors through mechanisms such as the arousal of negative 
stereotypes (Matthes & Schmuck, 2017; Schemer, 2012), perceptions of 
symbolic and economic threat (Schmuck & Matthes, 2015), and increased 
anxiety - regardless of their education level and their political views (Matthes 
& Schmuck, 2017). Portraying immigrants as threatening individuals who 
have come to steal jobs and frequently commit crimes (Abrajano & Singh, 
2009), are unwilling or unable to integrate into their host societies (Chavez, 
2001), and are costly and dangerous to society in general (Santa Ana, 2002; 
Ter Wal, d'Haenens, & Koeman, 2005), has been shown to induce or foster 
feelings of threat and fear in the society, increase stereotypical attitudes 
towards immigrants and ethnic minorities, and result in greater opposition to 
immigration and support for more restrictive policy measures (Dixon & Linz, 
2000; Farris & Mohamed, 2018; Schemer, 2012). Thus, it is important to 
acknowledge that subjective perceptions about the volume of immigration and 
the overestimations of the size of the foreign population may not only be 
induced by the negative portrayals of immigrants in mass media but also as a 
result of increased populism and social skepticism in general (IPSOS, 2014). 
Correspondingly, as will be discussed below in detail, this study 
acknowledges the importance of simultaneously acknowledging 
the effects of both objective and subjectively perceived contexts and 
threats on intergroup relations. 

Although social scientists have long focused on the link between outgroup size 
and attitudes, research has only recently started to methodologically 
distinguish the actual size from the subjectively perceived size of the minority. 
While some of the research found subjective diversity to be more strongly 
linked to anti-immigrant attitudes as compared to actual diversity (Schlueter 
& Scheepers, 2010; Semyonov et al., 2004; Sigelman & Niemi, 2001), to this 
date, studies that have examined the interactive effect of objective and 
subjective diversity on intergroup relations are limited. Semyonov, Raijman, 
and Gorodzeisky (2008) have found that while negative attitudes towards 
immigrants were more pronounced in countries with a more significant 
proportion of immigrants, the perceived size of the immigrant populations 
also had a strong effect on people's attitudes towards immigrants. Thus, they 
concluded that attitudes towards immigrants are shaped not only by 
contextual characteristics but also by perceptions. Hooghe and de Vroome 
(2015) also argued that perceived, rather than actual, size of immigrant 
populations has a stronger effect on anti-immigrant sentiments, but they could 
not obtain an interaction effect. However, in their study, Hooghe and de 
Vroome (2015) did not account for possible differences in the levels of diversity 
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within the context, ranging from ethnically heterogeneous big cities to 
relatively homogenous neighborhoods. Furthermore, they did not consider 
that moderate-level diversity contexts are undergoing a demographic change 
while being still ethnically more homogeneous than highly diverse contexts. 

Allport (1954) pointed out that negative outgroup attitudes can be 
heightened in contexts with a large and increasing number of immigrants. 
However, only very recently have researchers turned their focus to the volume 
of ethnic change rather than size when assessing the effects of cultural 
diversity on prejudice. Hopkins' (2010) Politicized Places Hypothesis derives 
from the assumption that for people to feel threatened, they must first perceive 
the context that they are living in. As such, most people may not be aware of 
the ethnic composition in their living environments (Wong, 2007) due to 
ethnic segregation in their immediate contexts, such as neighborhoods and 
workplaces (Hellerstein & Neumark, 2005). Furthermore, Hopkins (2010) 
argued that people are more susceptible to noticing changes happening 
around them, while the existing heterogeneity in the context they live in might 
escape their notice. Thus, the time of the arrival of the immigrants matters - a 
sudden influx of immigrants that causes a change in the socio-spatial context 
would lead people to pay increased attention to what is happening (Kahneman 
& Tversky, 1979). 

However, residents can only notice such changes in the demographics of 
more immediate surroundings, which may not be in line with what is 
happening in the city, region, or country. Thus, Hopkins (2010) also talks 
about the importance of frames, which help people understand the overall 
‘problem’ and guide them on what they should think about it (Kinder, 1998). 
Hopkins (2010) identifies mass media as one of the most crucial sources of 
those frames that influence people to politicize everyday events and 
experiences. When immigration-related content is salient nationally, 
individuals draw conclusions based on what they see locally. Thus, Hopkins 
argues that residents’ perceptions of changes happening around them would 
only have political ramifications if there were a frame to exhibit the results of 
those changes. 

Using 12 nationally representative surveys from 1992 to 2009 in the whole 
US, Hopkins (2010) found evidence supporting his claims: white Americans 
who lived in neighborhoods undergoing ethnic change were significantly more 
against immigration than those who lived in stable neighborhoods. In their 
meta-analysis, Kaufmann and Goodwin (2018; see also Kaufmann, 2017) also 
obtained evidence supporting Hopkins’ (2010) notions: studies focusing on 
ethnic change almost always reported high levels of perceived ethnic threat, 
while studies focusing on ethnic group size reported threat or contact 
outcomes almost evenly.  

This study continues this line of research and argues that it is essential to 
look at moderate diversity contexts for three reasons. First, as contexts going 
through change, it is necessary to examine their potential to build positive 
intergroup relations and help them identify challenges associated with 



Cultural diversity 

29 

managing cultural diversity. Second, by analyzing local contexts characterized 
by not only low or high but also moderate diversity, it will be possible to study 
the non-linear relationships between the actual and perceived diversity and 
intergroup attitudes. Third, as discussed next, moderate diversity contexts 
represent ambiguous contexts, making evaluations of diversity more difficult. 
This may result in a bigger gap between objective estimates and subjective 
perceptions of diversity, which may have intergroup ramifications that have 
not yet been analyzed. 

According to Hopkins (2010), the effect of diversity is not about the size of the 
existing diaspora of immigrants within a given context, but how sudden and 
'life-changing’ the new wave of immigration is. In highly diverse countries with 
a long history of immigration, people may be more used to being surrounded 
by people with different ethnic and cultural backgrounds. Kauffman (2017) 
argued and obtained longitudinal evidence that the threatening effects of 
ethnic change fade over time. Indeed, researchers have repeatedly showed that 
people who live in rural areas are less tolerant and more opposed to 
immigrants than those who live in urban areas and cities (Pettigrew, 1998; 
Zahl-Thanem & Haugen, 2019). Reasons for this include the scarcity of 
opportunities for positive intergroup contact (Pettigrew, 1998), lower level of 
education (Dustmann & Preston, 2007), and most importantly for the present 
study, ambiguity regarding the actual size of the immigrant population and its 
repercussions (Newman, 2012). The risk of heightened biases is the greatest 
in contexts in which the cues are ambiguous, since there may be no clear 
indicators to help residents make accurate judgments regarding the actual 
diversity, nor about its consequences for themselves or their ingroup (Fasel, 
Green and Sarrasin 2013). Thus, ambiguity and uncertainty make such 
contexts especially susceptible to heightened group bias and outgroup 
negativity in general (Hogg, 2000).  

Despite its focus on moderate diversity contexts, previous research, 
including Newman's (2013) theorization, predicts a linear relationship 
between cultural diversity or ethnic change and intergroup outcomes. 
Including moderate diversity context in the analysis of the relationship 
between cultural diversity and intergroup attitudes could also allow us to 
examine the (non)linearity of this relationship. Although scarce, previous 
research that accounted for a possible nonlinearity (or curvilinearity) between 
outgroup size and intergroup outcomes has obtained results that highlight the 
importance of focusing explicitly on moderate diversity contexts. For example, 
Schneider (2008) obtained evidence for a curvilinear link between the 
proportion of non-Western immigrants and outgroup threat. The increasing 
immigrant proportion was associated with heightened threat perceptions only 
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up to a point, after which increasing numbers were linked to a decrease in 
perceived threats from immigrants (see also Richard, Barnett, Dwyer, & 
Chadwick, 2004). However, this evidence from organizational contexts needs 
to be complemented with larger contexts to understand the intergroup 
dynamics of moderate diversity better. 

Finally, when studying the attitudinal ramifications of objective and subjective 
diversity in contexts with different levels of cultural diversity, it is crucial to 
acknowledge that people are especially susceptible to overestimating the size 
of the outgroup (The Transatlantic Trends Survey, 2014) and recognizing 
demographic changes within their immediate localities (Hopkins, 2010). 
Additionally, Sameroff (1975) has argued that contextual influences are 
different depending on how distal or proximal those contexts are to the 
individual. For example, neighborhoods are more proximal contexts 
containing first-hand interactions that can influence the individual more 
directly (Sameroff, 1975). 

However, it is essential to remember that proximal and distal influences 
co-exist. Although socio-ecological frameworks are not widely used in the field 
of intergroup relations, Schmid, Al Ramiah, and Hewstone (2014) noted that 
the effects of neighborhood-level diversity are distinct from the effects of 
country-level diversity. Such a difference may lead to the mixed results of 
previous studies that looked at the relationship between outgroup size and 
intergroup relations. Thus, while accounting for the interplay between 
objective and subjective diversity, it is essential to distinguish 
subjective perceptions of diversity in the proximal context from the 
size of the immigrant population in larger administrative units. 

To sum up, in this thesis, I argue that in studying the impact of cultural 
diversity on intergroup relations, it is crucial to consider several important 
conditions: a) the (perceived) size of the immigrant population in a particular 
context, b) the (perceived) volume of ethnic change within the context, c) the 
different impacts of diversity perceived in proximal and distal contexts, and d) 
potentially non-linear relationships between (perceived) diversity and 
intergroup relations. While this chapter focuses mainly on the sociological 
macro-level perspectives on cultural diversity and social change, in the 
following chapters, the consequences of cultural diversity from the majority 
and minority groups' points of view will be reviewed using social psychological 
theories and research. 
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Building on influential earlier theories such as the Contact Hypothesis 
(Allport, 1954) and Realistic Conflict Theory (RCT; Campbell, 1965; Sherif, 
1966), which posit that intergroup hostility is the basis of prejudice and 
discrimination, and is derived from the conflicting goals of the ingroup and 
the outgroup and perceived competition over scarce resources, Tajfel and 
Turner (1979) changed how intergroup relations were understood in social 
psychology. They brought to the fore the concept of social identity, which 
refers to the individual's identification as a member of a particular social group 
regarded as significant emotionally and in terms of values (Tajfel, 1972). By 
proposing the Social Identity Theory (SIT), they succeeded in showing that 
intergroup behavior is not necessarily driven only by conflicting goals or a 
competition - it might be enough simply to see oneself as a member of a group 
(Billig & Tajfel, 1973; Tajfel, 1970; Tajfel et al., 1971). Social identities influence 
the group members to adopt the attitudes, norms, and behavior of the group, 
but they also plant the seeds of the distinction between who is a fellow ingroup 
member and who is an outgroup member. Tajfel and Turner (1979) argued 
that the processes underlying the identification and maintenance of group 
identity should be considered while attempting to understand the roots of 
intergroup conflict and prejudice. Additionally, they argued that all humans 
strive for a positive self-image and a positively distinct and satisfactory social 
identity while making intergroup comparisons (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; see also 
Hogg, 2016). Positive distinctiveness (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) is an inherent 
need that motivates individuals to favor their ingroup compared to the 
outgroup in an ethnocentric fashion, consequently increasing intergroup 
biases (Brewer & Campbell, 1976). Outgroup derogation, in turn, is not an 
inevitable consequence of ingroup identification (Brewer, 1999; 2001; Turner 
& Reynolds, 2001). However, under certain conditions, such as perceived 
moral superiority, perceived threat from the outgroup, outgroup mistrust, and 
ingroup preference and identification can result in outgroup derogation and 
prejudice (Brewer, 1999). 

Indeed, Tajfel and Turner (1979) argued for the need to account for social-
structural differences in the distribution of the resources between majority 
and minority groups. A conflict of interest that lies in the assumption of 
unequal distribution of the resources may create a conflict between the high 
status and low-status groups due to the need to achieve a positive self-image, 
and social identity threat arises (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). However, while for the 
low-status group, it involves the rejection of the previously accepted status quo 
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and working towards a more positive social identity; for the high-status group, 
it means striving for maintaining the status quo in which they have the higher 
status, thus maintaining their positive social identity. Thus, this study 
argues that the intergroup ramifications of cultural diversity 
cannot be fully grasped without accounting for the group's needs to 
achieve and maintain a positively distinct social identity. The 
following subchapter will discuss increasing cultural diversity in terms of 
perceived intergroup threats, deprivation, and hostility to better understand 
how and why intergroup relations are intertwined with concerns of social 
identity. 

According to SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), when their ingroup cannot become, 
or remain, positively distinct from the relevant outgroup, people experience 
their social identity being threatened. Most research has focused on minority 
or disadvantaged groups’ perceptions of social identity threat (Branscombe et 
al., 1999; Branscombe, Spears, Ellemers, & Doosje, 2002; Ellemers, 1993). 
This is not surprising, since members of low-status groups appear more likely 
than members of high-status groups to experience social identity threat 
(Scheepers & Ellemers, 2005), which has many negative repercussions on 
their well-being and collective self-esteem (e.g., Branscombe & Wann, 1994; 
Branscombe et al., 2002; Scheepers & Ellemers, 2005; Townsend, Major, 
Gangi, & Mendes, 2011). However, Nelson (2009) argued that even though 
high power groups in society are less likely to experience threat than low power 
groups, they react more strongly to threats as they have more to lose, and they 
possess more resources (Stephan, Ybarra, & Morrison, 2009). Thus, a context 
in which the current status quo is perceived as dynamic and unstable could 
jeopardize and threaten the majority group's advantaged position in the 
existing hierarchy, thus motivating them to preserve and defend it if necessary 
(Scheepers & Ellemers, 2005). Indeed, this has already been pointed out by 
Turner and Reynolds (2001). They argued that when advantaged group 
members see their group’s superior position as legitimate but insecure, they 
may behave in a highly discriminatory fashion to secure their interests (see 
also Jetten, 2019, on fear of falling). Perception of their social identity being 
under threat might motivate advantaged group members to justify 
discriminatory behaviors, stereotyping, prejudice, and out-group favoritism, 
as well as support for the existing social order and status-legitimizing 
ideologies (Jost & Hunyady, 2005; Major & Kaiser, 2017).  Thus, while 
evaluating the role of cultural diversity and ethnic change on intergroup 
attitudes, it is vital to take the majority group's advantaged position in the 
society into consideration, as well as their responses to possible changes to the 
status hierarchy due to increased immigration. 
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The immigrant profile in most Western countries is more diverse now than 
it was decades ago. There are highly skilled, highly educated immigrants 
alongside those who are willing to work low-wage jobs that require no or 
minimal skills. Previous research showed that immigrants with similar skill 
levels raise concerns among national majority members due to being eligible 
to compete in the labor market (see Mayda, 2006). On the other hand, 
immigrants with lower SES may be considered economic burdens by national 
majority members (Boeri, Hanson, & McCormick, 2002; Mayda, 2006) or 
portrayed as dangerous in the media (e.g., Vezzali, Andrighetto, Bernardo, 
Nadi, & Bergamini, 2017). 

Finally, while talking about status hierarchy and power, it is crucial to 
recognize how outgroup size influences such perceptions of the power of the 
outgroup. As Nelson (2009) argued, the larger the outgroup's size, the more it 
generates perceptions of threat to the superior position of the advantaged 
group. Indeed, in the context of immigration, there is increasing evidence that 
national majority groups, including their most wealthy members, often 
perceive immigration as uncontrolled and posing a threat to their identity, 
security, and material well-being, and this may further heighten anti-
immigrant sentiment (Hasbun Lopez et al., 2019; Jetten, Mols, & Postmes, 
2015; Schmuck & Matthes, 2014; Shepherd, Fasoli, Pereira, & Branscombe, 
2018). Although the sources and circumstances of threat perceptions and ways 
to deal with them might differ across groups, it is important to acknowledge 
that both minority and majority group members might feel threatened by the 
outgroup and respond negatively. 

In response to the vague definition of status threat that is used to explain 
advantaged group members' negative attitudes towards immigrants 
(Branscombe et al., 1999), Stephan and Stephan (2000) proposed the 
Integrated Intergroup Threat Theory (ITT). This theory introduces four 
different types of threats that might play a role in the formation of outgroup 
discrimination: realistic threats, symbolic threats, intergroup anxiety, and 
negative stereotypes. However, later on, Stephan and Renfro (2002) 
concluded that the original ITT should be updated as a two-component theory, 
distinguishing the symbolic threats from the realistic threats. In both the 
original and revised versions of the ITT, symbolic threats refer to threats to 
ingroup's cultural traditions, values, beliefs, and morals, and are evoked from 
perceiving the ingroup's values as incompatible with the outgroup's, and thus 
under threat. On the other hand, realistic threats were derived from the RCT 
(Campbell, 1965; Sherif, 1966). Additionally, in their formulation of realistic 
threats, Stephan and Stephan (2000) feature not only threats to the ingroup's 
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economic situation and existing resources but also threats to their status, 
power, security, and existence in general.  

The classical intergroup conflict theories such as the RCT (LeVine & 
Campbell, 1972; Sherif, 1966) and Group Threat Theory (Blalock, 1967; 
Blumer, 1958; Schlueter & Scheepers, 2010) have pointed out how competition 
over scarce resources can evoke threat perceptions. Similarly, in his group size 
hypothesis, Quillian (1995) emphasized the relative size of the disadvantaged 
outgroup and economic conditions as sources of threat for the advantaged 
group members. Later on, Stephan, Ybarra, and Morrison (2009) argued that 
different types of threats can have different antecedents. Perceptions of value 
differences between the ingroup and the outgroup are expected to evoke 
symbolic rather than realistic threat perceptions. On the other hand, factors 
such as perceived power dynamics and status hierarchy, fluctuations in 
outgroup size, and prior history of conflict contribute more to the experiences 
of realistic threats rather than symbolic threats. Thus, in this study, the focus 
is solely on realistic threat perceptions, which might be more sensitive to 
influence from increasing diversity and its economic and security-related 
ramifications. Building on this research literature, this study focuses on 
the role that realistic threat perceptions play in intergroup 
relations in contexts characterized by increasing immigration. 
Moreover, it explores whether perceived realistic threats are 
particularly elevated in relation to high and low diversity contexts, 
and have negative attitudinal and behavioral intentional 
ramifications in the contexts studied. 

Among the critical determinants of realistic threat perceptions are the 
economic conditions of the context in which ethnic majority and minority 
groups live. Smith and Huo (2014) have argued that it is crucial to distinguish 
and acknowledge both the objective economic conditions and subjective 
perceptions of them, as these might have different or cumulative intergroup 
consequences. Earlier, researchers argued that improved economic conditions 
are the key to improved intergroup relations (e.g., Blalock, 1967; Kinloch, 
1974): some found that opposition to immigration grew during the times of 
economic recession (Moya & Fiske, 2017; Polavieja, 2016; Tienhaara, 1974), 
while others found attitudes towards immigration to be more negative in 
countries with poorer economic situations (Coenders, 2001; Semyonov, 
Raijman, & Gorodzeisky, 2006). Yet, some researchers have either failed to 
find such evidence or showed that negative intergroup attitudes and behavior 
can be elevated during times of economic prosperity (e.g., Jetten, 2019).  
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Regarding the relationship between the objective economic situation and 
subjective perceptions of it, economics research has found evidence on how 
people's subjective perceptions of wealth reflect their country's economic 
situation (Erikson & Wleizen, 2012). However, people's subjective perceptions 
of wealth are prone to overreliance on cues from the proximal environment 
(Hauser & Norton, 2017), including media content and political debates, which 
may over- or underestimate the actual situation. Kuntz, Davidov, and 
Semyonov (2017) have argued that subjective perceptions of wealth may have 
a greater impact on attitudinal reactions to immigration than objective wealth. 
Thus, focusing solely on the objective wealth of the country would be an 
inadequate approach to investigating the role of wealth on intergroup 
relations. Thus, in this study, both objective indicators and 
subjective perceptions of wealth are simultaneously examined as 
antecedents of perceived realistic threats. 

As discussed above, perceived competition for resources has been claimed and 
shown to have a detrimental effect on intergroup relations. Research on 
Relative Deprivation (e.g., Runciman, 1966; Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972; 
Walker and Pettigrew, 1984) has shown that when a person feels that (s)he is 
or her/his ingroup are entitled to something better or something that another 
person (or an outgroup) has, this may have an impact on their attitudes 
towards the outgroup. Those who perceive themselves as living in a deprived 
context would be more likely to feel threatened by immigrants due to their 
perception of increased competition over scarce resources, which now needs 
to be shared with the newcomers (RCT; LeVine & Campbell, 1972; Sherif, 
1966). The majority group members may feel entitled to those resources, 
which now are at danger of redistribution due to the arrival of newcomers who 
will compete in the labor market and take advantage of the welfare society, 
such as having access to health care and unemployment benefits (Mayda, 
2006). As a result, feelings of economic stagnation (Jetten, 2019) or relative 
deprivation (Runciman, 1966) may arise. In their meta-analysis, Smith and 
colleagues (2012) found that relative deprivation has psychological outcomes 
on mental and physical health and intergroup outcomes, including attitudes 
and collective behavior. 

On the other hand, it has also been proposed that not only experiences of 
deprivation but also gratification, the feeling of being relatively well-off 
compared to the outgroup, can predict negative outgroup attitudes 
(Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972; see also Jetten, 2019; Mols & Jetten, 2017). 
Negative outgroup attitudes among the relatively gratified can be fuelled by 
feelings of having more to lose (Dambrun et al., 2006; Grofman & Muller, 
1973; Guimond & Dambrun, 2002), as well as status anxiety that might be 
derived from perceiving the group boundaries as permeable, thus perceiving 
the advantaged position as insecure (Jetten, 2019). Economic insecurities lie 
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at the heart of realistic threat concerns. Thus, realistic threat perceptions 
derived from economic competition and concerns can be salient even among 
national majority members who are doing economically well, and hence take 
a reserved stance towards immigration (Fritsche & Jugert, 2017; Schmuck & 
Matthes, 2017; Wilkinson & Pickett, 2017). In this study, both relative 
deprivation and gratification are explored as possible mechanisms 
underlying perceived realistic threats among majority group 
members. However, economic insecurities are not the only form of threats 
that arise in increased intergroup interaction resulting from immigration. The 
following sub-chapter will address how perceived discrimination may also 
define reactions to outgroups and unwillingness to engage in actions to 
promote intergroup equality. 

Most social psychological theories of intergroup relations and prejudice have 
emerged as a response to ethnic discrimination and conflict between groups 
(Richeson & Sommers, 2016). Although, according to SIT, all humans tend to 
prefer the ingroup to the outgroup to achieve a positive social identity (Al 
Ramiah et al., 2010; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), most such research focuses on the 
ethnic discrimination that immigrants and minorities experience from the 
national majority groups. There is an overwhelming amount of evidence that 
immigrants and ethnic minorities are subjected to high levels of 
discrimination worldwide (e.g., EU-MIDIS II, 2017; IOM, 2020), particularly 
in the labor market (Heath and McMahon, 1997; ILO, 2000), workplaces 
(Daldy, Poot & Roskruge, 2013), and in schools (Farkas, 2003). Furthermore, 
the psychological, social, and health-related consequences of discrimination 
towards minorities are severe, as meta-analyses including data from various 
contexts and ethnic groups have clearly shown (e.g., Carter et al., 2019; Pascoe, 
& Smart Richman, 2009; Schmitt, Branscombe, Postmes, & Garcia, 2014; for 
Finnish context, see Jasinskaja Lahti, Liebkind, & Perhoniemi, 2006; 
Liebkind, & Jasinskaja Lahti, 2000; Jasinskaja Lahti, Liebkind, & Solheim, 
2009). 

Experiences of being mistreated may strike the advantaged group members 
as well (Kluegel & Bobo, 2001). While perceptions of discrimination that are 
fuelled by perceptions of being mistreated due to one’s membership of a 
certain group (Major, Quinton, and McCoy 2002) should be distinguished 
from objectively attested discrimination, even groups that are smaller in size 
discriminate against majority group members (Mullen, Brown, & Smith, 1992) 
and may show even higher ingroup bias compared to larger groups (Brewer, 
Manzi, & Shaw, 1993; Leonardelli & Brewer, 2001). On the other hand, it has 
also been claimed that the perception of discrimination against high-status 
groups could be strategic and related to the group's interest in maintaining the 
social hierarchy and higher status within the society (Wilkins, Wellman, & 
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Kaiser, 2013). Furthermore, the endorsement of prevailing ideologies on the 
status hierarchy, perceived inequalities, and intergroup relations in society 
might have an impact on how individuals perceive intergroup encounters 
(Major et al., 2002; Sidanius & Pratto, 1993). Such legitimizing ideologies 
might not only be held individually, but also be collectively endorsed within a 
culture (Major, 1994). For example, in Western societies, the legitimizing 
ideologies include those that highlight the possibility of individual mobility 
within the status hierarchy (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; meritocracy, Kluegel & 
Smith, 1986; Major & Kaiser, 2017). In line with this idea, Major and 
colleagues (2002) argued and found evidence that if the advantaged group 
members endorse the belief that the status hierarchy in society is permeable, 
thus individual upward mobility is possible, they are more likely to attribute a 
negative encounter or rejection by a disadvantaged group member to 
discrimination (the status-legitimacy hypothesis). Such attributions might 
derive from feelings of relative superiority over the disadvantaged group and 
greater sense of deserving and entitlement (Major, 1994), thus viewing the 
rejection as inequitable (Crocker & Major, 1994; Major et al., 2002).  

In their recent study, Norton and Sommers (2011) found that 
discrimination is a zero-sum game for the advantaged majority members. 
White people associated a decrease in discrimination against Black people as 
being due to an increase in discrimination against White people. In the U.S. 
context, Whites increasingly report experiences of anti-White prejudice that 
have been further connected with threats related to perceived changes to the 
racial status quo in their society (Wilkins et al., 2017). It was also argued that 
the meritocratic worldview (i.e., feelings of entitlement to higher status) might 
make advantaged group members more sensitive to policies and practices that 
favor disadvantaged groups (reverse discrimination) as they assume 
preferential treatment that favors their high-status group (Kaiser & Major, 
2006; Major et al., 2002). Consequently, the notion of so-called ‘reverse 
discrimination’, which connotes the experiences of majority members on 
affirmative action policies that favor members of disadvantaged groups 
(Bergmann, 1999), has started to receive more interest from researchers.  

Importantly also for the European context, Gallagher (2003) argued that 
the emergence of the term ‘reverse discrimination’ coincides with increased 
attention being paid to multiculturalism, as an interpretation of 
multiculturalism as a phenomenon that ‘unfairly demonizes all White people, 
men, and those marked as privileged by social class or another group status 
(Bruch, Higbee, & Siaka, 2007, p. 146)'. Indeed, the populist rhetoric that 
problematizes cultural diversity and increasing immigration also criticizes 
multiculturalism (in the Finnish context, see, e.g., Nortio, 2020). Therefore, it 
is essential to acknowledge that various factors, on a scale ranging from 
interpersonal encounters to the institutional level, can contribute to 
perceptions of discrimination among majority group members. Such 
perceptions might induce feelings of vulnerability among majority group 
members (Kluegel & Bobo, 2001; Norton & Sommers, 2011) and heighten their 
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perceptions of competition over scarce resources (e.g., Esses, Jackson, & 
Armstrong, 2008). This may further motivate them to oppose immigration 
(e.g., Hasbun Lopez et al., 2019; Jetten, 2019) and consequently withdraw 
from attempts to promote the equal standing of immigrants in society. Thus, 
to account for the reciprocity of intergroup relations, the present 
study addresses the role of perceived disadvantage among both 
national majority group members and immigrants in the same 
context. 

Based on the research presented above, economic insecurities and perceived 
discrimination are sources of intergroup conflict. Indeed, Stephan and 
Stephan (2000) and Cottrell and Neuberg (2005) recognized that people 
might feel threatened based on perceiving outgroup members as a danger to 
their resources, power, security, personal freedom, and existence in general. 
Crucially, both economic insecurities and perceived discrimination are 
adversities that can be experienced personally and on behalf of the ingroup. 
However, individuals often report lower personal disadvantage as compared 
to their group (Postmes et al., 1999). According to Whitman (1998), the 
'optimism gap' is a prevalent predisposition among individuals that leads them 
to perceive their living conditions, well-being, and lifestyle more positively 
than the country's situation in general. Indeed, in line with SIT (Tajfel & 
Turner, 1979), it is especially beneficial for people to see themselves as more 
privileged and better off than other members of their group (Postmes et al., 
1999; Smith & Spears, 1996). Similarly, Runciman (1966) distinguished 
fraternalistic (group) deprivation from egoistic (personal) deprivation and 
suggested that these two types of deprivation may lead to distinct 
consequences (see Dubé & Guimond, 1986; Guimond & Dubé-Simard, 1983), 
with fraternalistic, but not egoistic, relative deprivation being a better 
predictor of social behavior (see Walker and Pettigrew, 1984) and prejudice 
(Pettigrew et al., 2008). 

Also, in research on perceived discrimination, it has been shown that 
disadvantaged group members are likely to perceive personal discrimination 
to a lesser degree than group discrimination (i.e., personal/group 
discrimination discrepancy, Taylor, Wright, Moghaddam, and Lalonde, 1990; 
Taylor, Wright, and Porter 1994). It was proposed that this difference might 
be due to the exaggerated levels of discrimination that are perceived as 
targeted at their group as a whole (Taylor, Wright, Moghaddam, and Lalonde, 
1990). On the other hand, other researchers have noted that it might also be 
the result of the group members' motivation to deny or minimize the 
discrimination that is targeted at themselves, as it is more threatening than 
group discrimination (Crosby, 1984; Kaiser & Major, 2006; Postmes et al., 
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1999). Some concluded that the ‘minimization’ of the discrimination that is 
targeted at the individual might be especially hard as it might require the 
individual to abandon or question their beliefs, which see the world as a 
legitimate, fair, and controllable place (e.g., Jost and Banaji 1994). Taylor and 
colleagues (1990) also added that such discrepancy results from a series of 
unconscious information processes, and thus cannot be explained by the 
simple minimization or maximization of different levels of perceived 
discrimination. Importantly for the present study, Postmes and colleagues 
(1999) obtained evidence that people from both low and high-status groups 
tend to perceive higher levels of group disadvantage as compared to personal 
disadvantage. 

However, so far research has focused primarily on understanding the 
underlying mechanisms of the noted discrepancy between personal and 
group-level evaluations rather than its intergroup consequences. In terms of 
the research on intergroup threats, which recognizes the distinct and joint role 
of personal and group-level evaluations, there is merit in accounting for the 
impact of personal and group-level evaluations of security-related threats, as 
perceived discrimination, on majority group members' willingness to accept 
and support the inclusion and integration of immigrants in their new homes. 
Moreover, it is vital to consider that the relationship between perceived 
personal and group deprivation and intergroup outcomes is calibrated by the 
actual economic situation of the country in which the individual resides. 
Indeed, it has been found that individuals who were more economically 
disadvantaged, in terms of having lower SES and being unemployed, perceived 
higher levels of economic threat, and this relationship was especially strong 
for those living in countries that were undergoing an economic recession 
(Billiet et al., 2014). Thus, in this research, the personal and group-
level evaluations of both economic and security-related realistic 
threats and their additive or discrepant impact on intergroup 
attitudes will be acknowledged. Moreover, following the premises 
of Stephan and Renfro (2002), alongside the country's economic 
situation, both the evaluations of personal wealth and the 
evaluations of country-level wealth will be accounted for in order 
to fully understand the link between wealth and perceived realistic 
threats. 

While economic insecurities may explain outgroup negativity both from the 
viewpoint of relative deprivation (RD; Runciman, 1966) and gratification (RG; 
Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972), such insecurities may not arise only from social 
comparisons. In his Temporal Comparison Theory, Albert (1977) argued that, 
alongside social comparisons, it is essential to recognize that the impact of the 
temporal comparisons which people make of their own standing and that of 
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their ingroup is especially relevant during times of major societal changes (see 
also Strahan & Wilson, 2006). According to de la Sablonniere, Tougas, and 
Perenlei (2010), large-scale societal changes can induce a sense of 
unfamiliarity and uncertainty in individuals, further motivating them to 
engage in temporal comparisons to estimate their standing. Thus, de la 
Sablonniere and colleagues (2010) conclude that a temporal comparison 
between the past and present standing of the ingroup can be more relevant 
than social comparisons in the context of social change. Research on temporal 
deprivation has acknowledged that a downward comparison between past and 
present economic situations should be considered while assessing its 
intergroup ramifications (Ceriani & Gigliarano, 2011; Jin & Tam, 2015), even 
though this association has not always been found (Jetten et al., 2015). 
Additionally, it has been suggested that temporal comparisons are especially 
relevant during economic instability, which might induce a fear of the 
economic loss that might happen in the future (Billiet et al., 2014; Fetzer, 
2012; Jetten et al., 2015; Kunovich, 2004; Scheepers, Ellemers, & 
Sintemaartensdijk, 2009). Thus, in this study, it is argued that immigration 
can be considered a major societal change that might have economic 
repercussions on national majority group members, both personally and for 
their ingroup. Therefore this study asks whether current and 
anticipated future personal wealth is related to realistic threat 
perceptions and whether this link depends on the actual economic 
situation of the country. 

Most research investigating the impact of increasing immigration on 
advantaged groups focus on the link between perceived threats and negative 
sentiment towards immigrants (Gorodzeisky & Semyonov, 2016; Stephan et 
al., 2005; Quillian, 1995). However, it is also important to acknowledge that 
perceived insecurities may not only motivate national majority group 
members to speak out for their rights or against the disadvantaged (Lopez et 
al., 2019) but also lead them to withdraw their support from actions that would 
challenge their access to resources and power. Advantaged group members are 
most likely to support exclusive policies when intergroup relations are 
perceived as insecure (see Jetten, 2019; Mols & Jetten, 2017; Stefaniak, 
Mallett, & Wohl, 2020). Indeed, previous research has shown that the 
perceptions of heightened levels of realistic threats from immigrants could 
lead to the denial of the civil rights of legal immigrants (Scheepers et al., 2002), 
increased opposition to immigration (Newman, 2013; Vala, Pereira & Ramos, 
2006), opposition to antiracism laws and policies that benefit immigrants 
(Sarrasin et al., 2012), and support for enhanced border and internal controls 
(Chiricos, Stupi, Stults, & Gertz, 2014).  
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On the other hand, majorities are important allies for disadvantaged 
minority groups. Although the persistent efforts of the disadvantaged minority 
group members who speak out for their rights are crucial for social change to 
occur, sometimes disadvantaged group members need the help or the political 
voice of advantaged groups to combat inequality and the status quo in society 
(Brown & Ostrove, 2013). Typically, advantaged groups have more political 
and economic power, and their actions on behalf of other groups can be 
perceived as more persuasive than the collective action of disadvantaged group 
members (e.g., Mallett et al., 2008; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). According to 
previous research, an alliance between the advantaged and the disadvantaged 
is more likely in the absence of a threat to the advantaged group members' 
social identity (Jetten, 2019; Mols & Jetten, 2017; Stefaniak, Mallett, & Wohl, 
2020).  

Thus, based on the previous research reviewed above, this study argues that 
the advantaged majority groups’ support for including immigrants in social 
and political life is vital for the complete integration of immigrants to their 
new homes, as well as for creating harmonious intergroup atmosphere and 
enhancing intergroup co-operation. Although previous social scientific 
research on support for and willingness to engage in collective action has 
typically focused on the intentions of the disadvantaged groups to improve 
their position (see, e.g., van Zomeren et al., 2008; Wright et al., 1990), this 
study argues that it is also essential to pay attention to the advantaged group 
members' worries, questions, sense of uncertainty, and insecurities, which 
might jeopardize the integration efforts of the state and the society by making 
them (un)willing to support minorities. By complementing previous research 
noting the role of the demographic shifts for intergroup threats (Stefaniak, 
Mallett, & Wohl, 2020), this study investigates the link between perceived 
realistic threats from immigration and willingness to confront injustice on 
behalf of a disadvantaged minority. 
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According to the Social Identity Theory discussed above (Tajfel & Turner, 
1979), individuals can simultaneously belong to multiple social categories, and 
thus may accommodate multiple social identities. Although the salience of 
different social identities depends on the circumstances and how prominent 
that specific social identity is in certain situations, there are social identities 
that can predominate over others, as they are relevant to the individual in 
nearly all situations and contexts (Verkuyten, 2005). Verkuyten (2005) argues 
that the importance of a social identity can be determined by looking at the 
historical, political, and economic circumstances in a context and the 
continuity and the stability of the identity. Such identities correspond to what 
Jenkins (1996) called 'primary identities' that people learn and socialize into 
from an early age, and are thus more culturally and socially powerful than 
other identities (Verkuyten, 2005).  

Ethnicity can be considered as one of these primary identities, especially 
for ethnic minorities. This is because such identities are based not only on 
category memberships defined by others but also by how the members of the 
category define themselves and have their own norms, customs, and goals. As 
such, in line with SIT, people are motivated to positively distinguish 
themselves and their group from the rest of society. Verkuyten (2005) argues 
that identity formation and the concept of ethnic identity have a lot to do with 
the power dynamics within a given context. Thus, it is not surprising that 
dominant majority group members often do not even consider their own group 
as an ethnic group (Mills, 1997; Verkuyten, 2005). Indeed, previous research 
has shown that minority group members tend to identify more strongly with 
their ethnic group as compared to majority group members (e.g., Jaret & 
Reitzes, 1999; Kiang & Fuligni, 2009; Phinney et al., 2006; Xu, Farver, & 
Pauker, 2015).  

Previous research has consistently shown that high ethnic identification is 
positively related to personal and psychosocial well-being (Abu-Rayya & Abu-
Rayya, 2009; Smith & Silva, 2011) and higher self-esteem (Phinney et al., 1997; 
Umana-Taylor & Updegraff, 2007), and increased pro-social attitudes and 
fewer behavior problems (Jagers & Mock, 1993). Thus, ethnic identification is 
one of the crucial factors that affect immigrants' and minorities' adjustment 
and integration into society. 

However, the formation of a new national identity is also essential for 
integration (e.g., Verkuyten & Martinovic, 2012). Importantly, maintaining 
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the heritage culture and endorsing the receiving culture are not mutually 
exclusive (e.g., Hutnik, 1991; Verkuyten, 2009). For example, Phinney and 
colleagues (2006) found that, when the members of disadvantaged groups are 
asked to describe their identities, they tend to assign themselves a 'dual' 
identity, which has a varying degree of identification with their ethnic group 
and with the national community simultaneously. According to Verkuyten and 
Martinovic (2012), a dual identity provides immigrants and minority group 
members with a positive and distinct but also a socially accepted and valued 
social identity. This idea also supports previous research findings that show 
how integration is the most desirable acculturation strategy among 
immigrants and minorities (e.g., Jasinskaja-Lahti, Liebkind, Horenczyk, & 
Schmitz, 2003; Zagefka & Brown, 2002). 

However, it is essential to acknowledge the challenges that minority 
members and immigrants may face while trying to establish a dual 
identification (e.g., Phinney et al., 2006). Proposed reasons for this include 
conflicting values and norms between the two (or more) ingroups, overly 
narrow representations of ingroups, exclusive political atmospheres, 
perceptions of discrimination, and minority members' inability to endorse 
their minority identity publicly (see Jasinskaja-Lahti, Mähönen, & Ketokivi, 
2012; Pehrson & Green, 2010; Roccas & Brewer, 2002; Verkuyten & 
Martinovic, 2012). Thus, not only the acculturation and integration 
wishes of the minority group members but also factors such as the 
majority group’s boundary-making and the socio-structural 
characteristics of the intergroup context should be considered 
when looking at minority group members’ preferences and identity 
reactions. 

Social scientists have long investigated what motivates immigrants and 
disadvantaged group members to engage in, or refrain from, collective action 
to promote their group’s status in society. The explanations of previous 
theories and research can be grouped under three theoretical perspectives. 
Some of the earliest theories highlighted the importance of perceived injustice 
and disadvantage as the sources of collective action (e.g., Hovland & Sears, 
1940; Gurr, 1970; Postmes et al., 1999). Another group of researchers argued 
that grievances and perceptions of disadvantage are not in themselves enough 
for a group of people to come together and mobilize against injustice; they also 
should perceive that their actions will be efficient in making change and be 
effective in altering the status quo within the given context (e.g., Klandermans, 
1989; Mummendey et al., 1999).  

The third theoretical explanation highlights the final and most central 
component of collective action - identification with the disadvantaged group. 
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SIT proposes that if the members of the disadvantaged group perceive the 
group boundaries as impermeable, their group’s position as illegitimate, and 
the current social order as unstable, they are more likely to identify with their 
disadvantaged group and mobilize or engage in collective action to improve 
their group’s position in society (Ellemers, 1993; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). There 
is research evidence on how perceptions of injustice and discrimination are 
related to identification with the disadvantaged and oppressed group (Dovidio 
et al., 2016). Thus, identification with the disadvantaged group is often 
referred to as a proximal predictor of action against injustice (Ellemers, 1993; 
Mummendey et al., 1999), and a significant proportion of research focuses on 
the link between social identity and how it mobilizes disadvantaged group 
members for social change (e.g., Reicher, 1996, 2001; Drury & Reicher, 2005). 

In SIMCA, van Zomeren and colleagues (2008) have incorporated and 
synthesized the above-mentioned theoretical perspectives and proposed that 
efficacy, injustice, and social identity are the three key predictors of collective 
action. The results of their extensive meta-analysis showed that all three 
predictors have causally predicted collective action, and social identity bridged 
the effects of injustice and efficacy. In recent research, Stronge and her 
colleagues (2016) found that perceived discrimination was directly and 
indirectly linked to heightened support for collective action via an increase in 
ethnic identification. Likewise, in this study, the effects of both 
perceived ethnic discrimination and ethnic identification as 
predictors of willingness to confront injustice among immigrant 
and minority groups are acknowledged. 

On the other hand, Simon and his colleagues (1998) looked at the role of 
collective identification with a specific social movement organization rather 
than identification with the disadvantaged group in general, as they claimed 
that such politicized collective identities might be a more potent determiner of 
collective action. Later, Simon and Klandermans (2001) argued that a 
collective identity would politicize only under certain conditions. The 
individuals must be aware of their shared group memberships, should be able 
to identify a common opponent, and finally, be aware of the more inclusive 
societal context in which this struggle must be fought (Simon & Klandermans, 
2001). Hence, Simon and Klandermans (2001) highlight the role of 
identification with the broader community in which the disadvantaged groups 
are entitled to societal support for their claims. Indeed, identification with the 
national superordinate group can give disadvantaged minority groups a sense 
of empowerment and efficacy, and thus make them more motivated to engage 
in collective action to improve their ethnic group’s position in society (Simon, 
Reichert, & Grabow, 2013; Simon & Ruhs, 2008). 

Although the Common Ingroup Identity Model (CIIM) and the positive 
relationship between dual (ethnic and national) identification and attitudes 
towards the national outgroup have received empirical support (e.g., Gaertner, 
Dovidio & Bachman, 1996; Riek et al., 2010), research on the relationship 
between national identification and collective action among disadvantaged 
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groups has not provided a straightforward answer to the valence of this 
association. In line with theorizations on common ingroup identities (Dovidio 
et al., 2000) and politicized collective identities (Simon & Klandermans, 
2001), through increased identification with the national superordinate group, 
minority group members may have increased feelings of being entitled to seek 
justice and social equality within the society that they belong to, and thus be 
more willing to speak out for the rights of their disadvantaged groups.  

On the other hand, as Dovidio, Gaertner, and Saguy (2009) have argued, 
when minority group members identify with the superordinate national group, 
they may pay less attention to group-based disparities (also see Huo, 2003). 
Additionally, previous research has shown that identification with the 
superordinate national category encourages minority group members to 
perceive national outgroups in an overly positive light (e.g., Dovidio et al., 
2016; Klandermans et al., 2008; Mähönen & Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2015). Dovidio 
and colleagues (2009), as well as subsequent research, showed that common 
ingroup identification and increased positive attitudes towards the outgroup 
did have an adverse effect on the disadvantaged group members’ intentions to 
engage in collective action to improve their disadvantaged groups status, and 
their support for the same (Greenaway, Quinn, & Louis, 2011; Mähönen & 
Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2015). 

In their Rejection-Disidentification Model (RDIM), Jasinskaja-Lahti and 
colleagues (2009) suggested that it is rather a disidentification from the 
broader society that serves as a mechanism underlying the relationship 
between discrimination and intergroup outcomes. They argued that 
perceptions of being rejected from the host society, in the form of perceived 
discrimination, can hinder the disadvantaged group members' sense of 
belonging to the broader society, which in turn may lead to negative attitudes 
towards the national outgroup (see also Klandermans et al., 2008; Verkuyten 
& Yildiz, 2007). Later research has found support for RDIM in different 
contexts and among various immigrant groups and refugees (e.g., Bobowik, 
Martinovic, Basabe, Barsties, & Wachter, 2017; Wiley, Lawrence, Figueroa, & 
Percontino, 2013), and in different age groups, including adolescents and 
young adults (Schmuck, Matthes, & Paul, 2017; Mazzoni et al., 2020). Thus, 
while examining the collective action intentions of the disadvantaged groups, 
it is vital to consider their identification with the superordinate national group 
and society, which might bring them entitlements but also might make them 
reluctant to act for social change. 

The current study contributes to the research on RDIM by 
acknowledging the role of national disidentification on the 
relationship between perceived ethnic discrimination and 
collective action intentions among Russian-speaking minorities 
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and immigrants across three national contexts. In other words, this 
study investigates how the rejection-disidentification link can have a 
detrimental impact on the social and political integration of immigrants and 
minority groups and their participation in society. Given the ongoing 
controversy between the two lines of research, which have obtained 
opposing empirical evidence to link increased national 
identification with more and less motivation to stand up for the 
disadvantaged minority group rights, this study joins the debate by 
exploring both the mobilizing and demobilizing effects of national 
identification. Furthermore, due to mutual trust being an important proxy 
for social cohesion in society, it is suggested that, alongside national 
disidentification, outgroup trust can be a mechanism underlying the link 
between perceived discrimination and heightened negative attitudes towards 
the national outgroup. 

Although many researchers have turned their focus on the negative 
consequences of cultural diversity on intergroup relations, such as increased 
threat perceptions and discrimination, some have focused on the potentially 
positive side of increasing diversity, like the link between reciprocal trust and 
outgroup attitudes. Trust reinforces cooperative behavior and the 
consideration of other's needs and intergroup forgiveness (e.g., Čehajić et al., 
2008, Hewstone et al., 2004). Thus, some researchers have turned their focus 
onto the role of outgroup trust on the majority’s perceptions on immigration 
and attitudes towards them. For example, Herreros and Criado (2009) have 
found that, regardless of the unemployment rates and the size of the 
immigrant populations in a given country, individuals with higher levels of 
social trust had more positive attitudes towards immigrants than individuals 
with lower levels of social trust.  

Additionally, social trust is one proxy of social capital. According to Putnam 
(1993, 2000), social capital refers to social networks and reciprocal trust, 
norms, and understandings of mutual benefit, bringing together various 
groups in society and facilitating societal cohesion and cooperation. Social 
capital is essential not only for enhancing cooperation and respect between 
groups but also for its power to motivate citizens to engage in social, political, 
and civic life. Researchers have argued that societies with higher political trust 
tend to have more legitimate and effective political systems, and social capital 
is essential for the country's economic growth (e.g., Knack & Keefer, 1997; 
Marien & Hooghe, 2011). 

However, Putnam (2007) has argued that increasing cultural diversity and 
immigration might, in the short run, also impair the levels of trust in society. 
Kumlin and Rothstein (2005), in turn, argue that the responses to cultural 
diversity among the majority group could have adverse effects on immigrants. 
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At the individual level, increasing diversity could increase newcomers' 
experiences of discrimination, oppression, and various other types of societal 
hardships that would contribute to their lower levels of trust. At the contextual 
level, Kumlin and Rothstein (2005) highlight how increasing diversity may 
impact people's socio-political attitudes, but also indirectly lead to the 
alteration of the context in which immigrant groups and native groups end up 
being segregated from each other, and thus lack sufficient positive contact to 
facilitate an increase in their trust levels towards the outgroup. In line with the 
group threat theories (Blalock, 1967; Schlueter & Scheepers, 2010), weakening 
macroeconomic conditions, such as economic recessions and insecurities, as 
well as societies that are getting increasingly diverse, can trigger the need to 
block capital from newcomers by socially excluding them. 

However, while the majority group’s political trust has been under the 
spotlight, what predicts their trust towards specific immigrants and minority 
groups has largely been left as a dimension to investigate in future research 
(e.g., de Vroome, Hooghe, & Marien, 2013). Previous research has showed that 
immigrants tend to trust their ingroup members more as compared to 
outgroup members (Uslaner, 2017), and that experiences of discrimination are 
an essential factor in immigrant groups' trust in authorities (Liebkind & 
Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000; Schildkraut, 2005; Wilkes & Wu, 2019). However, the 
link between perceived discrimination and outgroup trust (e.g., van der 
Linden, Hooghe, de Vroome, & Van Laar, 2017) has not received significant 
attention. Intergroup contact theory and research suggest that positive 
intergroup contact facilitates heightened outgroup trust and leads to more 
positive outgroup attitudes. This notion coincides with organizational 
psychological research on the psychological contract, referring to an 
individual's understanding and beliefs about the terms of an exchange 
agreement between themselves and the organization (Rousseau, 1989). 
Psychological contract violation, in turn, occurs when the psychological 
contract, which is built upon mutual trust and respect, is violated through 
unfair treatment and discrimination (Robinson, Kraatz, & Rousseau, 1994). 
This can have adverse consequences for intergroup relations (Ferrin, Bligh, & 
Kohles, 2008). In order to account for the reciprocity of intergroup 
relations, in this study outgroup trust is treated as an important 
indicator of positive intergroup relations among both national 
majority group members and immigrants in changing contexts. In 
this study, previous research focused on the relationship between perceived 
discrimination and trust is utilized to examine how perceived discrimination 
can predict lower levels of trust towards the national outgroup among 
disadvantaged immigrant and minority groups. Furthermore, this study 
explores the relationship between the rejection-distrust link and collective 
action intentions among disadvantaged immigrant and minority groups. 
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Although this study utilizes data from a diverse array of contexts with different 
immigration rates and histories and various ethnic and cultural compositions, 
the main focus is on the Finnish context, and the intergroup relations between 
the Finnish majority and Russian-speaking immigrants. Finland is renowned 
as one of the most ethnically homogenous nations globally, having 91.4 
percent of its population made up of people with a Finnish background 
(Statistics Finland, 2019). Moreover, Finland does not have a long history of 
being an immigrant-receiving country. Although it received smaller numbers 
of immigrants, mainly from Europe during the Swedish era and World War I, 
and refugees from Russia during the Russian Revolution and the Continuation 
War, Finns have more often emigrated from Finland to other countries 
(Mattila, 2016). Finland has received refugees from Chile, Vietnam, the former 
Yugoslavia, and Somalia throughout the last half of the 20th century but 
remained ethnically homogenous. Nevertheless, immigration to Finland has 
started to increase rapidly since the collapse of the Soviet Union in the late 
80s. According to Statistics Finland (2014), the foreign population, which 
made up 0.8 percent of Finland in 1990, has increased to 5.9 percent in just 
24 years. Before 2015, the foreign population of Finland consisted mainly of 
Russian-speaking immigrants (including Ingrians), Somalis, Estonians, and 
other Eastern Europeans. In 2015, Finland started to receive refugees and 
asylum seekers from the Middle East. As of 2019, 5.1 percent of Finland's 
population does not hold a Finnish passport, and the largest foreign groups 
are Estonians, Russian speakers, and Iraqis (Statistics Finland, 2020). 

Currently, immigration to Finland is on the rise – the migration gain has 
been rising steadily each year, and emigration from Finland has been 
decreasing. Alongside the asylum seekers and refugees, and descendants of the 
foreign population who were either born in Finland or migrated to Finland for 
family reunification, Finland has been gaining immigrants from EU and non-
EU countries who come to study or work (Statistics Finland, 2014). 
Furthermore, immigrants work in various sectors in Finland – according to 
Statistics Finland (2014), 54 percent of the non-EU nationals in Finland were 
employed in 2014. While 55 percent of them were employed as sales workers 
or working in elementary occupations, the rest were professionals in various 
scientific and business fields, craft and trade workers, and technicians and 
associate workers. Thus, immigrants in Finland constitute a diverse group of 
people who have not only different ethnic and cultural backgrounds but also 
have varying socioeconomic standing, education, expertise, and skills, 
enabling them to compete in many different labor markets. 

Consequently, immigration is a scorching topic in both political and public 
discourse in Finland. Finland has been rapidly adopting policies, committing 
to multiculturalism, and stressing that all foreigners should have equal rights 
to access services and opportunities and are entitled to receive integration 
support (FINLEX, 1999). However, much like in other Western countries that 
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have been favorable immigrant destinations beginning from the early 2000s, 
right-wing populist and anti-immigration parties have started becoming more 
prominent in the political arena and social media in Finland (Pyrhönen, 2015). 
Researchers have noted that such anti-immigration movements not only 
portray immigration as dangerous, problematic, and threatening to Finland 
and native Finns, but also portray immigrants as 'others' (e.g., Sakki & 
Pettersson, 2016; Pyrhönen, 2015). Consequently, the prominence of such 
negative portrayals and discourses on immigrants and immigration not only 
increases worries and critical voices towards immigration but also polarizes 
opinions regarding immigration and has negative ramifications on the lives of 
immigrant groups residing in Finland (Nortio, 2020).  

Although there was a small Russian-speaking population present in 
Finland when it was under the rule of the Russian Empire, the number of 
Russian-speaking immigrants boomed following the collapse of the Soviet 
Union. Today, Russian speakers constitute the largest group of foreign-
language speakers and one of the largest immigrant groups residing in Finland 
(Statistics Finland, 2019). Finland has a long history of conflict with Russia. 
Finland remained under Russian rule for almost 100 years until it gained its 
independence in 1917. In 1918, in the Finnish Civil War between Finnish 
Whites and Finnish Reds, the Reds were allied with Soviet Russia. After the 
victory of the Whites, tensions between Soviet Russia and Finland rose. 
Following the Winter War in 1939 and the Continuation War from 1941 to 
1944, Finland fought against the Soviet Union and lost 10 percent of its 
territory to Russia. Since the Cold War era, Russia has been seen as a threat to 
Finland. Sharing a long border with Russia, current political tensions between 
Finland and Russia due to President Putin's critical view of NATO and the 
independence of the former Soviet territories, Russia’s alleged and real 
violations of Finnish airspace and territorial waters, and its attempts to 
influence Finland’s military capacity and security-related policies (Teivanen, 
2019) are all factors that potentially feed the perceptions of Russia and 
Russians as threatening adversaries.  

Today, it is possible to see the negative impact of the long years of conflict 
and wars between Russia and Finland. Although according to a recent survey, 
members of different immigrant groups in Finland have reported experiencing 
discrimination (Pitkänen, Saukkonen, & Westinen, 2019), Russian speakers 
are systematically among the most discriminated against and least welcomed 
immigrant groups in Finland (Jaakkola, 2000; Varjonen, Rinas, & Zamiatis, 
2017). Russian speakers are discriminated against frequently in the labor 
market, and the employment rates of immigrants from Russia are lower than 
those of native Finns (Larja et al., 2012; Nieminen, Sutela, & Hannula, 2015). 
Such adverse treatment negatively impacts Russian-speaking immigrant's 
integration into the Finnish society by decreasing their identification with the 
superordinate national group and fostering negative attitudes towards the 
native Finns (Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2009). Consequently, in this research, 
the focus is not only on the experiences of Russian-speaking immigrants and 
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their attitudes towards the majority Finns, and their willingness to stand up 
against the societal rejection that their group faces, but also on the majority 
group's perceptions of being discriminated against by the Russian-speaking 
immigrants, and how such perceptions might be fed by increasing cultural 
diversity in their context. 

Alongside Finland, this research focuses on the intergroup dynamics 
between the Russian minorities and the national majorities in two other 
countries which share a border with Russia – Estonia and Norway. These 
countries can also be considered 'new immigrant destinations,' which means 
that although immigration started to increase rapidly in the 21st century, the 
size of their immigrant population is relatively small compared to more diverse 
European countries and Western societies overseas. Furthermore, although 
the size of the Russian minority population differs in each country, like 
Finland, both Estonia and Norway have been influenced culturally, 
economically, and politically by Russia over the years. Among these three 
countries, the concentration of Russian people is the highest in Estonia. Much 
of the Russian population of Estonia arrived in the country during the Soviet 
occupation between the years 1944 and 1991 (Vetik, 1993). After Estonia 
regained its independence in 1991, its new parliament adopted a citizenship 
law that declared the legal continuity of the Estonian Republic before the 
Soviet occupation (1918-1940), granting citizenship only to those who were 
citizens of Estonia during that period and their descendants. These new 
legislations have resulted in many of the Russian minority members living in 
Estonia becoming stateless. As of 2019, around 80.000 people who live in 
Estonia are stateless, and only around half of the Russian minority residing in 
Estonia has citizenship (Vetik, 2019). Because Russians in Estonia had access 
to education in their own language during the Soviet era, as well as to the 
political institutions that operated in Russian, Russian minority members who 
did not need to learn the Estonian language then have experienced difficulties 
since the new citizenship law came into force (see Kruusvall, Vetik, & Berry, 
2009). Thus, while the current political debate on Russia being a nearby threat 
is similar to Finland in Estonia, the Russian minority and their status have 
suffered in the labor market in the aftermath of Estonia's language reform, and 
protests criticizing the reform are perceived very negatively and as 'against 
Estonia' by the members of the majority group (Kruusvall, Vetik, & Berry, 
2009). 

While relations between the national majority and the Russian minority are 
overshadowed by the conflictual historical past and current political climate 
that involves a fear of Russia in Finland and Estonia, Norway and Russia do 
not share a conflictual past. The size of the Russian-speaking community is 
relatively small in Norway as well, compared to those in Finland and Estonia. 
The most significant wave of Russian immigrants arrived in Norway after the 
collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991. Later on, Russians who emigrated from 
Russia to Norway did so for various reasons, such as transnational family ties 
or marriages and education and jobs (e.g., Flemmen, 2008; Heyse, 2010; 
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Munkejord, 2017). Russians make up only 2 percent of the immigrant 
population in Norway (Statistics Norway, 2016); thus, the integration of 
Russian-speaking immigrants into Norwegian society has flown under the 
radar of intergroup relations research. However, the rare studies that focus on 
the relationship between Russia and Norway have noted that although the 
relationship between the working Russian population and the majority 
Norwegians are relatively peaceful, since Russia and Norway do not share a 
conflictual history like Finland and Baltic countries, Russian immigrants still 
reported facing discrimination and negative stereotyping in Norway (Aure, 
2011). Overall, in this study, the relations between national majorities and 
Russian-speaking minorities in three countries - Estonia, Finland, and 
Norway - are in the spotlight. Despite many similarities in the cultural and 
political contexts of the countries studied, they have a different history and 
different social and geopolitical relations with Russia, and also different 
intergroup relations between national majority groups and Russian-speakers. 
While Russian-speaking minority groups in Estonia and Finland has a longer 
history of living together with the national majorities, the Russian-speaking 
population in Estonia is significantly larger than the one in Finland. Also, the 
socio-political relationships between Estonia and Russia are more tense than 
those between Finland and Russia, due to the latter’s longer history of 
independence. In contrast, Russian immigrants in Norway are a relatively 
newer and smaller immigrant group. 

Finally, in this thesis, while the relationships between the same minority 
group (Russian-speakers) and the national majority group members (Finns, 
Estonians, and Norwegians) are assessed comparatively, the general threat 
perceptions related to immigration among the majority group members were 
also studied globally. In this study, comparative data from 28 countries in five 
different continents are utilized to address the socioeconomic determinants of 
threat perceptions among majorities at both individual and country levels. The 
countries included those with better economies and higher standards of living, 
such as Finland, Germany, Switzerland, and Australia, and those with lower 
rankings in country wealth indexes, such as India, South Africa, Brazil, and 
Pakistan. This allows us to elaborate on the intergroup consequences of 
perceptions of increasing cultural diversity in different countries that vary on 
their cultural and national values (such as individualism-collectivism and 
power distance, see Smith et al., 2012), income inequalities, demographic 
compositions, degree of societal stability, and human and economic 
development status. 
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Although there is a significant amount of research on intergroup relations in 
general and on the integration of Russian-speaking immigrants into Finnish 
society in particular (e.g., Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000; Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 
2006; Liebkind & Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000; Mähönen, 2011), including the 
viewpoint of mutual intergroup relations (e.g., Brylka, 2016), this study has a 
unique research task. First, it aims to bridge different perspectives on cultural 
diversity and its consequences in order to better incorporate the socio-
structural factors into the social psychological research on intergroup relations 
between majority and minority groups in receiving societies. To do so, unlike 
most studies, this study recognizes the different analytical levels of the factors 
associated with the outcomes of cultural diversity. Namely, this study 
acknowledges that 1) contextual characteristics, such as the numerical size of 
the outgroup and the economic situation in a given context; 2) group-level 
evaluations; and 3) subjective experiences of cultural diversity, economic 
(dis)advantage, and discrimination can jointly impact outgroup attitudes and 
make both minority and majority group members more or less willing to strive 
towards a just and inclusive society. Second, this study differs from most 
studies within the field of intergroup relations as it considers the attitudinal 
and behavioral outcomes of intergroup encounters as experienced by both 
majority and minority group members. Although only one of the four 
substudies focuses on the minority members’ reactions, this thesis accounts 
for both the majority and minority group members’ perceptions of and 
outgroup attitudes towards each other. Thus, in line with Berry’s model of 
acculturation (1990; see also Bourhis et al, 1997; Piontkowski, Rohmann, & 
Florack, 2002; and Brylka’s doctoral research on the Finnish context, 2016), 
this study recognizes the reciprocal processes underlying intergroup relations 
in the context of immigration. It stresses the detrimental effect of perceived 
discrimination on immigrants' identification with their new society and trust 
towards the national outgroup. 
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The theoretical and empirical focus of the present study is illustrated in 
Figure 1. The first research question of this study focuses on the interactive 
effects of objective cultural diversity and subjectively perceived cultural 
diversity on intergroup relations. In Study I, I ask whether objective 
diversity in the region and subjectively perceived diversity within 
the neighborhood jointly predict three important indicators of 
intergroup relations: outgroup attitudes, outgroup trust, and 
perceived personal and group discrimination among Finnish 
majority group members. The focus is specifically on the objectively 
moderately diverse contexts characterized by ambiguities and uncertainties 
regarding the actual size of the immigrant groups (Fasel, Green, & Sarrasin 
2013). Therefore, I ask whether such contexts differ from objectively 
high and low diversity contexts, as making accurate subjective 
evaluations regarding cultural diversity is more difficult in 
objectively moderate diversity contexts. In line with previous research 
that pointed to the importance of increasing ethnic change in contexts that 
have a relatively short experience with migration (Hopkins, 2010; Matthes & 
Schmuck, 2017; Semyonov et al., 2004), in this study, it is expected that a 
discrepancy between objective diversity in the region and subjective diversity 
in the neighborhood will create intergroup tension. Specifically, it is expected 
that Finnish majority group members who live in regions with moderate levels 
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of objective diversity but subjectively perceive high levels of diversity in their 
neighborhood will report the most negative outgroup attitudes towards 
Russian immigrants, the lowest levels of outgroup trust, and the highest levels 
of group and personal discrimination as compared to those living in high or 
low objective diversity contexts. This study contributes to research not only by 
acknowledging the interactive effects of both objective and subjective diversity 
on intergroup relations but also by acknowledging the unique nature of 
contexts characterized by increasing and moderate levels of objective diversity. 

Study II acknowledges the attested importance of subjective perceptions 
for intergroup relations and takes the minority group's perspective. More 
specifically, it focuses on the ramifications of perceived rejection and 
inequality, which often characterize minority group members' experience of 
cultural diversity. Here, the roles of perceived discrimination, social identities, 
and outgroup trust on the social and political adaptation of immigrants and 
minority groups are studied. In Study II, I ask: what are the attitudinal 
(outgroup negativity) and behavioral intentional (unwillingness to 
confront injustice) ramifications of perceived discrimination 
among Russian-speaking minorities and immigrants in three 
countries: Estonia, Finland, and Norway? I also ask whether 
national disidentification and distrust towards national majority 
groups explain these associations. In line with RDIM (Jasinskaja-Lahti 
et al., 2009), it is expected that perceptions of discrimination will lead to more 
hostile attitudes towards the national outgroup via disidentification from the 
national superordinate group. Furthermore, it is expected that decreased 
levels of outgroup trust will be another mediating mechanism of the 
relationship between perceived discrimination and negative outgroup 
attitudes (e.g., Putnam, 2007; Wilkes & Wu, 2019). Finally, due to scarce 
research and contradictory theories and evidence (see Dovidio, Gaertner, and 
Saguy, 2009; Dovidio et al., 2016; Simon & Klandermans, 2001), two 
alternative reactions to the willingness to confront injustice among the 
disadvantaged minority groups are explored in this study. Namely, 
disidentification from the national superordinate category as well as distrust 
towards the national outgroup can have mobilizing or demobilizing effects 
among disadvantaged minority groups. This research combines organizational 
and social psychological research to extend and test the premises of RDIM and 
further apply it to shed light on the disadvantaged minority groups' motivation 
to stand up for their rights. 

Study III is a continuation of Study II, focusing on negative experiences of 
cultural diversity and behavioral intentions, but this time, the focus is on 
national majority group members. I ask whether perceived realistic 
threats (Stephan & Stephan, 2000), measured as perceptions of 
discrimination and worsened economic situation, predict the 
majority group's willingness to confront injustice on behalf of the 
disadvantaged minority, Russian-speakers, in Estonia, Finland, 
and Norway. Additionally, this study investigates how national majority 
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group members' perceptions of personal and group realistic 
threats may explain their withdrawal from collective action 
benefitting Russian-speaking minorities. Based on SIT (Tajfel & 
Turner, 1979), SIMCA (van Zomeren et al., 2008), and previous research on 
collective action on behalf of the disadvantaged (e.g., Mallett et al., 2008; van 
Zomeren et al., 2011), it is possible to make two different predictions regarding 
the association between majority group members' perceived disadvantage and 
(lack of) support for the minority. First, in line with the cumulative 
disadvantage hypothesis, which argues that experiencing disadvantage in 
more than one dimension in life may exacerbate the negative effects of 
disadvantage (DiPrete & Eirich, 2006; Renvik et al., 2018), it is expected that 
the national majority group members who perceive higher levels of personal 
and group threats, in terms of ethnic discrimination and insecure economic 
status, will be less willing to confront injustice for Russian-speaking minority 
group members. Perceiving themselves to be doing economically fine and not 
being subject to discrimination while it is the opposite for their group overall 
can impact the majority group's support for the minority's collective struggle. 
Additionally, it is also expected that the national majority group members who 
perceive higher levels of threat to their ingroup as a whole and lower levels of 
threat to themselves will be less likely to be willing to confront injustice for the 
minority group. On the other hand, it is vital to acknowledge the research that 
has obtained evidence that not only people who experience disadvantage but 
also people who are relatively advantaged can hold negative attitudes towards 
the outgroup (V-curve hypothesis: Dambrun et al., 2006; Jetten, Mols, & 
Postmes, 2015). Although researchers have obtained evidence on both the 
linear and the curvilinear relationship between disadvantage and outgroup 
attitudes, the evidence on the latter is scarcer. Thus, this research contributes 
to the discussion by exploring the possible non-linear relations between 
personal/group realistic threats and willingness to confront injustice on behalf 
of the disadvantaged. 

As the final perspective on cultural diversity covered in this thesis, Study 
IV focuses on the economic side of subjective perceptions related to 
immigration and investigates how the actual objective wealth of the country, 
together with subjective perceptions regarding the country’s wealth and 
personal wealth, can contribute to majority group members’ realistic threat 
perceptions as evoked by immigrants. Furthermore, echoing researchers who 
noted that an anticipated decline in resources and deprivation may have more 
severe ramifications (Davies, 1962; Gurr, 1970), the interest here is in seeing 
how current and anticipated personal wealth can cause elevated levels of 
threat among the advantaged majority group members. Thus, in Study IV, I 
investigate whether objective wealth, which is measured by the Gross 
Domestic Product (GDP) and the Human Development Index (HDI) 
scores of the country and subjective wealth both at the individual 
(current and anticipated) and country level, are associated with the 
national majority group members' realistic threat perceptions 
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related to immigrants in 28 countries, including Finland. This study 
further investigates the possible curvilinear nature of the relationship between 
wealth and realistic threat perceptions, which is one of the key predictors of 
outgroup negativity. This study is among the pioneer studies to acknowledge 
the complexity of this relationship by accounting for the direct and interactive 
effects of objective/subjective and personal/group wealth, and it argues for the 
importance of looking at the intergroup ramifications of anticipated wealth in 
the future. Thus, the associations between subjective anticipations and 
perceptions of personal economic wealth, subjective perceptions and objective 
indicators (GDP and HDI) regarding the country’s wealth, and perceived 
realistic threats evoked by immigrants are tested. 
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The data for this thesis came from two different projects. The first dataset, 
used in Studies I- III, was collected as part of the project entitled, 
“Determinants of an inclusive integration context (MIRIPS-FI)”, led by 
Professor Inga Jasinskaja-Lahti (University of Helsinki), and the collaborative 
DIMA project led by Professor Raivo Vetik (Tallinn University). These projects 
were both part of a larger international project called “Mutual Intercultural 
Relations in Plural Societies (MIRIPS)”, coordinated by Professor Emeritus 
John Berry and carried out over the years 2012-2015 (see Berry, 2012). The 
objectives of the MIRIPS project included investigating issues related to 
increasing ethnocultural diversity and population change in various countries, 
and determinants of positive intergroup relations and social cohesion. The 
Finnish MIRIPS-FI data was also utilized in another Ph.D. thesis (Brylka, 
2016), which focused on the identity and contact-related predictors of 
intergroup relations and the integration of Russian and Estonian immigrants 
in Finland. 

The participants of the MIRIPS-FI and DIMA projects were sampled 
through the Finnish National Population Register Centre in Finland, census 
data from 2011 in Estonia, and the Norwegian data registry in Norway. In 
Finland, the data was collected in 2012 from both majority Finns (i.e., Finnish-
speaking Finns) and minority Russian-speaking immigrants (whose mother 
tongue is Russian, and who were born in the former Soviet Union or Russian 
Federation and moved to Finland before January 1, 2008) via a nation-wide 
postal survey. The survey included multiple social-psychological measures 
related to immigration, acculturation, and intergroup relations. The Estonian 
data was collected from the Estonian-speaking majority and Russians living in 
the country in 2015 via face-to-face interviews. In Norway, the data was 
collected electronically among the Norwegian-speaking majority and 
immigrants who identify as Russians between 2015 and 2016 upon being 
invited to participate in the study by phone. Participation in the study was 
voluntary and confidential in all three countries. 

The response rate for the survey was 34% for the majority (n = 335; 57% 
female, Mage = 45.9) and 39% for the Russian-speaking participants (n = 254; 
78% female, Mage = 43.9) in Finland; 48% for the majority (n = 506; 53.4% 
female, Mage = 48.5) and 61% for the Russian minority (n = 482; 54% female, 
Mage = 48.2) in Estonia; and 36% for the majority (n = 500; 47% female, Mage 
= 51.8) and 33% for the Russian immigrants (n = 219; 75% female, Mage = 
40.9) in Norway. The response rates were typical and acceptable for a survey. 
The missing data was handled by listwise deletion. The final samples were not 
representative in terms of gender and age, as males were underrepresented. 
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The second dataset used in Study IV came from an international 
collaborative project on inequalities led by Prof. Jolanda Jetten (Queensland 
University, Australia). The data was collected in 2014 and 2015, and 
participants completed the survey either via an online platform or on paper. 
The survey covered collective perceptions of the state of society and the 
individual-level outcomes of these perceptions, such as anomie, collective 
helplessness and hopelessness, and perception of the global financial crisis. 
Undergraduate students representing national majority group members were 
recruited from North America (Canada and the US [from Tennessee and North 
California]), South America (Chile and Brazil), Europe (Netherlands, UK, 
Spain, Italy, Germany, France, Denmark, Finland, Switzerland, Belgium, 
Portugal, Poland, Hungary, and Latvia), Asia (China, Japan, Malaysia, 
Singapore, Indonesia, India, and Pakistan), the Middle East (Iran), Africa 
(South Africa), and Australia (N = 6112; 64% female; Mage = 22.5). The data 
gathered from two different universities in the same country (the US and 
Germany) were combined to make up a country variable. 

In both the MIRIPS-FI and DIMA projects, the participants were provided 
with questionnaires in their mother tongues. Native speakers translated the 
questionnaires. In Prof. Jetten’s project, the original English language version 
of the questionnaire was translated into the respective native languages of the 
countries. If necessary, either a back-translation or panel method was used to 
translate the survey. Along with the participants' demographics, the survey 
instruments included measures related to the assessment of perceptions of 
diversity, economic situation and wealth, intergroup relations, and measures 
of group identifications, outgroup attitudes, and collective action intentions. 
In addition, objective estimates of diversity and societal wealth were obtained 
using national and international statistics as described below. 

Actual outgroup size (Study I). The MIRIPS-FI data, which was collected 
from all six administrative regions of mainland Finland (Southern Finland, 
Southwestern Finland, Western and Inland Finland, Eastern Finland, 
Northern Finland, and Lapland), were manually categorized into three 
regional diversity contexts in terms of their population size, and the ratio of 
immigrants to the whole population in each regional state administrative 
agency. The high objective diversity (OD) context included the Southern 
Finland region (including the capital city, Helsinki), which currently has more 
foreigners residing in it, and in which there have also been more foreigners 
residing for a longer time (OSF 2015), (n = 137, 5.7% immigrants, according to 
Statistics Finland 2014). The Southwestern Finland, Western and Inland 
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Finland regions together comprised the moderate OD context, where the 
number of foreigners, as well as the percentage increase of foreign population, 
is lower than in the high OD context and higher than in the low OD context (n 
= 128, 2.8% immigrants, according to Statistics Finland 2014). Lastly, Eastern 
and Northern Finland and Lapland formed the low OD context (n = 70, 1.8% 
immigrants, according to Statistics Finland 2014). All three OD contexts 
differed significantly from each other regarding their numbers of foreign 
residents (F(2, 331)= 16471.508, p = .000). In Study I, the OD contexts were 
coded as high = 1, moderate = 2, and low = 3. 

Perceived outgroup size (Study I). Participants’ subjective perceptions of 
cultural diversity in their neighborhood were measured through the question, 
“According to your evaluation, how many Russian-speaking immigrants are 
there in your neighborhood?” Participants responded to this question using a 
scale of 0 = “none”, 1 = “few”, 2 = “some”, 3 = “many”. 

Perceived group economic situation (Study III). Participants' perceptions 
of their own group's economic situation were assessed with a single item, 
“Compared to <MAJORITY>, the social and economic standing of 
<MINORITY> is much worse,” and participants gave their responses on a 5-
point scale that ranged from 1 = “Strongly disagree” to 5 = “Strongly agree”. To 
achieve compatibility with the corresponding personal measure in the same 
study, the responses were recoded as 1 = “Strongly agree” to 5 = “Strongly 
disagree”, with higher values indicating a worse group economic situation.  

Perceived personal economic status (Study III and Study IV). In Study III, 
participants’ perceptions of their own economic situation were assessed with 
a single question, “What is your or your family’s current economic situation?” 
Their responses ranged from 1 = “We earn/have enough money for our needs 
and are able to save,” to 5 = “We have to cut back on consumption, and we 
can't/don’t manage on our earnings,” with higher values indicating worse 
personal economic situations. In Study IV, perceived personal economic 
situation or wealth was again measured with a single item, adapted from the 
Pew Research Global Attitudes Project (see also Smith et al., 2018). 
Participants were asked, “How would you describe your current personal 
economic situation?” The item was rated on a scale ranging from 1 = “very bad” 
to 7 = “very good”.  

Anticipated personal wealth (Study IV). Participants’ anticipations 
regarding their personal wealth in the future was measured by asking them, 
“To what extent do you expect your personal economic situation to worsen, 
remain the same, or improve in the next 3 years?” The item was rated on a 
scale ranging from 1 = “very bad” to 7 = “very good”.  

Objective country-level wealth (Study IV). GDP per capita and the Human 
Development Index (HDI) were used as objective indicators of a country's 
wealth. GDP is a measure that solely captures the country's economic 
situation, while HDI is a composite of life expectancy, level of education, and 
income within a country; thus, it reflects the overall functioning of the society 
for the majority of its citizens. The scores of all 28 countries, derived from the 
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Human Development Report (United Nations Development Programme, 
2015) and OECD National Accounts data (OECD, 2015), were included in the 
multilevel analysis as the country-level variables. The GDP per capita of the 
countries studied ranged from 5 to 85,4 international dollars. The HDI 
rankings varied between 0 and 1, with high scores indicating high human 
development. The rankings of the countries in the study ranged from .55 to 
.94. 

Perceived wealth of the country (Study IV). Participants' perceptions of 
their country's wealth were assessed with a single item adapted from the Pew 
Research Global Attitudes Project (see Smith et al., 2018). Participants were 
asked, “How would you describe the current economic situation in your 
country?” The item was rated on a scale ranging from 1 = “very bad” to 7 = 
“very good”. 

National identification and Ethnic identification (Study II). Participants' 
identification with their ethnic group and the national superordinate category 
was assessed using 4 items adapted from Mlicki and Ellemers (1996) and 
Phinney and Devich-Navarro (1997). The items covered both the cognitive (“I 
feel that I am a member of <HOST> society / Russian-speaking minority”) and 
affective (“I am proud to be a member of <HOST> society / Russian-speaking 
minority”, “I am glad to be a member of <HOST> society / Russian-speaking 
minority”) aspects of national and ethnic identification, as well as a 
commitment to the host society and minority ingroup (“It is important for me 
to be a member of <HOST> society / Russian-speaking minority”). 
Participants responded to the items using a scale ranging from 1 = “Strongly 
disagree” to 5 = “Strongly agree”. Both scales had high reliability coefficients 
(α = .89 overall; α = .92 for Estonia, α = .89 for Finland, α = .84 for Norway 
for National identification scale) and (α = .87 overall; α = .87 for Estonia, α = 
.85 for Finland, and α = .89 for Norway for Ethnic identification scale). 

Perceived ethnic discrimination (Study I, Study II, and Study III). The 
perceived ethnic discrimination items used in this study were adapted from 
the perceived discrimination scale of Berry, Phinney, Sam, and Vedder (2006). 
In Study II, three items of the scale (“In my opinion <MAJORITY> has treated 
<MINORITY> unfairly or otherwise negatively”, “I think that <MAJORITY> 
doesn’t accept <MINORITY>”, and “<MAJORITY> has something against me 
because I am a <MINORITY MEMBER>” were used to measure perceived 
discrimination. The items comprised a reliable scale (α = .83 overall; α = .86 
for Estonia, α = .82 for Finland, α = .83 for Norway). In Study I, the full six 
items of the measure were utilized, and three items were grouped as a measure 
of perceived personal discrimination (e.g. “I think that Russian immigrants 
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have something against me because I’m Finnish”) (α = .81) and the other three 
items were grouped as a measure of perceived group discrimination (e.g. “I 
think that Russian immigrants don’t accept Finns”) (α = .81). The response 
options ranged from 1 = “Strongly disagree” to 5 = “Strongly agree”. Due to the 
incompatibility between the questionnaires in the MIRIPS-FI and DIMA 
projects regarding the number of items included in the perceived 
discrimination scale, four items of the scale were used in Study III. Perceived 
personal ethnic discrimination from the Russian minority group members was 
assessed with two items, “I think that <MINORITY MEMBERS> have 
something against me because I'm <MAJORITY MEMBER>” and 
“<MINORITY MEMBERS> have threatened or attacked me because I'm 
<MAJORITY MEMBER>” The Spearman-Brown coefficients were acceptable: 
.65 for the whole data set; .66 for Estonia, .63 for Finland, and .68 for Norway. 
Perceived group ethnic discrimination from Russian minority group members 
was assessed with two items, “In my opinion <MINORITY> have treated 
<MAJORITY> unfairly or otherwise negatively” and “I think that 
<MINORITY> don't accept <MAJORITY>”. The Spearman-Brown 
coefficients were again acceptable: .78 for the whole data set; .76 for Estonia, 
.77 for Finland, and .78 for Norway. 

Outgroup trust (Study I and Study III). Participants’ trust towards the 
outgroup was measured using a scale with seven items adapted from Paolini, 
Hewstone, and Cairns (2007). The items included: “In my opinion, most 
Russian immigrants are trustworthy” and “I trust that the Russian immigrants 
in general do not deceive Finns.” A shorter version of the scale with three items 
was later used in Study III to ensure compatibility between the data sets from 
the MIRIPS-FI and DIMA projects. The items were, “In my opinion most of 
the <MAJORITY> are trustworthy”, “I think that most <MAJORITY> would 
treat me fairly even if they had a chance to take advantage of me”, and 
“<MAJORITY> won't take advantage of me if I trust them.” Participants 
responded to the items on a 5-point scale that ranged from 1 = “Strongly 
disagree” to 5 = “Strongly agree”. Both the longer version of the scale (α = .93), 
and the shorter version of the scale had high reliability coefficients (α = .85 
overall; α = .87 for Estonia, α = .75 for Finland, and α = .87 for Norway). 

Perceived realistic threat (Study IV). Realistic threat perceptions were 
measured using three items based on Stephan and Stephan's (2000) 
conceptualization and adapted from Jetten and Wohl (2012). The items were: 
“Immigrants take resources and employment opportunities away from 
[national majority group members]”; “In schools where there are too many 
children of immigrants, the quality of education will suffer”; and “Immigrants 
abuse the system of social benefits”. These items were rated on a 7-point scale 
ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree”. Summed scores 
were created as indicators of perceived realistic threat, and higher scores 
denoted higher threat perceptions (α = .80). 

Outgroup attitudes (Study I and Study II). Attitudes towards the Russian-
speaking minority were measured in Study I with an eight-item scale 
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previously used in the same intergroup context by Jasinskaja-Lahti, Liebkind, 
and Solheim (2009) and Brylka et al. (2015). The items included “I would 
accept with pleasure a Russian immigrant as a friend,” “In my opinion, 
Russian immigrants can be as nice as native Finns”, and “I could not imagine 
(if I were single) that I would date a Russian immigrant” (reversed). Higher 
scores indicated more positive attitudes towards Russian-speaking 
immigrants, and participants rated the items on a 5-point scale from 1 = 
“completely disagree” to 5 = “completely agree” (α = .92). Attitudes towards 
the national majority group were assessed in Study II with a single item 
commonly referred to as a “feeling thermometer” (Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 
1993; see also Gonzalez, Verkuyten, Weesie, & Poppe, 2008), which is 
considered to be a prevailing global measure of ingroup and outgroup attitudes 
(Verkuyten, 2007). Participants were asked to rate their feelings towards a 
majority group: “My feelings towards <MAJORITY> in <COUNTRY> are…” 
on a scale from 0 = “very cold feelings” to 100 = “very warm feelings”. 

Willingness to confront injustice (Study II and Study III). The two items 
that measured individuals' intentions to actively promote minority rights and 
to publicly stand against the discrimination of immigrants, instead of those 
measuring more active forms of collective action behavior (e.g., participation 
in demonstrations/campaigns or signing petitions), were specifically chosen 
to suit the contexts that were studied, as such forms of collective action are 
rare among immigrants and ethnic minorities in general, and the Russian-
speaking group in particular. The items “[I would] defend the rights of Russian 
immigrants/minority in a public debate,” and “[I would] intervene verbally in 
situations in which I notice discrimination against <MINORITY>” were 
adapted from Simon et al.'s (1998) four-item measure of willingness to 
participate in (future) collective action. Participants rated their level of 
willingness on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 = "No / Totally disagree / 
Definitely not ready to” to 4 = “Yes / Totally agree / Definitely ready to” in 
Finland and Estonia. However, the same measure was rated on a 5-point scale 
in Norway, including the same response options and “3 = Nor disagree or 
agree”. The response ratings were converted to standardized scores to ensure 
compatibility across scales and cultures. The two-item scale had acceptable 
reliability among the minority group participants (α = .71 overall; α = .65 for 
Finland, α = .60 for Estonia, α = .73 for Norway), and the Spearman-Brown 
coefficients for the majority group participants were: .60 for the whole data; 
.60 for Estonia, .42 for Finland, and .73 for Norway. 

The statistical analyses for all the sub-studies were conducted with SPSS and 
Mplus softwares. In Study I, a series of two-way ANOVAs controlling for 
intergroup contact, age, years of education, and gender was used to test the 
moderating effects of objective diversity contexts on the relationship between 
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subjectively perceived ethnic diversity in the neighborhood and various 
indicators of intergroup relations, namely outgroup attitudes, outgroup trust, 
and perceived personal and group discrimination.  

In Study II, the structural equation modeling (SEM) approach was 
employed with a robust maximum likelihood estimator to test the mediating 
effects of national identification and outgroup trust in the relationship 
between perceived discrimination and ethnic identification and intergroup 
outcomes (outgroup attitudes and willingness to confront injustice). An 
additional multigroup analysis with the country as a moderator was conducted 
to explore whether the expected direct and indirect paths vary across the three 
countries. The final model was tested with and without the control variables 
(age, gender, and education). 

In Study III, polynomial regression with subsequent response surface 
analysis was employed. This method allows us to see how various 
combinations of personal and group threats (as perceived ethnic 
discrimination and economic situation) predict majorities' willingness to 
confront injustice for the minority by producing a 3-dimensional figure 
(Edwards & Parry, 1993; Shanock et al., 2010). Model 1 tested the relationship 
between perceived personal and group discrimination and the willingness to 
confront injustice on behalf of the disadvantaged minority, and Model 2 tested 
the relationship between perceived personal and group economic situation 
and the outcome variable. After performing polynomial regression analysis, 
three-dimensional response surface figures were produced for each model. 
The two models were subsequently re-run for each country separately to see 
the country-specific results. 

In Study IV, with a Mixed-Model procedure (see Singer, 1998) for 
multilevel modeling, a restricted maximum likelihood approach was utilized 
to study threat perceptions among majority group members in 28 countries. 
HDI or GDP was added as a level 2 (country-level) predictor, while perceived 
and anticipated personal wealth and perceived country's wealth were added as 
level 1 (individual-level) predictors of perceived realistic threats. Keeping 
other variables constant, four models were estimated. In Models 1 and 3, 
perceived current personal wealth was included as a level 1 predictor but 
included HDI and GDP as the level 2 predictor, respectively. In Models 2 and 
4, anticipated future personal wealth was included as the level 1 predictor 
instead. In all models, the squared value of the level-1 predictors was included 
to account for possible quadratic effects between the predictors and outcome 
variable, and the analyses were conducted with and without controlling for age 
and gender to determine the robustness of the results. 
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In Study I, the interest was in providing evidence on the interactive effect of 
objective diversity in the region and subjective diversity in the neighborhood 
on perceived intergroup relations among majority group members in Finland. 
Special focus was placed on regions characterized by moderate levels of 
diversity, due to the uncertainties regarding the size and flow of immigration 
that the majority group members living in such regions may experience. 

On average, participants living in moderate diversity regions perceived the 
lowest levels of diversity compared to the other two objective diversity 
contexts, F(2,330) = 4.153, p = .017, and the lowest levels of intergroup 
contact, while people living in regions with low diversity reported the highest 
levels of contact, F(2,331) = 9.280, p = .000. Objective diversity (OD) in the 
region and subjective diversity (SD) in the neighborhood exhibited neither 
main nor interaction effects when predicting outgroup attitudes and perceived 
personal discrimination (see Table 1). However, when predicting perceived 
group discrimination, there was a main effect of OD and a significant 
interaction between OD and SD. Participants from moderate OD regions who 
perceived high SD in their neighborhood reported the highest level of 
perceived group discrimination (M = 4.65, SD = .67), followed by high regional 
OD contexts (M = 2.94, SD = .43) and low regional OD contexts (M = 1.46, SD 
= .55). Similarly, when predicting outgroup trust, a significant interaction 
effect between OD in the region and SD in the neighborhood was found. The 
findings followed a similar pattern as the previous model, but the direction 
was reversed. People living in moderate OD context but who perceived high 
SD reported the lowest levels of outgroup trust (M = 2.04, SD = .65), and 
participants who lived in low OD contexts but perceived high SD reported the 
highest levels of outgroup trust (M = 4.31, SD = .53).  

In sum, as hypothesized for perceived group discrimination and outgroup 
trust, participants who lived in moderately diverse regions but perceived high 
levels of diversity in their neighborhoods reported the lowest levels of 
outgroup trust and perceived the highest levels of perceived discrimination, as 
compared to those who were living in high or low diversity regions. The 
findings of this study provided evidence on the importance of accounting for 
both objective diversity and subjective perceptions of diversity in an 
individual's more proximal environment while investigating intergroup 
relations between ethnocultural groups. 
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In Study II, the association between perceived ethnic discrimination and 
attitudes towards the national majority group and willingness to confront 
injustice to promote the social standing of the ingroup were investigated 
among Russian-speaking minorities and immigrants in Estonia, Finland, and 
Norway. Two underlying mechanisms for this relationship were proposed and 
explored: national (dis)identification with/from and outgroup (dis)trust of the 
national majority group. 

Both perceived discrimination and ethnic identification were negatively 
associated with national identification and trust in the majority group (Figure 
4). National identification was, in turn, positively associated with both 
outgroup attitudes and willingness to confront injustice. In a similar vein, 
outgroup trust was positively associated with both dependent variables. In line 
with the hypotheses, the analysis showed that the relationships between 
perceived discrimination and outgroup attitudes and between perceived 
discrimination and willingness to confront injustice were both partly mediated 
by immigrants’ national disidentification from and distrust of the majority 
group. Both national group disidentification and distrust strengthened 
immigrants’ negative attitudinal reactions to perceived discrimination but 
demobilized them from confronting injustice. 

The multigroup model results showed that the directions were the same 
across countries for almost all of the paths, even if the coefficients did not 
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always reach statistical significance. Although there were a few notable 
differences, none of them were large enough to compromise the findings of the 
overall model above. The path between ethnic identification and trust in the 
majority group was negative for Finland, while it was positive for Estonia and 
Norway, but none of these associations were significant. Additionally, the 
relationship between trust in the majority group and willingness to confront 
injustice was negative but non-significant for Finland, while it was positive and 
significant for Estonia and Norway. 

In sum, confirming the hypothesis, perceived discrimination was not only 
linked to more negative outgroup attitudes but also to less willingness to 
confront injustice and publicly defend the rights of the disadvantaged ingroup. 
The study also revealed the plausible mechanism of these associations. 
Namely, perceived rejection was associated with disidentification from the 
superordinate national group and heightened mistrust towards the national 
outgroup, resulting in high outgroup negativity and low collective action 
intentions. 
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Study III focused on whether national majority group members’ perceptions 
of personal and ingroup realistic threats, in the form of economic insecurity 
and ethnic discrimination, are associated with unwillingness to support 
Russian-speaking minorities in Estonia, Finland, and Norway. Model 1 tested 
the predictive power of the various combinations of personal and group ethnic 
discrimination, while Model 2 tested the effects of personal and group 
economic insecurity on willingness to confront injustice on behalf of the 
minority.  

The descriptive statistics are presented in Table 2. Participants perceived 
higher levels of group threat (both ethnic discrimination and economic 
insecurity) as compared to personal threat, and this difference was significant 
all of the data: t(1221) = -33.321, p < .001 for discrimination, and t(1252) = 
18.483, p < .001 for economic insecurity, and in all three countries studied; 
t(481) = -28.051, p < .001 for Estonia, t(331) = -16.972, p < .001 for Finland, 
and t(407) = -14.618, p < .001 for Norway for discrimination; and t(485) = 
12.709, p < .001 for Estonia, t(326) = 11.756, p < .001 for Finland, and t(439) 
= 7.980, p < .001 for Norway for economic insecurity. Group threat variables 
were significantly more strongly correlated with willingness to confront 
injustice, as compared to the personal threat variables: for ethnic 
discrimination, z = 7.589, p < .001, and for economic insecurity, z = 3.793, p < 
.001. 

The results of the response surface analyses show that national majority 
group members who perceived higher levels of both personal and group 
discrimination were less willing to confront injustice to support the Russian 
minority (slope test statistic = -.33, p < .001) (Figure 5). Additionally, in line 
with our predictions, a significant positive slope along the disagreement line 
shows that the willingness to confront injustice for the Russian minority was 
lower when lower levels of perceived personal discrimination were 
accompanied by higher levels of perceived group discrimination (slope test 
statistic = .48, p < .001). 

Figure 6 shows the response surface test results for Model 2 with personal 
and group economic insecurity. Like Model 1, high perceived personal and 
group economic insecurity significantly predicted the unwillingness of the 
majority to confront injustice on behalf of the minority (slope test statistic = -
.34, p < .001). Additionally, the significant curvature test statistics (a2 = .12, p 
< .01) suggests that willingness to confront injustice declines significantly with 
both personal and group perceptions of the economic situation changing from 
perceived economic security to average standing. Along the disagreement line, 
the relationship between the two types of perceived economic insecurity and 
willingness to confront injustice was also significant – unwillingness to 
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confront injustice was higher among those who perceived more economic 
insecurity for their group but felt more secure personally (slope test statistic = 
.21, p < .001). Finally, Model 1 was significant in all three countries, whereas 
Model 2 was significant for Finland and Norway, but not for Estonia.  

In sum, these results showed that perceived personal and group realistic 
threats in terms of ethnic discrimination (Model 1) and economic insecurity 
(Model 2) were simultaneously related to the majority's unwillingness to 
confront injustice. Specifically, there was a cumulative effect of majority 
members' perceptions of personal and group threat on their unwillingness to 
support minority groups. Furthermore, the discrepancy between personal and 
group-level realistic threat was also detrimental to majority-group members' 
willingness to stand up for minority rights. The results showed that the lack of 
perceived personal and group ethnic discrimination and the perceived 
economically advantaged position of the individual and the ingroup was linked 
to greater willingness to confront injustice while perceiving high levels of 
group ethnic discrimination and economic insecurity. Finally, even though 
some of the slope tests did not reach statistical significance, the directions of 
almost all the associations in the country-specific models aligned with the 
associations found in the overall model. The only notable exception was in 
Model 2, which was significant only in Finland and Norway and not in Estonia, 
suggesting that those two countries mainly drove the overall results. 
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In Study IV, the focus was on the direct and interactive associations between 
the home country’s objective (GDP, HDI) and subjectively perceived wealth, 
subjective and anticipated personal wealth, and perceived realistic threat 
evoked by immigration among majority group members in 28 countries. It was 
hypothesized that a perceived decrease in wealth (both objective and 
subjectively perceived country wealth and perceived/anticipated personal 
wealth) would be associated with heightened realistic threat perceptions 
related to immigration, accounting for a possible curvilinear relationship 
between wealth and realistic threat perceptions. Additionally, it was 
hypothesized that country wealth (objective and subjective) might moderate 
the relationship between perceived/anticipated personal wealth and perceived 
realistic threat. Four models were estimated: in two models, we included 
perceived current personal wealth as a level-1 predictor, while in the other two 
models, we included anticipated future personal wealth instead. Each model 
was run once with GDP as the level-2 variable (Table 4) and once with HDI as 
the level-2 variable (Table 5). 

The results of the analysis showed that, as hypothesized, living in a country 
with lower HDI or GDP, and perceiving the country's economic situation as 
worse were associated with higher levels of perceived realistic threat (Table 3). 
No evidence was obtained for a curvilinear relationship between perceived and 
anticipated personal wealth and realistic threat. Later it was examined 
whether objective country-level economic wealth (GDP or HDI) moderated the 
individual-level associations between subjectively perceived/anticipated 
personal wealth and perceived realistic threat. Only between HDI and 
anticipated personal wealth predicting realistic threat for Model 2 was a 
significant interaction found. 

The subsequent simple slopes analysis (Preacher, Curran, and Bauer, 
2006) showed that the relation between anticipated personal wealth and 
perceived realistic threat was significant and negative only for low HDI 
countries (1 SD below the mean), y = -.084, p = .03. In contrast, anticipated 
changes in personal wealth were not threatening for people living in moderate, 
y = -.014, p = .49, or high HDI countries (1 SD above the mean), y = .056, p = 
.13. The results can be interpreted as that country's wealth possibly creating a 
buffer, which dissociates immigration from personal economic 
(dis)advantage. However, it should be noted that the negative slope between 
anticipated personal wealth and perceived realistic threat for low HDI 
countries was quite weak. Lastly, the interaction between the perceived 
country's wealth and subjective personal wealth while predicting realistic 
threats was not statistically significant. 

The results showed that those who lived in a low HDI or GDP country 
perceived higher levels of the realistic threat than those living in a moderate 
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or high HDI or GDP country. Furthermore, those who perceived their 
country's economic situation to be worse reported higher levels of realistic 
threat than those who experienced their country to be doing well economically. 
Furthermore, the results showed that, in low HDI countries, the participants 
who expected a decline in their personal economic situation were also those 
who perceived higher levels of realistic threat. In contrast, the anticipated 
decline in personal wealth did not predict heightened threat perceptions for 
those who lived in moderate and high HDI countries. However, there was no 
significant interaction between GDP and perceived nor anticipated personal 
wealth while predicting realistic threat perceptions. 
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Increasing immigration worldwide is one of the most significant challenges 
that humanity has been dealing with for the last few decades. Although the 
volume of immigration and its association with negative immigrant sentiment 
has received increased attention among sociologists and other social scientists 
working on intergroup relations (see, e.g., Scheepers et al., 2002; Quillian, 
1995), the various social psychological consequences of increasing cultural 
diversity have largely remained under the radar.  

In this study, conducted mainly among national majority group members, 
and also among Russian-speaking minority group members in three Baltic 
states, the focus was on looking at the attitudinal and behavioral consequences 
of perceived cultural diversity, wealth, and disadvantage in relatively new 
receiving societies, such as Finland, Estonia, and Norway, which have recently 
become more popular immigrant destinations. The research focuses primarily 
on the intergroup relations between the native population and Russian-
speaking immigrants, who constitute significant ethnic minority groups in 
these countries. 

Research that aims to uncover the impact of increasing cultural diversity 
and its consequences on both immigrants and national majorities often 
studies contexts that have been hosting a large number of immigrants for a 
long time (e.g., Scheepers et al., 2002; Quillian, 1995). Indeed, outgroup size 
is linked to increased threat perceptions and negative attitudes derived from 
perceptions of conflict and competition. However, this study utilized research 
which argued that subjective perceptions of outgroup size are also an 
important predictor of outgroup negativity. Previous research has obtained 
evidence that a discrepancy between actual and perceived diversity might have 
the most adverse effects on moderate-level diversity contexts (Hogg, 2000; 
Tobena, Marks, & Dar, 1999). In this study, I argue that such contexts have 
often been overlooked in previous research even though the residents are 
experiencing a sudden and increasing change in their context and are prone to 
increased perceptions of threat and subsequent negative sentiments due to 
increasing negative portrayals of immigrants. This research found evidence 
that the perceptions of high cultural diversity in the neighborhood negatively 
impacted the trust levels of the national majority members who reside in 
moderate level diversity contexts in particular. Additionally, such a change in 
the environment has contributed to feelings of being rejected by the immigrant 
groups and led the national majority members to trust the outgroup less in 
moderate level diversity contexts. 

It is impossible to study cultural diversity without referring to its impact on 
the economic situation of the country and its residents. The increasing 
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migration of people with different socioeconomic backgrounds, education, 
and qualifications means that there will be an increase in people who compete 
for jobs and resources and are eligible to receive social benefits and healthcare 
from the state. Access to such opportunities contributes to the perceptions of 
newcomers as competitors among the national majority group, who initially 
laid claim to such privileges and resources as the most powerful and dominant 
group in society (Blalock, 1967; Schlueter & Scheepers, 2010). Although the 
impact on negative attitudes of economic hardships and feelings of being 
economically deprived have been frequently studied in the past (e.g., Mayda, 
2006; Smith et al., 2012), this study goes beyond previous ones in several 
ways. First, this research considers that the actual economic situation in a 
given context might be different from what people experience. Alongside the 
information on the country's actual wealth, many factors might influence 
people's perceptions of the country's economic situation, such as mixed cues 
from the environment or media. In contrast to earlier research, which tends to 
search for evidence to favor either objective or subjective wealth as a more 
important predictor of intergroup negativity, this research argued for the 
importance of accounting for both to see the possible direct and interactive 
associations between objective or subjective wealth. The results showed that 
living in a country with lower wealth and perceiving country's wealth as getting 
worse are both independently related to the perception of heightened levels of 
realistic threat from immigrants. 

Furthermore, this study contributes to the current debate on the impact of 
objective vs. subjective wealth on intergroup relations by simultaneously 
acknowledging the possible discrepancies between people's evaluations of 
their own wealth and their ingroup's wealth. Although research more often 
links judgments made at the group level to intergroup behavior, other 
researchers have found evidence that certain personal-level predictors are 
associated with heightened levels of negative outgroup attitudes and threats 
(e.g., Lancee & Pardos-Prado, 2013). Thus, in this study, the interest lay in 
assessing not only the joint impact of objective and subjective country-level 
wealth on threat perceptions but also on how one’s perceived personal wealth 
can determine perceptions of intergroup threats in countries with better vs. 
worse objectively assessed economic situations. Additionally, besides the 
perceived personal economic situation at the moment, the anticipated 
personal future economic situation was also tested as a possible predictor of 
realistic threat perceptions. This notion is one of the most novel contributions 
of this study to the existing literature on wealth and intergroup threats. Even 
though the importance of temporal comparisons on current attitudes has been 
recognized previously, such research is mainly limited to temporal 
comparisons between the past and the present. In this study, I essentially 
argued that anticipated fluctuations on future wealth could have more severe 
ramifications than current wealth, as a fear of future decline or loss is the root 
of economic concerns (De Botton, 2008). Furthermore, such temporal 
comparisons are especially important during times of impactful social changes 
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(de la Sablonniere, Tougas, & Perenlei, 2010), such as heightened immigration 
worldwide. The results demonstrated the importance of future anticipations 
of personal wealth when it comes to current threat perceptions from 
immigrants, mainly in countries with a poorer economic situation. We 
obtained evidence for the linear association between wealth and intergroup 
threats, as opposed to the curvilinear association proposed by Jetten and 
colleagues (2015; 2019), showing that those who anticipate a decline in their 
future wealth feel especially threatened if they are residing in countries that 
are struggling economically. Investigating such complex research questions 
using a rich and unique data set comprised of 28 countries all around the world 
is an important asset of this study, which otherwise focuses exclusively on 
intergroup relations in Finland and other Baltic countries. 

Additionally, this study differs from most research, which focuses narrowly 
on the link between increasing immigration and threat perceptions and 
discrimination towards immigrants. This study investigated whether the 
perceived threat to resources, power, and the security of their ingroup, or 
themselves personally, might lead majority group members to withdraw their 
support from any collective action that challenges their privileges or 
entitlement to power and resources in society. Thus, this study further 
examined the ramifications of perceived rejection and economic insecurity 
among the majority group members, fed by the direct or interactive effects of 
objective vs. subjective cultural diversity and wealth in a given context.  

Experiences and consequences of being discriminated against by the 
outgroup are often studied in the context of disadvantaged minority groups 
(e.g., IOM, 2020) as they suffer more often and more severely from the 
consequences of being rejected by the native population. However, this 
research also focused on majority group members' feelings of being 
discriminated against by the minority and the adverse intergroup 
consequences of perceiving discrimination. While previous research 
demonstrated that increasing cultural diversity might be associated with 
increased perceptions of discrimination among the majority group members 
due to elevated feelings of threat and vulnerability (Kluegel & Bobo, 2001) and 
concerns regarding the safety of the superior position of their ingroup (e.g., 
Craig and Richeson, 2014; Major et al., 2018), this study obtained further 
evidence on how perceived discrimination, both directed at the persons 
themselves and at their group as a whole, can have negative intergroup 
consequences (e.g., Hasbun Lopez et al., 2019; Jetten, 2019), such as 
withdrawing support from minority movements aimed at intergroup equality.  

These results are important in demonstrating how adverse reactions to 
increasing cultural diversity can stand in the way of the advantaged group's 
support for actions aiming at social change, and hinder the disadvantaged 
minority group's willingness to speak up for themselves. Despite the evidence 
on how perceived discrimination and disadvantage are one of the most 
important predictors of collective action among the disadvantaged (e.g., 
SIMCA; van Zomeren et al., 2008), we found that such perceptions stand in 
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the way of building strong identification with the national superordinate 
group, and trusting the national outgroup. While previous research also found 
evidence that identifying with the national superordinate group might make 
minority group members see the state of affairs in an overly positive light (e.g., 
Brylka et al., 2016; Saguy et al., 2009) and reduce their attention to the 
intergroup inequalities (e.g., Verkuyten & Martinovic, 2015), it is possible to 
argue, based on these results of this study, that national identification and 
trusting the national outgroup are important and overlooked proxies of 
increased willingness to stand up for injustice among the disadvantaged 
minority groups. Thus, the findings of this study advocate strongly for 
accounting for disadvantaged group members’ sense of belonging to society 
and their trust in the national outgroup, as well as mutual influences and 
attitudes among the majority and minority groups, to fully capture the 
disadvantaged group members’ reactions to perceived injustice and their 
integration efforts. 

Additionally, I have argued for the importance of taking the reciprocal 
nature of intergroup attitudes into account while studying the consequences 
of cultural diversity. As Brylka (2016) stresses, reciprocal influences and 
processes should be accounted for, especially within ethnoculturally diverse 
societies. This study obtained evidence that increasing cultural diversity might 
be associated with more negative intergroup attitudes, heightened perceptions 
of disadvantage, higher levels of intergroup threat, and less willingness to 
support minorities among the majority group members. On the other hand, it 
also showed that for minority group members, increasing diversity might 
mean facing ethnic discrimination, and in turn, identifying less with the 
national superordinate group and trusting less in the national outgroup, and 
less willingness to stand up against the injustice that their ingroup faces. 
Adding to the literature that has previously attested to the many adverse 
effects of perceived discrimination on minorities and their well-being (e.g., 
Branscombe et al., 1999; Schmitt et al., 2014), this study clarified the roles of 
disidentification from the superordinate national group (see Jasinskaja Lahti 
et al., 2009) and outgroup mistrust on minority group members’ attitudes and 
behavior.  

Finally, the results of this study highlight the importance of acknowledging 
social and political contexts, as well as historical and existing intergroup 
relations, as important determinants of immigrant integration and intergroup 
attitudes (e.g., Brewer, 1999) by comparing the results between three different 
contexts: Estonia, Finland, and Norway. This was important for two reasons. 
First, such comparison allows us to see if the general pattern of significant 
associations is similar in all three countries. Second, rerunning the main 
analysis for each country made it possible to see some differences in the 
patterns proposed. For example, the relationship between outgroup trust and 
ethnic identification was negative for the Russian-speaking immigrants in 
Finland, while it was positive for the Russian minority in Estonia and Russian 
immigrants in Norway. Additionally, outgroup trust was negatively associated 
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with willingness to confront injustice among the Russian-speaking 
immigrants in Finland, while the same association was positive in Estonia and 
Norway. On the other hand, the Estonian majority perceived more 
discrimination from the Russian minority than the Finnish and Norwegian 
majority group members. Since there is a larger and more established Russian 
minority group in Estonia, these reactions might be driven by the cultural 
insecurities that the Estonian majority experience as a result of the longer 
history of conflict between Estonia and Russia.  On the other hand, Russian-
speakers have arrived in Norway relatively recently and the two countries do 
not share a conflictual past. This might have affected Norwegian majority 
members’ higher willing to confront injustice on behalf of the Russian 
immigrants than Finnish and Estonian majority members. However, it is 
important to note that most of the country-specific associations did not reach 
significance or had small effects, thus the results should be interpreted 
cautiously as they might not be attributable to the status of the groups or the 
distinct intergroup relations in those countries.  Future studies could take a 
closer look at how the objective vs. subjectively perceived sizes of the Russian 
minorities in these contexts can affect majority group members' willingness to 
help minorities and their perceptions of discrimination, and their trust 
towards the outgroup. Future research might also benefit from paying 
particular attention to finding ways to build and strengthen intergroup trust 
between the Russian-speaking minority and the majority group members in 
Finland and Estonia. 

Although the results of this study have uncovered some of the negative 
reactions to increasing cultural diversity and its adverse effects separately on 
both majority and minority groups in society, the practical implications of this 
study can be used to enhance intergroup equality and harmonious relations in 
contexts that can be considered relatively new immigrant destinations. The 
major practical implications of the results of this study can be summarized 
under three important points. First, as discussed above, the research 
questioning the relationship between outgroup size and anti-immigrant 
attitudes is often limited to contexts in which large groups of immigrants have 
been residing for a longer period; thus, increasing cultural diversity is not a 
new phenomenon. The findings of this study, which accounted for different 
units of analysis (e.g., neighborhood, region, country), might be used to plan 
future interventions that specifically target more proximal contexts (schools, 
workplaces, neighborhoods) that are expected to welcome larger numbers of 
immigrants. Such interventions would be beneficial to reduce the risk of 
possible intergroup conflict, as the exaggeration of outgroup size has the most 
crucial effects in such contexts. Furthermore, creating an environment in 
which positive intergroup interactions are possible and desirable might help 
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combat the adverse effects of perceived contextual ambiguity and 
uncertainties, and alleviate the impact of second-hand information from social 
and traditional media regarding the volume and threats of immigration.  

Second, it is essential to find ways to assist majorities in reflecting on 
perceived realistic intergroup threats. Although the majority groups have 
higher status and power, and are entitled to resources and opportunities in the 
host country, immigration may make them feel insecure, fearful, and 
consequently defensive and hostile against the immigrants. Furthermore, as 
the results of this study suggest, the country's economic conditions are an 
important factor when it comes to heightened negativity. So is the perceived 
personal and country-level economic situation, which is susceptible to the 
portrayal of immigrants as dangerous people who came to steal the native 
population's jobs. Although much of the research which focuses on the impact 
of immigration and integration of newcomers focuses on the processes 
through which the immigrants can adjust to and integrate with their new 
homes, true integration is only possible through the mutual efforts of both 
parties. Thus, it is also important to lend an ear to majority groups' concerns 
and wishes regarding their changing environments and make them feel a part 
of this new culturally diverse context. Furthermore, this research has also 
pointed out that perceptions of discrimination are not only common among 
the groups that are highly discriminated against – any member of the society, 
regardless of their ethnic background, might experience discrimination 
directed towards themselves or at their group and feel rejected by the 
outgroup. Thus, intergroup interaction and cooperation should be supported 
by different levels of organizations, and policies preventing ethnic segregation 
should be enacted.  

Since one of the crucial proxies of integration of immigrants into society is 
their inclusion in political and civic life, minority group members should be 
encouraged to unify and confront injustice and discrimination publicly. On the 
other hand, doing so might have an even more polarizing effect on society by 
creating a clearer distinction between immigrants and the native population, 
since immigrants are in general expected to be loyal and assimilate 
successfully into the host culture (Klandermans, van der Toorn, & van 
Skelenburg, 2008). Here, the majority’s perception of disadvantage as a zero-
sum game (Norton & Sommers, 2011) must be challenged. Newcomers’ 
identification with the national superordinate group seems to be not only 
crucial for them to be able to mobilize and fight against injustice, but it would 
also have a beneficial impact on both the advantaged majority and 
disadvantaged minority in terms of sharing a new and superordinate national 
group, and this would reinforce harmonious intergroup relations (CIIM: 
Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). Increased tolerance of both parties for each other 
might consequently foster intergroup cooperation, communication, and 
mutual trust, which are the proxies of social capital. Economidou, Karamanis, 
Kechrinioti, and Xesfingi (2020) showed that not only do high levels of social 
capital relate directly to more positive attitudes towards immigrants among 
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the advantaged groups, social capital also buffers the negative effects of 
intergroup threat on opinions towards immigrants. Furthermore, such efforts 
may translate into heightened empathy and perspective-taking among 
advantaged group members (Mallett et al., 2008), willingness to challenge 
their moral convictions against inequality (van Zomeren et al., 2011), and 
recognition of their ingroup’s illegitimately privileged position (Iyer & Ryan, 
2009; Saab, Tausch, Spears & Cheung, 2015) which have all been found to be 
important predictors of heightened motivation to engage in collective action 
on behalf of the outgroup. In contexts such as Finland and Estonia, in which 
there is a common lack of trust between the majority groups and Russian-
speaking minorities that share a conflictual history, it would be advisable for 
authorities to facilitate and encourage the two parties to engage in trust-
building activities and behavior. Additionally, it is important to recognize the 
role of positive intergroup contact on heightened support for policies favoring 
the outgroup (Cakal, Hewstone, Schwar, & Heath, 2011), involvement in the 
collective movements of the disadvantaged (Fingerhut, 2011), and engagement 
with collective action to support policies favoring equality (Reimer et al., 
2017). 

Although this study contributes to existing research and advances the 
knowledge of the impact of cultural diversity on society, a few limitations must 
be acknowledged. First, the datasets used in this study were cross-sectional 
survey data; thus it is not possible to make causal inferences on the proposed 
relationships between the variables based solely on this data. Although the 
models and hypotheses that were proposed in this study were built on 
previously well-supported theories, especially when it comes to the novel 
findings and propositions of this research on the impact of the future 
anticipations, the link between rejection-disidentification and collective 
action, as well as the unique and joint impact of objective and subjective 
diversity on moderate-diversity contexts, more research (including 
longitudinal and experimental designs) is needed. Additionally, all sub-studies 
included single-item measures, which are not ideal, as the psychometric 
properties of such variables cannot be assessed. Although such single-item 
measures are typically used while asking more direct questions regarding the 
economic situation of the participant (see, e.g., Renvik et al., 2018), in terms 
of obtaining more comprehensive information regarding participants’ 
subjective understandings or evaluations of the subject, future studies should 
use measures that include more than one item. 

Third, there were theoretical mismatches between the conceptualizations 
and measures in some substudies. In Study I, information regarding the 
objective diversity at the region and subjectively perceived diversity in the 
neighborhood was utilized; thus, it was not possible to compare the effects on 
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these two different levels directly. In Study III, the economic insecurity items 
for the group and the individual were different – the group measure indicated 
a social comparison of the ingroup and the outgroup's economic situation. In 
contrast, the individual economic insecurity item was a direct question asking 
the individual to evaluate their own economic conditions. In Study IV, there 
were no objective indicators of the personal economic situation. Future studies 
that look at the direct and interactive effects of personal and group evaluations 
on both the objective and subjective levels should use measures that are a 
better match for each other. Additionally, although the theories and models 
that examine the political and civic participation of the immigrants often use 
more comprehensive measures of collective action, in this thesis (Studies II 
and III), only items that tap into the willingness of the individuals to confront 
injustice for the disadvantaged group were utilized. This was a conscious 
choice since the minority groups studied in this research (Russian speakers) 
are not considered a specific group with a clear political agenda in Nordic 
countries, and thus they are unlikely to engage in more active forms of 
collective action such as social protests. Future studies using the results of this 
study in different contexts and among different minority groups should 
consider using a measure of collective action that fits the characteristics of the 
groups studied. In terms of the status and length of stay of the Russian 
speakers in Nordic countries, it is important to highlight that the history and 
relations between Russia and Russian speakers residing in the country also 
vary between the countries featured in Study II and III.  

Fourth, while the number of participants from each country was somewhat 
similar in Studies II and III, the distribution of participants among the regions 
(Study I) and the countries (Study IV) varied greatly. Furthermore, in Study 
IV, information regarding the size of the immigrant populations in each 
country was not available. Since the data was gathered from students who 
might not be as experienced in matters regarding handling their own economic 
situations, such an analysis would ideally have included information regarding 
the actual economic situation of the student, their means of income, the type 
of university (public vs. private), and other proxies that would help us 
understand the economic situation of the student better. Furthermore, the age 
and gender ratio of the participants varied greatly. 

Lastly, the country-specific results of the study should be acknowledged. In 
substudies II and III, each proposed model was re-run for the separate 
countries. While most of the associations and their directions remained the 
same as the overall model, some of the associations were either weak or not 
significant. Furthermore, one proposed model was not significant for the 
Estonian majority group members, and there was a different pattern of 
findings for the Norwegian sample (Study III). While such non-significant or 
weak associations can be partially attributed to the smaller sample sizes, the 
results that varied greatly from the overall model can be due to contextual and 
situational factors, and the characteristics and values of the nation (Gullestad, 
1992).   

Discussion 



 

88 

In terms of the ethical considerations regarding the use of the results of this 
study, a few issues should be addressed. First, in this study, it was repeatedly 
highlighted that the advantaged group's support is essential to create a large-
scale and impactful change in society to combat inequalities and status quo. 
Such a statement might have the danger of undermining the great efforts made 
by the minority group members themselves to stand up against injustice. 
Although, as has been argued throughout this thesis, the advantaged majority 
group members might appear more persuasive and hold more power in 
society, such efforts at promoting equality and inclusiveness are consequential 
only thanks to the disadvantaged group members who have been striving for 
social change for a longer time. Thus, it is important to highlight once again 
how vital it is for minority group members to not only be able to engage in 
collective action but also know that their voices will be heard. The results of 
this study that demonstrate the importance of identification of the immigrants 
with the society and its positive impact on their participation in social and 
political life should thus be highlighted. 

Second, unlike most of the research in the field of prejudice and intergroup 
relations, this study finds evidence that majority group members may also feel 
discriminated against and shows that minority group members can indeed 
have negative attitudes towards the majority through mutual influences. Such 
findings may potentially be used to back up 'reverse discrimination' claims by 
referring to the majority as the new victims in this new culturally diverse order, 
in which minority group members are gaining more power, and to justify anti-
immigrant sentiments and policies (Bergmann, 1999; Gallagher (2003)). Once 
again, it is important to stress that this study focuses mainly on the importance 
of the mutual processes and attitudes that determine the attitudinal and 
behavioral consequences for all members of society, paving the way to 
intergroup conflict. As has been repeatedly stressed in this study, subjective 
perceptions are prone to being influenced by various other factors besides the 
actual conditions. Immigrants face high levels of actual discrimination in the 
labor market, health care, and society. Thus, the agenda of this study was to 
demonstrate how increasing cultural diversity can affect the advantaged group 
members' perceptions of being discriminated against, which in turn would 
influence the minority group's integration efforts and inclusion in society by 
omitting to take part in the discussion of the actual discrimination that is 
targeted at the advantaged group members. 

Finally, while interpreting the results of the current study, it is important 
to consider that this study and earlier studies (e.g., Brylka, 2016) that looked 
at the intergroup relations in Finland did not find extremely negative attitudes 
towards different immigrant groups. However, since this study argues for the 
importance of focusing on relatively ethnically homogenous contexts that have 
become increasingly diverse in recent years, such as Finland, the findings can 
shed light on the dangers of ambiguous cues and exaggeration of issues 
regarding immigration in such contexts. 
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The findings of the current study advance the knowledge and research on 
Social Identity Theory, Realistic Conflict Theory, Group Threat theories, and 
Rejection-Disidentification Model, and open up an avenue for future research 
on the joint impact of objective and subjective multilevel predictors of 
intergroup tensions. Additionally, this research has obtained encouraging 
results that demonstrate why research should focus more on such contexts, in 
which social and ethnic change is presently more impactful and intergroup 
relations might be more turbulent. Although in this study Finland is referred 
to as a moderate-level diversity context overall, the results from the Finnish 
context were not compared to another country that is known to have high 
cultural diversity (like the US, Germany, France) or low cultural diversity (i.e., 
Iceland, Japan). Similarly, comparisons between different high vs. moderate 
vs. low diversity cities or neighborhoods were not possible to obtain with the 
data used in this study. Future studies should investigate the effects of high, 
moderate, and low objective and subjective diversity in different contexts on 
intergroup relations to draw a fuller picture of the unique position of 
moderate-level contexts. Future research might benefit from better 
recognizing the various status hierarchies and historical relations between the 
groups studied and further looking at the relations between different minority 
groups in contexts. Such an increase in the number of immigrants might be 
perceived not only as threatening by the majority group members but also by 
other minority group members who have an established community in the 
context and might be economically affected by increased immigration. 

This study pointed out the need to incorporate a temporal perspective while 
studying the intergroup ramifications of cultural diversity. Although this 
research has tentatively demonstrated the role of future anticipations 
regarding one's own wealth on outgroup attitudes, research should more 
systematically study future anticipations at country level, intergroup level, and 
individual level. Furthermore, future research might not limit its scope by 
using only anticipations regarding the economic situation – perspectives on 
future security, employment, health, and political climate may similarly 
account for intergroup outcomes and might also be promising research 
avenues. 

Although in this study, the majority's identity, security, and economic 
concerns derived from increasing cultural diversity were under the spotlight, 
perceptions and experiences of discrimination are more often studied from the 
eyes of the disadvantaged minority group members. Research is rare that not 
only recognizes that the advantaged group members might perceive 
themselves as being discriminated against, but also the antecedents and 
consequences of such experiences remain largely unknown. Future research 
could benefit from taking a closer look at the discrimination experiences of the 
advantaged majority group members and how such experiences might be 
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managed and used to promote intergroup solidarity and the willingness of 
various groups to create an inclusive, unsegregated, and harmonious society.  

Further, this study found evidence that perceptions of discrimination have 
detrimental effects on majority group members’ willingness to support the 
collective action of minorities. Although collective action of the disadvantaged 
and its social psychological predictors have been one of the most popular 
topics within the area of intergroup relations, research that looks at the 
advantaged group's support and attendance to collective action that aims to 
promote minority groups' position in society is much scarcer (e.g., Mallett et 
al., 2008; Stefaniak et al., 2020), and investigate the antecedents of support 
in the absence of collective action. Given the critical role of majority members' 
support for the collective action of minority groups, future research could 
study the factors that are related to majority group members’ willingness to 
stand up for minority rights and engage in various forms of collective action. 
Recently, Teixeira and her colleagues (2020) found that while, in general, the 
high status group members are more likely to support normative forms of 
collective action (i.e., petitions, legal and peaceful demonstrations) as it was 
perceived as being more likely to improve the situation of the low status group, 
non-normative collective action (e.g., violent and illegal forms of 
demonstrations, disruptive movements) was perceived as damaging the 
advantaged group’s social image, and therefore received less support. Future 
research could examine in greater depth how the characteristics of collective 
movements can affect majority group members’ willingness to support the 
collective action of the minority groups, and how the mechanisms such as 
perceptions of intergroup threat, ingroup identification, and subjective 
perceptions regarding the movement can play important roles in this 
relationship.  

Lastly, the results demonstrating how perceived discrimination might 
demobilize the disadvantaged minorities due to lowered outgroup trust and 
national disidentification should be validated in future studies by using data 
from different contexts with different intergroup relations. Such studies could 
acknowledge contextual factors that contribute to minorities’ identification 
with the national superordinate group, such as the historical, social, and 
political climate (Verkuyten & Martinovic, 2012a), permeability of group 
boundaries and the perceived acceptance of the minorities (Verkuyten & 
Martinovic, 2014) , and in-group norms (Martinovic & Verkuyten, 2012b) 
while looking at the relationship between the national identification and 
collective action intentions of the disadvantaged minorities. 

As a closing note, while this study took the promising first steps necessary 
to create a fuller picture of reciprocal intergroup relations in contexts with 
increasing cultural diversity, more collaborative research among social 
psychologists, sociologists, and political scientists is needed. Such research 
would be beneficial for uncovering more flexible predictors of intergroup 
relations, such as integration ideologies, which would help us understand the 
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role played by objective cultural diversity and subjective perceptions in the 
formation of intergroup relations in culturally diverse societies. 
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