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Abstract
Ethnic prejudices is a crucial factor affecting the relationship between ethnic groups. To measure
blatant ethnic prejudice questionnaires are used which include questions and statements that
reflect different aspects of negative attitudes towards ethnic groups. Since most of these tech-
niques were created in North America and Western Europe, they reflect the content of ethnic
prejudices prevalent in these regions, and need cultural adaptation. The aim of this study is to
adapt the scale of blatant and subtle prejudice by Pettigrew and Meertens (Pettigrew &
Meertens, 1995) for a Russian sample. The study included a pilot phase and a main phase.
Participants of the pilot phase (N = 354) filled out the original version of the questionnaire trans-
lated into Russian, evaluating migrants who arrived in Russia from Central Asia and the
Caucasus. The results showed the low structural validity of the original version of the scale.
Participants of the main phase of the study (N = 402) filled out a modified version of the ques-
tionnaire, which included 28 statements that form six scales. The results showed that the high-
est structural validity is exhibited by a five-factor model, which includes the following scales: the
perceived economical threat, the perceived physical threat, the avoidance of close contact, the
perceived problems in adaptation, the exaggeration of cultural differences. The results demon-
strated that Russian prejudices against migrants from Central Asia and the Caucasus are associ-
ated with relative deprivation, ethnic identity and the intensity of intergroup contact. The struc-
ture of the methodology is universal and the link between individual factors and variables
depend on the group that serves as the object of prejudice. In particular, relative deprivation and
the number of contacts are more tightly linked to prejudice against migrants form Central Asia

than prejudice against migrants from the Caucasus.

Keywords: ethnic prejudice, ethnic identity, relative deprivation, contact hypothesis.

Ethnic prejudices — the negative
evaluation of out-groups — are widely
spread in modern societies and causes
discrimination against different ethnic
groups. These include both members of
ethnic and racial minorities who have
lived in a country for a long time and
migrants who have recently arrived
from other regions. The problem of
negative attitudes towards migrants
who have an unusual appearance in the
eyes of the local population and speak a
different language, has been actively
discussed in the countries of North
America and Western Europe for deca-
des. Studies show that in different
countries different ethnic groups are
subject to prejudices: for example, in
Germany this role is filled by Turks, in
France by the natives of Asia and North
Africa, in Holland by Turks and
Surinamese and in the UK by the nati-

ves of Asia and the West Indies
(Hamberger & Hewstone, 1997; Meer-
tens & Pettigrew, 1997). Over the past
three decades, the problem of hostility
towards migrants has become relevant
for Russia. The main target of negative
attitudes are immigrants from Central
Asia and the Caucasus.

Psychological studies conducted in
North American and Western Euro-
pean countries allow us to distinguish
between two fundamentally different
forms of negative attitudes towards
ethnic and racial out-groups — blatant
and subtle prejudice (Pettigrew &
Meertens, 1995). Blatant prejudice
presupposes the open expression of
negative attitudes towards the out-
group, whereas subtle prejudices inclu-
de the rejection of the out-group in a
socially acceptable manner and are a
response to the emergence of societal
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rules prohibiting discrimination based
on ethnicity/race.

Studies have shown that ethnic pre-
judice affects various aspects of inte-
rethnic perception and interaction.
However, blatant and subtle prejudice
leads to different consequences. People
who highly exhibit both blatant and
subtle prejudice call for the limiting of
ethnic out-groups’ rights and refuse to
engage in contact with them. People
who exhibit low blatant, but high sub-
tle prejudice reject ethnic out-groups
in a socially accepted way: they do not
exhibit overt hostility and thus do not
break societal norms, but at the same
time call for the limiting of ethnic
minorities’ rights in the presence of “obj-
ective reasons”. People who exhibit
neither blatant nor subtle prejudices sup-
port the rights of ethnic out-groups and
engage in contact with their members.

One of the best known methods of
measuring blatant and subtle prejudi-
ces against members of the ethnic out-
group is the Meertens and Pettigrew
questionnaire. It includes 20 questions
and statements that reflect different
aspects of the negative attitude
towards minorities by the host popula-
tion: the perception of threat from the
out-group, avoiding close contact with
its representatives; recognition that
out-group representatives violate tradi-
tional values; the exaggeration of diffe-
rences between their own and the alien
ethnic out-group; the denial of positive
emotions towards the out-group.

Over the last two decades this met-
hod has been translated into German,
(Zick, 1997; Neumann & Seibt, 2001),
Dutch (Van Hiel & Merviedle, 2005),
Italian (Arcuri & Boca, 1996), Spanish
(Gonzalez-Castro, Ubillos, & Ibanez,
2009; Rodriguez et al., 2009) and a

number of other languages. It has been
used to conduct studies in Australia,
(McGrane & White, 2007), Central
(Rodriuez-Garcia & Wagner, 2009)
and North America (Adesokan et al.,
2011; Eller & Abrams, 2003; Eller,
Abrams, & Gomez, 2012; Wright et al.,
1997), and also a number of European
countries, including Germany (Cohrs
& Asbrock, 2009; Degner & Wentura,
2007, 2008, 2010; Eyssel & Ribas, 2012;
Gawronski, 2002; Gawronski, Geschke,
& Banse, 2003; Geschke et al., 2010;
Hofmann et.al., 2008; Keller, 2005;
Kessler et al., 2010; Kuchenbrandt,
Eyssel, & Seidel, 2013; Mummendey,
Klink, & Brown, 2001; Petersen &
Dietz, 2005; Pettigrew, 1997; Rangel &
Keller, 2011; Steffens, Kirschbaum, &
Glados, 2008; Stellmacher & Sommer,
2008; van Dick et al., 2004; Zick et.al.,
2001), UK (Meertens & Pettigrew,
1997, Mummendey et al., 2001; Vrij,
Akehurst, & Smith, 2003), France

(Meertens &  Pettigrew, 1997),
Belgium (Dhont et al., 2012; Dhont,
Roets, & Van Hiel, 2011, 2013;

Franssen, Dhont, & Van Hiel, 2013;
Gordijn, Koomen, & Stapel, 2001;
Onraet et al., 2011; Onraet & Van Hiel,
2013; Saroglou et al., 2009; Van Hiel et
al., 2007; Van Hiel & Mervielde, 2005),
Norway (Horverak et al.,, 2012), the
Netherlands (Bijleveld, Scheepers, &
Ellemers, 2012; Pettigrew, 1997), Italy
(Azevedo et al., 2013; Castelli, Arcuri, &
Zogmaister, 2003; Castelli, Zogmaister
Tomelleri, 2009; Castellini et al., 2011;
Kosic, Mannetti, & Sam, 2005; Kosic,
Phalet, & Mannetti, 2012; Manganelli,
Rattazzi, Bobbio, & Canova, 2007;
Passini, 2013; Prezza et al., 2008; Voci
& Hewstone, 2003), Spain (Gonzalez-
Castro et al., 2009; Rodriguez et al.,
2009).
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The main advantage of the
Meertens and Pettigrew questionnaire
is the complex approach to the measu-
rement of prejudice. At the same time,
it has certain limitations. The first limi-
tation is related to the structure of the
questionnaire. Different studies have
highlighted the single-factor structure
(Hofmann et al., 2008; Rangel & Keller,
2011), and the classical and modified
two-factor, three-factor (Van Hiel &
Mervielde, 2005) and some other vari-
ants (Gonzalez-Castro et al., 2009). In
the classical two-factor structure the
perception of the threat posed by the
out-group and the avoiding close con-
tact form blatant prejudices, while the
protection of cultural values, the exag-
geration of cultural differences and
denial of positive emotions form subtle
prejudices (Pettigrew & Meertens,
1995, 2001). In a modified two-factor
structure the first factor is formed by
the perception of threat from the out-
group, the avoidance of close contact,
the protection of cultural values and
the denial of positive emotions while
the second is formed by the exaggera-
tion of cultural differences (Coenders
Scheepers, Sniderman, & Verberk, 2001).

The second limitation is related to
the content of the individual scales.
Several items of the questionnaire
which work well in some countries, lose
their meaning in others (Gonzalez-Cas-
tro et al., 2009; Rodriguez et al., 2009).
Consequently, modified versions of the
Meertens and Pettigrew have been
created. Such differences suggest the
cultural specificity of prejudice against
migrants and as a consequence, the
need to adapt the Meertens and
Pettigrew methodology for each parti-
cular culture. Our study adapts this
questionnaire for a Russian sample and

determines its structural and criterial
validity. The adaptation of the que-
stionnaire included the pilot study and
the main study.

Pilot study

Sample. At the pilot study 354 peop-
le participated, age 18-63 years, 122
men and 232 women. All respondents
identified themselves as “Russian” or
“Slavs”.

Method. The original version of the
questionnaire by Pettigrew (Pettigrew
& Meertens, 1995) was translated into
Russian. The composition of the state-
ments was adjusted with the help of
proficient English speakers. From the
total pool of questions one question
was deleted concerning the attitude of
the respondent to his grandson possib-
ly having a different skin color. The
question was removed because, in our
view, it is irrelevant for the Russian
sample. The final version included 19
items that formed five subscales: the
perceived threat from the out-group
(PT), the avoidance of close contact
(ACC), the protection of traditional
values (PTV), the exaggeration of cul-
tural differences (ECD), the denial of
positive emotions (DPE). The first,
second and third subscales included
statements, with which the respondent
could agree or disagree. At the same
time, the fourth and fifth subscales
included questions which had the res-
pondent evaluate members of the out-
group on a scale of “completely diffe-
rent” to “completely similar” and “very
seldom” to “very often”. Furthermore,
the second, fourth and fifth subscales
were inverse. When analyzing the
results of the inverse subscales, their
values were overturned. With this
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technique, respondents rated their atti-
tude towards one of two groups, mig-
rants from the North Caucasus or
Central Asia. Accordingly, the text of
the questionnaires used the expressions
“migrants from the North Caucasus”
and “migrants from Central Asia.”

Results

The analysis of the results was per-
formed using confirmatory factor ana-
lysis in the statistical package MPlus.
The study analyzed the structural vali-
dity of the three theoretical models: the
one-factor model, in which all the sta-
tements comprise the general ethnic
prejudice factor (model A); the classic
two-factor model, in which the state-
ments make up the blatant and subtle
prejudice factors (model B); and the
five-factor model, in which the state-
ments comprise five distinct dimen-
sions of ethnic prejudice (model C).
Models A and B were taken from the
Pettigrew and Meertens study that
tested the methodology. Model C was
added in the course of our study. In this
case we assumed that Russian respon-
dents do not make the distinction bet-
ween blatant and subtle prejudices, but
also don’t unite them into one factor.

The results showed that the original
version of the methodology has a low
structural validity (Table 1). CFI para-

meters vary from 0.605 for the two-fac-
tor model to 0.766 for the five-factor
model; RMSEA parameters vary from
0.102 for the two-factor model to 0.077
for the five-factor model.

The consistency of different subsca-
les was also low: the perceived threat
from the out-group (a = 0.632), the
avoidance of close contact (a = 0.641),
the protection of traditional values
(a=10.358), the exaggeration of cultu-
ral differences (a = 0.616) and the
denial of positive emotions (a = 0.650).
This is due to the fact that a number of
items “fell out” from the factor structu-
re of the methodology. Therefore, in the
next phase of cultural adaptation a
modified version of the questionnaire
was created.

Main study

Sample. At the second stage of the
study 402 people participated, age
1678 years (M = 35, SD = 14), 40%
men. All respondents identified them-
selves as “Russian” or “Slavs”.

Method. Study participants comple-
ted a questionnaire, which consisted of
four parts: ethnic prejudice, ethnic
identity, deprivation, and intensity of
contact with out-groups’ members.

Prejudice towards migrants. The que-
stionnaire used in the main version of
the study differed from the original

Table 1

The structural validity of the original version of the ethnic prejudices questionnaire

Model X (df, p) RMSEA (90% CI) | CFI | TLI |SRMR| AIC

Model A | 877.288 (354, 0.000) | 0.087 (0.080 ... 0.094) | 0.647 | 0.623 | 0.226 | 15428.822
Model B | 706.745 (151, 0.000) | 0.102 (0.094 ... 0.110) | 0.605 | 0.552 | 0.108 | 17532.074
Model C | 441.452 (142, 0.000) | 0.077 (0.069 ... 0.085) | 0.766 | 0.718 | 0.095 | 17326.064




Questionnaire Adaptation for the Measurement of Prejudices towards Migrants 117

Meertens and Pettigrew version of the
questionnaire by three parameters.

First, all items were formulated as
statements. This was done to ensure
that the grammatical structure of the
items would not encourage respon-
dents to similarly answer the questions
that form a single subscale.

Secondly, items were excluded from
the questionnaire that during the pilot
phase of the study were weakly associa-
ted with the respective subscales.

Third, the questionnaire included
additional statements reflecting the
specifics of Russian ethnic prejudice. To
do this, a content analysis of articles in
Russian popular print media and dis-
cussion forums with nationalist orien-
tations was conducted. The final ver-
sion of the questionnaire consisted of
28 statements that form six subscales
(discourse analysis has shown that res-
pondents make a distinction between
the economic and physical threat posed
by the out-group):

The perceived economic threat from
the out-group (PET). This subscale
includes five statements concerning
economic dangers posed by migrants
(see Appendix 1, items 1 to 5).

The perceived physical threat from
the out-group (PPT). This subscale
includes five statements concerning
physical danger posed by migrants (see
Appendix 1, items 6 to 10).

The avoidance of close contact
(ACC). This subscale includes 5 state-
ments reflecting the willingness of res-
pondent to engage in close relations
with migrants (see Appendix 1, items
11 to 15).

The perceived problems in adapta-
tion (PPA). This subscale was included
in the method instead of the “protec-
ting traditional values” subscale. It

includes 5 statements reflecting the
desire of migrants to stay isolated and
unwillingness to communicate with the
local population (see Appendix 1, items
16 to 20).

The exaggeration of cultural diffe-
rences (ECD). This subscale consisted
of 6 statements about the similarity
between migrants and the local popula-
tion (see Appendix 1, items 21 to 26).

The denial of positive emotions
(DPE). This subscale included two state-
ments regarding the extent to which mig-
rants cause positive emotions in the res-
pondent, namely sympathy and empathy
(see Appendix 1, items 27 to 28).

The first, second and third subscale
reflect blatant, and the fourth, fifth and
sixth — subtle prejudices. As in the ori-
ginal version the third, fifth and sixth
subscales were inverse. In processing
the results of the inverse scale were
overturned.

Respondents filled in one of two
questionnaires measuring prejudice
towards migrants from the Caucasus or
Central Asia. Answers used a five-point
scale ranging from 1 — “strongly disa-
gree” to 5 — “strongly agree.”

Ethnic identity. To measure identifi-
cation with “Russian” ethnicity a que-
stionnaire developed by Leach and col-
leagues (Leach et al., 2008) was used,
adapted for the Russian sample. It
included 14 statements that form five
subscales: “self-stereotyping” (e.g.,
“I have a lot in common with the avera-
ge Russian”), “in-group homogeneity”
(e.g., “There are many similarities bet-
ween Russians”), “satisfaction” (e.g.,
“I am glad that I am Russian”), “solidari-
ty” (“I feel a connection with Russians”)
and “centrality” (“I often think that I'm
Russian.”) The first and second subscale
form the factor “self-determination”
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and the third, fourth and fifth subscales
form the factor “personal contribu-
tion”. For answers a seven-point scale
was used, ranging from 1 — “strongly
disagree” to 7 — “strongly agree.” The
results demonstrated adaptation relia-
bility when measuring ethnic identi-
fication (2 = 98.59, df = 71, p < 0.05,
CFI = 0.965, RMSEA = 0.052)
(Agadullina & Lovakov, 2013).

Relative deprivation. Respondents
answered two questions: “In your opi-
nion, in the last 5 years how much has
the economic well-being of Russians
improved or deteriorated in compari-
son with migrants living in Russia”, and
“In your opinion, in the last 5 years
how much has the economic well-being
of Russians improved or deteriorated in
comparison with other people living in
Russia “. The answer was in the form of
a 5-point scale ranging from “1”7 —
“deteriorated significantly” to “5” —
“significantly improved (Pettigrew &
Meertens, 1995).

Contacts with representatives of
other groups. Respondents answered
four questions about the number of fri-
ends among (a) migrants, (b) people of
other nationalities, (¢) other religions,
and (d) members of another social
class. Each time they could choose one
of three options: “no”, “some” or “a lot
(Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995).

Results

Structural validity of the question-
naire for measuring ethnic prejudice.
To verify the factor structure of the
modified version of the questionnaire a
confirmatory factor analysis was con-
ducted with Mplus. During the analy-
sis the validity of five models was chec-
ked (Table 2): the one-factor model, in

which all the statements comprise the
general ethnic prejudice factor (model A);
the classic two-factor model, in which
the statements make up the blatant and
subtle prejudice factors (model B); the
modified two-factor model (model C);
the six-factor model in which the state-
ments comprise six various dimensions
of ethnic prejudice (model D) and the
five-factor model, which excludes the
“Denial of positive emotions” factor
(model E). Models A and B were bor-
rowed from the Pettigrew and
Meertens study, model C — from the
Coenders study, both of which tested
the structural validity of the method.
Models D and E were added in the
course of our study.

The results of confirmatory analysis
(Table 2) show that the single-factor
(model A) (x? = 2253.880, df = 350, p <
0.001, CFI = 0.556, RMSEA = 0.116),
the classical two-factor (model B)
(x> = 1678.598, df = 349, p < 0.001,
CFI =0.690, RMSEA = 0.097) and the
modified two-factor model (C) ()2 =
=1560.018, df = 349 p < 0.001, CFI =
=0.717, RMSEA = 0.093) have low
structural validity. Higher structural
validity is demonstrated by to model D,
which distinguishes between six diffe-
rent dimensions of prejudice (x? =
=698.594, df = 335 p < 0.001 CFI =
=0.915, RMSEA = 0.052). The grea-
test structural validity is attributed to
the five-factor model E (Figure 1, ¥? =
=633.370, df = 289, p < 0.001 CFI ==
RMSEA = 0.054). Thus, during further
analysis the scale with five dimensions
of prejudice was considered.

Table 3 shows the descriptive stati-
stics of the scales of ethnic prejudice
and the correlation between them. The
results suggest that the coordination of
subscales for the entire sample ranges
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Table 2

The structural validity of the modified version of the questionnaire for measuring ethnic prejudice

Model X2 (df, p) RMSEA (90% CI) | CFI | TLI |SRMR| AIC
Prejudice towards migrants from Central Asia (N = 195)
Model A | 1422.026 (350, 0.00) [ 0.125 (0.119 ... 0.132) | 0.632 | 0.603 | 0.101 | 15481.833
Model B | 1118.999 (349, 0.00) | 0.106 (0.099 ... 0.113) | 0.736 | 0.714 | 0.111 | 15139.377
Model C | 1045.881 (349, 0.00) | 0.101 (0.094 ... 0.108) | 0.761 | 0.741 | 0.089 | 15060.931
Model D | 654.139 (335, 0.00) | 0.070 (0.062 ... 0.088) | 0.890 | 0.876 | 0.079 | 14648.603
Model E | 531.258 (289, 0.00) | 0.066 (0.057 ... 0.074) | 0.913 | 0.902 | 0.075 | 13605.157
Prejudice towards migrants from the Caucasus (N = 207)
Model A | 1402.036 (350, 0.00) | 0.121 (0.114... 0.127) | 0.441 | 0.397 | 0.139 | 17714.108
Model B | 1123.653 (349, 0.00) | 0.104 (0.097... 0.110) | 0.589 | 0.554 | 0.139 | 17402.765
Model C | 1031.706 (349, 0.00) | 0.097 (0.090... 0.104) | 0.637 | 0.607 | 0.114 | 17297.459
Model D | 583.956 (335, 0.00) | 0.060 (0.052... 0.068) | 0.868 | 0.851 | 0.067 | 16835.488
Model E | 531.499 (289, 0.00) | 0.064 (0.055...0.072) | 0.871 | 0.855 | 0.069 | 15612.498
Prejudice: general (N = 402)
Model A |2253.880 (350, 0.00) | 0.116 (0.112...0.121) | 0.556 | 0.520 | 0.115 | 33490.126
Model B | 1678.598 (349, 0.00) | 0.097 (0.093...0.102) | 0.690 | 0.664 | 0.117 | 32803.631
Model C | 1560.018 (349, 0.00) | 0.093 (0.088...0.098) | 0.717 | 0.694 | 0.095 | 32675.972
Model D | 698.594 (335, 0.00) | 0.052 (0.047...0.057) | 0.915 | 0.904 | 0.058 | 31706.494
Model E | 633.370 (289, 0.00) | 0.054 (0.049...0.060) | 0.919 | 0.909 | 0.058 |29418.397

from 0.70 (subscale “the perceived pro-
blems in adaptation”) to 0.87 (subsca-
les “the perceived physical threat” and
“the exaggeration of cultural differen-
ces”). However, when measuring pre-
judice against migrants from Central
Asia the consistency of subscales was
higher than with migrants from the
Caucasus.

Several subscales of the question-
naire are correlated. For the full sam-

ple, the correlation coefficient ranges
from rs = 0.20 to 0.69. However, the
degree of correlation between the sub-
scales of the questionnaire varies
depending on which out-group is the
object of prejudice. Various compo-
nents of prejudice against migrants
from Central Asia are more strongly
related to each other than the compo-
nents of prejudice against migrants
from the Caucasus.
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Figure 1

The five factor model of prejudices towards migrants
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Note. PET — the perceived economic threat from the
outgroup, PPT — the perceived physical threat from
the outgroup, ACC — the avoidance of close contact,
PPA — the perceived problems in adaptation, ECD —
the exaggeration of cultural differences.

Table 3

Descriptive statistics and the correlation of the ethnic prejudice subscales

M | SD a 1 2 3 4

Prejudice towards migrants from Central Asia

1. Perceived economic threat

3.78 1 095 [0.82 |-

2. Perceived physical threat

3.31 | 1.09 [0.89 |0.78** | -

3. Avoidance of close contact

3.17 | 1.19 [0.89 |0.62** | 0.59** | —

4. Perceived problems in adaptation

3.66 | 0.81 [0.70 | 0.54** | 0.43** | 0.33** | -

5. Exaggeration of cultural differences

4211 0.82 {091 [0.61%* | 0.51** | 0.58** | 0.33**

Prejudice towards migrants from the Caucasus

1. Perceived economic threat

396 | 0.88 [0.80 |-

2. Perceived physical threat

3.58| 094 [0.84 |0.57** | —

3. Avoidance of close contact

3.19] 0.99 [0.81 |0.23%* | 0.25%* | —

4. Perceived problems in adaptation

3.521 0.84 |0.70 | 0.48**|0.41**|0.06 |-

5. Exaggeration of cultural differences

411 0.84 [0.84 |0.02 ]0.18**|0.33**|0.10




Questionnaire Adaptation for the Measurement of Prejudices towards Migrants

121

Table 3 (termination)

(M [sD[o| t [ 2] 3 | 4
Prejudice: general
1. Perceived economic threat 3.87 1092 081 |-
2. Perceived physical threat 3.45| 1.03 | 0.87 [ 0.69** | —
3. Avoidance of close contact 3.18 | 1.09 | 0.86 | 0.43** | 0.43** | —
4. Perceived problems in adaptation 3.59 | 0.83 | 0.70 | 0.49%* | 0.41%* | 0.20%* | —
5. Exaggeration of cultural differences 4.16 | 0.83 | 0.87 | 0.27%* | 0.34** | 0.46%* | 0.21**

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.

Criterial validity of the question-
naire. To measure the criterial validity
three indicators were used which in
other studies, were related to the level
of prejudice: ethnic identity, relative
deprivation and the number of friends
among the out-groups. To determine
the criterial validity a correlation ana-
lysis was performed between these
indicators and subscales of prejudice.
The results are shown in Table 4.

They show that all the components
of prejudice toward migrants are rela-
ted to in-group identification with the
group “Russian”. The correlation coef-
ficients for the total sample varied in
the range of s = 0.23 to 0.39. At the
same time, the in-group identity is
associated with stronger prejudices
towards migrants from Central Asia
than towards migrants from the
Caucasus.

Furthermore, prejudice towards
migrants is related to the level of relati-
ve deprivation. The correlation coeffi-
cients for the total sample ranged from
rs = 0.19 to 0.43. An exception is the
subscale the exaggeration of cultural
differences. However, the strength of
this connection also depends on the
out-group. Relative deprivation is more

strongly associated with prejudice aga-
inst migrants from Central Asia than
with prejudice against migrants from
the Caucasus. This primarily concerns
the subscale the exaggeration of cultu-
ral differences.

Finally, ethnic prejudices are related
to the intensity of contact with the out-
group. The weakest link is observed
between the intensity of exposure and
the subscale the perceived problems in
adaptation, and the strongest between
the intensity of contact and the exagge-
ration of cultural differences. However,
this relationship depends on the out-
group: prejudice against migrants from
Central Asia is more strongly related to
the intensity of contact than prejudice
against migrants from the Caucasus.
This primarily concerns the subscales
the perceived economic threat, the per-
ceived physical threat, the avoiding
close contact and the perceived pro-
blems of adaptation, but not the the
exaggeration of cultural differences
subscale.

Discussion

Our study was focused on the cultu-
ral adaptation of the Pettigrew and
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Table 4
Results of the correlation analysis
Perceived | Perceived | Avoidance | Perceived | Exaggeration
economic | physical of close |problemsin | of cultural
threat threat contact | adaptation | differences
Prejudice towards migrants from Central Asia
Relative deprivation (migrants) 0.46** 0.51** 0.35%* 0.24%* 0.227%*
secii‘jgg deprivation (other 0.38** 041%* | 0.35* 0.25** 0.26**
Friends — migrants —0.34** —0.24%* —0.44%* —0.25%* —0.31%*
Friends — other nationalities —0.28** —0.24%** —0.41%* —0.12 —0.21%*
Friends — other religions —0.34** —0.26** —0.41%* —0.10 —0.28%*
Friends — other classes —0.09 —0.06 —0.18* —-0.01 —0.14*
Identification: personal input 0.54** 0.50** 0.53** 0.28** 0.43**
Identification: self-determination 0.43** 0.38** 0.41%* 0.19** 0.35%*
Relative deprivation (migrants) 0.29** 0.31%* 0.26%* 0.18* —0.01
Ilj:;;tlg‘; deprivation (other 049% | 022¢ | o018** | 0.18* ~0.05
Friends — migrants 0.01 0.07 —0.12 —-0.06 —0.26%*
Friends — other nationalities —-0.01 0.01 —0.04 —0.15% —0.24%*
Friends — other religions —-0.05 —-0.01 —-0.07 —-0.08 —0.26%*
Friends — other classes —-0.03 —-0.08 —-0.08 —-0.09 —0.21%*
Identification: personal input 0.20%* 0.20%* 0.23%* 0.25%* 0.24%*
Identification: self-determination 0.27%* 0.15* 0.14* 0.30%* 0.19%*
Prejudice: general
Relative deprivation (migrants) 0.39%** 0.43** 0.31%** 0.19%** 0.09
E:é;ﬁgsi deprivation (other 0.29** 0.33* | 0.27* 0.21%* 0.09
Friends — migrants —0.16%* —0.09 —0.28%* —0.16%* —0.28%*
Friends — other nationalities —0.17%* —0.16%* —0.23** —0.12* —0.21%*
Friends — other religions —0.21%* —0.17** —0.25%* —0.08 —0.26**
Friends — other classes —0.07 —0.10* —0.13** —0.04 —0.16**
Identification: personal input 0.39** 0.37%* 0.30** 0.26** 0.33**
Identification: self-determination 0.36** 0.30** 0.29** 0.23** 0.27**

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.




Questionnaire Adaptation for the Measurement of Prejudices towards Migrants 123

Meertens questionnaire designed to
measure ethnic prejudice. The advanta-
ges of this technique include the ability
to use it to measure both blatant and
subtle prejudices against ethnic groups.
However, research showed that the
content and structure of this technique
have cultural characteristics. This is
clearly seen when comparing the ver-
sion adapted for the Russian sample,
with the version used in Western
European studies.

First, the Russian version includes
two different components related to
the threat posed by the out-group -
economic and physical threat. The idea
of introducing into the methodology
items related to economic threat was
born during the content analysis of
Russian print media. It demonstrated
that the economic aspect of the rela-
tionship with migrants is touched on in
public discussions as frequently as the
aspect related to their effect on the
lives and health of the local population.
Of course, the subscale of the perceived
economic and physical threats are
strongly correlated with each other.
However the estimation of the econo-
mic threat is greater than that of the
physical threat, and this applies to both
prejudice against migrants from
Central Asia and migrants from the
Caucasus.

Second, the Russian version of the
questionnaire is missing the subscale
the protecting traditional values,
which was replaced by the subscale the
perceived problems of adaptation. This
was done based on the first phase of the
study, which showed that in the minds
of Russian respondents the idea of mig-
rants not making enough effort is not
related to the inability of migrants to
adapt to the host community. This is

probably due to the weak prevalence of
the Protestant work ethic in Russia,
which were reflected in the original
version of the questionnaire. As a
result, adaptation to the host commu-
nity is not seen as the result of systema-
tic effort and hard work. Because the
content analysis showed that one of the
key topics discussed in relation to mig-
ration is cultural adaptation and not
lack of effort, this subscale was inclu-
ded in the modified version of the que-
stionnaire.

Third, the new version of the met-
hodology included an extended subsca-
le of the avoidance of close contact. It
included statements concerning wil-
lingness to have a relationship with a
migrant as a friend, colleague or
neighbor. This was done in order to
allow for different levels of communica-
tion. The high consistency of this sub-
scale suggests that prejudices are asso-
ciated with either willingness to have
contact or refusal to do so.

Fourthly, the subscale the denial of
positive emotions was excluded from
the modified version of the question-
naire. The low internal consistency of
this subscale indicates that admiration
and sympathy reflect two fundamental-
ly different attitudes towards migrants.
Admiration suggests a positive attitude
towards a powerful, high-status group,
while sympathy — a weak, low status
one.

Overall, this study demonstrated
the structural validity of a modified
version of the Pettigrew and Meertens
questionnaire, which includes five
separate subscales. These subscales are
related to three criterial variables:
identification ~ with the group
“Russian”, the intensity of contact with
the out-group, and relative deprivation.
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Counterintuitively, the stronger the
ethnic identification, the more a person
has friends among the out-group, the
lower the relative deprivation, the
greater the prejudice towards migrants.
However, the degree of connection bet-
ween these indicators and prejudice
depends on the out-group. Prejudice
against migrants from the Caucasus is
more weakly related to Russian identi-
ty, the intensity of contact and relative
deprivation than prejudice against mig-
rants from Central Asia. Apparently,
this is due to the fact that prejudice
against migrants from the Caucasus has
become a kind of “cultural norm.” Tt
originated earlier than the prejudice
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Appendix 1
Questionnaire for the measurement of prejudices towards migrants (translation from Russian)

Recently the population of our country is becoming more and more ethnically
diverse. This is happening because of migration from other countries. Read the
statements concerning the (name of group) and rate how much you agree with each
of them.

Neither
?it.mngly Disagree | agree nor Agree Strongly
isagree disagree agree

(Name of group) are relentlessly trying to fill
1 | economic and political positions that are tra- 10 20 30 40 50
ditionally filled by the host population

Many of (name of group) take the jobs that

could be taken by the host population o 20 30 40 20

Most of (name of group) produce and sell low-
quality goods and services

10 20 30 40 50

Most of (name of group) see Russia solely as a
4 | source of income and are indifferent about the 10 20 30 40 50
country's future

Most of (name of group) would take any
5 | opportunity to swindle members of the host 10 20 30 40 50
population for their on profit

(Name of group) act more aggressively than

6 the host population o 20 30 40 >0
7 (Name of group) break the law more often 10 20 30 40 50
than the host population
(Name of group) create dangerous traffic situ-
8 | ations on the road more often than the host 10 20 30 40 50

population

Most politicians in Russia care too much
9 | about (name of group) and not enough about 10 20 30 4 0 50
the host population

In case of conflict between the (name of
10 | group) and the host population, the authori- 10 20 30 40 50
ties side with the migrants

1 I Wogldn’t mind if one of my family members 1O 20 30 40 50
married a (name of group)

19 I don't exclude the possibil?ty that a (name of 1O 20 30 40 50
group) could become my friend

13 I Wouldn’t mind if a suitably qualified (name 1O 20 30 40 50
of group) was appointed as my boss

14 I wouldn’t mind if a suitablyAqualiﬁed (name 1O 20 30 40 50
of group) became my subordinate

15 I wouldn’t mind if a (name of group) became 10 20 30 40 50

my neighbor
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Neither
it'rongly Disagree | agree nor Agree Strongly
isagree di agree
isagree

(Name of group) teach to to their children val-

16 | ues and skills different from those required to 10 20 30 4 0 50
be successful in Russia
After coming to Russia (name of group) settle

17 | together, which prevents them from adapting 10 20 30 4 0 50
to a new culture
(Name of group) prefer following their tradi-

18 | tions even if they prevent them from achieving 10 20 304 4 0 50
success in the society
Many of (name of group) are badly educated

19 | and are not keen on learning the Russian lan- 10 20 30 4 0 50
guage to achieve success in Russia
After coming to Russia (name of group)

20 | engage in marriage primarily with representa- 10 20 30 4 0 50
tives of their culture

21 | Values of most (name of group) resemble mine 10 20 30 4 0 50

29 Religious beliefs aqd rituals of (name of 1O 20 30 40 50
group) resemble mine

23 ISnci)Iclléal practices of (name of group) resemble 1O 20 30 40 50

2% The way of l_1fe of (name of group) mostly 1O 20 30 40 50
resembles mine

25 Many family values of (name of group) resem- 1O 20 30 40 50
ble mine

2% Bchavior‘of (namc of group) in business 1O 20 30 40 50
resembles mine

27 | T often feel sympathy for the (name of group) 10 20 30 4 0 50

28 | I often fell admiration for the (name of group) 10 20 30 40 50
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ITHUYecKue npeapaccyaku B Poccun:
Metoauka /11 U3MepeHus NpeApaccyAKOB B OTHOLIEHUH K MUTPAaHTaM

I'yneBuu Oubra AsekcanpoBHa
[lonent nenapramenta ncnxosiorun HNY BIIIO, noxTop menxosorndecknx HaAyK
Konrakrsr: goulevitch@mail.ru

Capuena lpena PemaeBHa
[Tpenonasarens genapramenTa ncuxosornn HUY BHID
KownraxTsr: iren.sarieva@gmail.com

IIpycoBa Upuna CepreeBna
Crynentka nemapramenta ncuxonornun HUY BIID
Kontakrsr: itirikk@mail.ru

Pe3ziome

OTHUYECKNE TPEAPACCYIKN — BaKHBIN (haKTOP, OKA3BIBAIOMINI BJIVMSHNE HAa OTHOIIEHUS
MEX/y 9THUYeCKUMU rpyrnaMu. /L namMepenus Xopolo 0co3HaBaeMbIX 3THUYECKUX IIpejipac-
CYZKOB UCIIOJIBb3YIOTCS OIIPOCHUKH, KOTOPbIE BKJIIOUAIOT BOIIPOCHI M YTBEPIKIEHIL, OTpasKaloline
pasHble ACHEKThl HETATMBHOTO OTHOIIEHUST K ATHUYECKUM rpyniam. [T0cKoIbKy GOJIBIIMHCTBO
0106HBIX METOIUK co3/aHo B crpanax CeBepHoil Amepuku u 3anazHoil EBporbl, onu oTpa-
JKAIOT CO/IEPKaHMe STHUYECKUX MPEIPACCY/IKOB, PACIPOCTPAHEHHBIX B 9TUX PErHOHAX, U HYK-
JIAI0TCS B UBMEHEHUH C yY4eTOM KYJIBTYPHOT0o KoHTeKcTa. [lesbio 1annoro nceseioBanus sBser-
cs1 MopudUKaUsA OIPOCHUKA ST U3MepeHUsl OTHOIIEHWS K MUIDAHTaM Ha OCHOBE IIKAaJbI
SIBHBIX W CKPBITHIX Tipeapaccyakos T. Tlerturpio m P. MupTtenca I7ist pocCHUCKON BBIOOPKHT
(Pettigrew, Meertens, 1995). VccienoBanue BKIOYaI0 B cebst IIMIOTAKHbBI U OCHOBHOU 3Tall
MCCIIE/IOBAHNS. YYaCTHUKH MIuoTaxkuoro atana (N = 355) 3al0JHsIIM PYCCKOSI3BIYHYIO BEPCHIO
OPUTHHATIBHOTO BapuaHTa onpocHuka Ilerturpio n Muprenca, oleHrBast MUTPAHTOB, IPUEXAB-
mmx B Poccuto uz Cpenneit Asun u ¢ Kaskasza. [Tosyuennblie pe3ysisTaThl IPOIEMOHCTPUPOBAIN
HU3KYIO CTPYKTYPHYIO BaJIMIHOCTD OPUTMHATIBHON BEPCUU HMIKAJIbL. YYaCTHUKU OCHOBHOTO ATalla
uccaenoBanust (N = 402) 3amnossiv MOAUGMUITMPOBAHHYIO BEPCUIO ONPOCHUKA, KOTOPBIN BKJIIO-
yan B cebst 28 yTBepKaeHUN. Pesysbrarel mokasajiu, 4To HAMOOJbIIEH CTPYKTYPHOI BasIul-
HOCTBIO 06JIaziaeT msATH(haKTOPHASI MOJIENb, BKIIOYAIOINIAst B ce0s CIJIE/IYIONIe TITKAIBL: «BOCIIPU-
HIMaeMast 9KOHOMHUYECKas yrpo3ar, «BOCIPUHUMaeMast (pusndeckast yrposar, <uzberaHre OIn3-
KOTO KOHTaKTa», «BOCIHPHHUMAEMbIE ITPOOJIEMBI B aJIAllTAIlUI», <IIPEyBEJINYEHUE KyJIBTYPHBIX
pasanunii>. OHM IIPOJEMOHCTPUPOBAJIM, YTO POCCHIICKUE IPEAPACCy/KM K MHUIPAaHTaM W3
Cpenneit Asun n ¢ KaBkasa CBs3aHBI ¢ OTHOCUTEJIBHON JlenIpuBalineil, STHUYECKON UIEeHTHY-
HOCTBIO M MHTEHCHBHOCTBIO MEKIPYIIIOBOTO KOHTaKTa. [Ipn aTOM CTPYKTYypa METOAMKN HOCUT
YHUBEPCAJIBHBIN XapakTep, a CBA3U OT/JEJbHBIX (DAKTOPOB C KPUTEPUAIbHBIMU MEPEMEHHBIMU
3aBHCAT OT IPYNIBI — 0OBEKTA MPEAPACCYAKOB. B 4acTHOCTH, OTHOCUTEIbHAS JCTIPUBAIIUS U
KOJIMYECTBO KOHTAKTOB CHJIbHEE CBSI3aHbI C IIPEIPACCYZIKAMM B OTHONIEHUW MUTDAHTOB M3
Cpenneti Asnm, yem MurpanToB ¢ KaBkasa.

KmoueBbie ciioBa: sTHUUECKIE IIpeapacCy/iki, dTHNYIECKaA NJICHTUYHOCTDb, OTHOCUTE/IbHAA
JA€NpuBalyid, TUIIOTE3a KOHTAaKTa.
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MeTonmca JUISI UBMEPEHUS Npe/IpacCy/IKOB B OTHOILIEHUH K MUTPDaHTaM

Ipunoxcenue

B rocJjeanee BpeMsAa HaceJieHne Halen CTpaHbl CTAHOBUTCA BCE 6osee pa3H006-

Pa3HBIM B 3THUYECKOM OTHOIIEHUN. ITO IIPOUCXOANUT OJIAT0apss MUTPATIAN JTIO/IEH
u3 npyrux crpan. [IpounTaiite yTBEp:KIACHMS, Kacaoluecs (Ha3BaHUeE TPYIIIILL), U
OIlEHUTE, HACKOJBKO BbI COTTACHBI ¢ KasK/IbIM M3 HUX.

Ckopee He Ckopee
AGcomoTHO | corsacen, Yro-to | cormacen, | AGCOMOTHO
He coryIacen uem cpeamnee | ueM He cormacen
cormacen cormacen
(Hazpanne rpymiisr) HACTOHYIBO CTPEMATCS
3AHATH 9KOHOMIYECKUE ¥ IIOJIUTHIECKUe
1 10 20 304 40 50
TO3HIIIH, KOTOPBIE TPaIUIIIHOHHO
IPHHA/JIEXKATN MECTHOMY HaCeJIeHUIO.
Muorue (HazBaHMe IPYIIIIBI) 3aHUMAIOT
2 | paboune mMecTa, KOTOPbIe MOTJIH GbI 10 20 30 40 50
3AHIIMATh MECTHBIE JKUTEJIIL.
BoabimmHcTBO (HazBaHme rpyInbl) AeIal0T
3 | ¥ IPOJAIOT HUBKOKAYECTBEHHBIE TOBAPBI U 10 20 30 40 50
YCIIyTH.
Boubimuerso (HazBanue rpyIb)
accMaTpuBaioT Pocciio Tosbko Kak
4 |P P 10 20 30 40 50
UCTOYHUK JOXOJA 1 PABHOJYIIHBL K ee
Oymymemy.
Muorue (Ha3BaHue TPYIIIILI) TIPU JOGOI
BO3MOKHOCTH TOTOBBI OOMaHY Tk
5 oTOPD yre 1O 20 30 40 50
[pe/ICTaBUTE eIl MECTHOTO HACEJIEHHS DA/l
cOOCTBEHHOIi BBITO/IBI.
Hassamue rpymibr) BemyT cebst 6osee
6 | PYIIIIbD) Beiy 10 20 | 30 | 40 50
arpeccuBHO, YeM MECTHOE HACEJIEHHE.
HasBaHme rpymimsr) yare, 4eM MeCTHOE
7 |¢ PYIIIED) HALLe, 10 20 | 30 | 40 50
HaceJIeHne, HapyIaoT 3aKOH.
(Haszsanue rpymisr) yaiie, 4eM MeCTHOE
8 | HacesieHue, CO3/IAI0T aBapUITHbIE 1 OITACHDBIE 10 20 30 40O 50
CHUTYAII! Ha JOPOTax.
Bosbmuuerso noautnkos B Poccnn
9 | cammkom 3a60TsTCS O (Ha3BaHIe TPYIIIbL) 10 20 304 40 50
U HEJ0CTATOYHO — O MECTHOM HACEeJIeHHH.
[Tpu kordmKTe (Ha3BaHUe IPYIIIBI) C
10 | MecTHBIM HACeJICHIIEM BJIACTD BCTAET Ha 10 20 30 40 50
CTOPOHY MHUTPAHTOB.
1 ne Oyay poTHB, ecin (HazBaHUe TPYIIIbI
1 YAY IPOTHB, €Ct (HASBARUE IPYIIBL) | 4 1 20 | 30 | 40O 50
BCTYIHT B GPaK € WIEHOM MOEH CEMBbIL.
1 He ucKIIIOYAIO TOTO, UTO (HA3BAHUE
12 » 10 ( 10 20 | 30 | 4D 50

TPYIIIIBI) CTAHET MOVM JIPYTOM.
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Cxopee He Cxopee
AGBCOIOTHO | corsaceH, Yro-t0 | coracet, | AOGCOTIOTHO
He COTJIaceH uem cpeanee ueM He corracex
coracex coryiaceH
$1 1e GyIy IPOTUB TOTO, UTOOBI 06JTAKAI0-
M COOTBETCTRYIONIEN KBamnpuKamein
13 v ‘1’ 10 20 | 30 | 40 50

(HazBaHue TPYIIbL) ObLT HA3HAYEH MOUM
HaYaJIbHIKOM.

1 we Gyy IpoTHB TOTO, YTOGBI OOJIALAIOILHIT
14 | coorBercTByIOMLI€il KBasMUKAIMeil (Ha3Ba- 14 20 30 40 50
HUE IPYIIIbI) CTAl MOUM MO{YNHEHHDIM.

15 1 me Gyy IPOTHUB TOTO, YTOOBI (HA3BaHIE 1

O 20 304 40 50
TPYIIIIBI) CTAJl MOUM COCE/IOM.
(HasBamnue rpyImimst) mepeaioT CBOUM
16 | ACTAM LICHHOCTH M YHaT HaBBIKAM, KOTOPbIC 10 e 30 40 50

He CroCcOOCTBYIOT AOCTHKEHIIO YCTexa B
Poccumn.

[Tpuesskast B Poccuio (Ha3Banune rpyrbr)
17 | censaTest BMecTe, 4TO MeEIaeT UM aJlalTHpPo- 10 20 30 40 50
BaThCsI B HOBOM KyJIBType.

(Haszsanue rpyIist) IpenoYuTaiorT cjaeo-
18 | BaTb CBOMM TPAIUIIISIM, /IAKe €CIIH OHU 10 20 30 40 50
MEIIAIOT MM JIOCTHYb yCIlexa B 00IIeCTBe.

Muorue (HazBaHue TPYIIIBL) T710X0 06pa3o-
19 | Bambl U He CTPEMSTCS YIUTD PYCCKUI SI3BIK, 10 20 30 40 50
4TOGBI IOCTHYD yenexa B Poccun.

[Ipuessxas B Poccuto, (Ha3BaHue TPyIIIbI)
20 | BcTymaoT B 6paku HPENMYIIECTBEHHO C 10 20 30 40 50
HPEICTABUTEIISIMU CBOEHT KYJIBTYPBI.

[lenHocTr GosbIIMHCTBA (HAa3BaHUe TPYII-

21 10 20 30 40 50
IIbI) OXOJKH HA MOM IIEHHOCTH.

29 Pesrnosusie BepoBanust 1 00psijibl (Ha3Ba- 10 20 30 40 50
HIIE TPYIIIBI) TIOXOKH Ha MOM.

23 CexcyasbHble IIPAKTUKK (Ha3BaHUE TPyII- 10 20 30 40 50
IIBI) OXOJKH HA MO

2% Boir (IIaSBaIII:Ie IPYIIIbL) IO GOJIBIIEN YacTH 10 20 30 40 50
MOXO’K Ha MO GBIT.

25 Miuorue cemeiibie Tpajuinn (Ha3BaHue {0 20 30 40 50
TPYIIIIBI) TIOXOKU Ha MOU TPa/HIIHN.

2 [Tosenenue (Ha3BaHue TPYIIIbI) B IEJI0BOM 10 20 30 40 50
cdepe HoX0Ke Ha MOE MOBEZICHUE.

27 | 4 yacto couyBCTBYIO (Ha3BaHUe TPYIIIIHI). 10 20 30 40O 50

28 | 4 wacro Bocxumaoch (Ha3BaHue TPYIIIIbL). 10 20 30 40O 50




