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Abstract
Introduction. In this exploratory study, we examined several interethnic ideologies held
by individuals (assimilation, colorblindness, multiculturalism, and polyculturalism) from
a social ecological perspective. We examined moderation effects of neighborhood
ethnic density (ED) on relationships between interethnic ideologies and intergroup
bias towards various minority ethnic groups in the Russian context. Intergroup bias was
assessed as a composite score of bias toward four ethnic groups who have different
cultural distances from the Russian mainstream population: Chechens, Belarusians,
Uzbeks, and Chinese.
Method. We obtained a gender balanced sample of ethnic Russians from the
Central Federal District of Russia (N = 359) comprising of 47 % women and 53 %
men. The measures were used in a Russian translation by an adaptation using the
back-translation and cognitive interviews. Multiple regression analysis was used to
test the relationships.
Results. The results showed that high perceived neighborhood non-Russian ED
weakened negative relations between intergroup bias and ideologies that purportedly
accept cultural diversity (multiculturalism and polyculturalism). On the other hand,
for interethnic ideologies those purportedly reject cultural diversity, high perceived
neighborhood non-Russian ED weakened the positive relations between intergroup
bias and assimilation and strengthened the negative relations between intergroup
bias and colorblindness.
Discussion. The pattern of results suggests that the relationship between attitudes
and intergroup bias may change based on the perceived ethnic composition of the
local area and frequency of contacts. Although our findings are relatively novel they
support the emerging view that attitudes and intergroup relations need to be studied
from a social ecological context.
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Highlights
► High perceived neighborhood non-Russian ethnic density weakened negative
relations between intergroup bias and multiculturalism and polyculturalism.
► High perceived neighborhood non-Russian ethnic density weakened the positive
relations between intergroup bias and assimilation.
► High perceived neighborhood non-Russian ethnic density strengthened the negative
relations between intergroup bias and colorblindness.
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Introduction
In recent years the study of intergroup relations is actively spurred on by the
acute need to manage an increasingly culturally and ethnically diverse society.
The creation of a social climate where all ethnic groups might harmoniously
coexist is the central challenge for many communities today [e.g., 1]. This need
is especially important for culturally and ethnically diverse societies such as
Russia. Should we emphasize similarities and common ground or, conversely,
recognize that there are important differences between groups? What interethnic
ideology and politics of intercultural relations in Russia would be most successful
in reducing intergroup prejudice and discrimination? In the literature there
are contradictory results about the role of each of the interethnic ideologies
in pathways to positive intergroup relations and more research is needed to
understand and recognize the mechanisms and consequences of interethnic
ideologies [2, 3]. In addition, a social ecological context is frequently overlooked
in the psychological acculturation literature [4]. Although there is some limited
research on perceived ethnic diversity [e.g., 5] and perceived ethnic density
of minority immigrant groups and discrimination [e.g., 6] we are not aware of
research on intergroup bias that has examined minority ethnic density from
the perspective of majority group members. In this study, we thus addressed
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interethnic ideologies from an ecological perspective by considering moderation
effects of neighborhood ethnic density (ED) on relations between interethnic
ideologies and intergroup bias in the Russian context.
Interethnic Ideologies
Interethnic ideologies have both a socially constructed superstructure (the
network that creates and transmits the social representation of an ordered society)
and a motivational substructure (epistemic, existential, and relational motives)
reflecting shared belief systems or prescription about how society should be
structured, while providing a cognitive framework in which to interpret the social
environment [7]. At the core of each of the interethnic ideologies lie different
principles of categorization that divide the human social world into various
groups [see 8]. These different principles of categorization underlie interethnic
ideologies, policies, and individual and group attitudes: (1) assimilation assumes
that there should be a common group, and minority groups must correspond to
the main part of society by adopting a mainstream culture while rejecting their
own (i.e., recategorization → one group → assimilation); (2) colorblindness assumes
that intergroup relations can be improved by ignoring the differences between
groups (i.e., decategorization → no group → colorblindness); (3) multiculturalism
recognizes differences between groups and assumes that maintenance of
this diversity is important (i.e., salient categorization → multiple groups →
multiculturalism); and (4) polyculturalism, which assumes a strong connection
between all groups and pays less attention to the boundaries between them;
put simply, all cultures are not isolated systems but are the product of intergroup
interaction [for a review, see 8, 2, 3, 9]. This taxonomy of the interethnic ideologies
is presented in Table 1.
Table 1. Taxonomy of the Interethnic Ideologies
Interethnic ideologies
Rejection of cultural diversity

Acceptance of cultural diversity

Assimilation

Colorblindness

Multiculturalism

(one group

(no groups, only

(plurality of

Polyculturalism
(plurality of

with a common

unique people;

different groups;

interconnected

mainstream

ignoring group

acknowledging

groups;

culture; eliminating

memberships)

and valuing

acknowledging

minority group

group

group memberships

memberships)

memberships)

with valuing
interconnection
between groups)
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Neighborhood Ethnic Density
The interethnic processes can be conceptualized at different levels, such as,
describing a neighborhood, a region or even country, each of which represents
a special social community climate, etc. [for a review, see 10]. Despite the fact
that these processes have been thoroughly studied at the macro level, the
investigation of factors that affect these processes in a local, neighborhood
environment has begun relatively recently [6, 11]. Such neighborhood factors
include ED understood as the proportion of ethnic minority representatives
living in a particular local area [12]. Ethnic or linguistic density can be studied
using two main approaches: objectively (e.g., measured through census data)
and subjectively (perceived individually), with recent studies showing that both
types are moderately correlated [13, 14]. In other words, individuals seem to
have a fairly accurate perception of the ethnolinguistic composition of their
neighborhood. Although there are some inconsistent findings, research has shown
that ED has been related to less prejudice, more social support, as well as better
physical and mental health outcomes (protective ED-health associations are often
referred to as the “ethnic density effect” [e.g., 6, 12, 13, 15]. In recent years there
has been a developing interest in considering the moderating effects of ED on
the acculturation process [e.g., 6, 13, 16]. Concurrently, research examining ethnic
density and the interethnic attitudes of the majority group remains unexplored.
Thus, it is possible that perceptions of co-ethnic concentration, and opportunities
for interethnic contact, may influence the types of attitudes that the majority
cultural group holds. ED effects in Russia, an increasingly diverse society with
a very high rate of migration, have yet to be understood.
Present Study
In the present exploratory study, we examined models of relationships between
assimilation, colorblindness, multiculturalism, polyculturalism and intergroup
bias with moderation effects of perceived non-Russian ED and frequency of
contacts. Assessment of generalized prejudice was based on two assumptions:
(1) the prejudice towards one specific outgroup is, for the most part, associated
with prejudice towards other outgroups [17]; and (2) attitudes towards ethnic
groups are likely to differ depending on the specific group, and thus studying
broad attitudes towards the groups in general will obfuscate such variance [18].
We considered four ethnic groups which have different cultural distances from
the Russian mainstream population: Chechens, Belarusians, Uzbeks, and Chinese.
We composed the intergroup bias outcome to reflect blatant and subtle bias
towards each of the considered groups using measures of willingness for
intergroup contact and endorsement of discrimination in the socioeconomic
domain as manifest variables; both of these latter variables are informative
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aspects of intergroup bias since they reflect prejudice and negative attitudes
towards ethnic outgroups [e.g., 19, 20, 21]. Finally, we added the frequency of
contacts to separate the ED effect from the effect of intergroup contacts, which
commonly reduces prejudice [e.g., 22, 23].
Method
Sample. The total sample comprised 359 ethnic Russians residing in the Central
Federal District of Russia. It included 167 women (46,5 %) and 192 men (53,5 %),
aged from 16 to 68 years (M = 33,9, SD = 11,9); 79 participants (22 %) were students.
Measures. All measures which did not have a Russian translation were
adapted by back-translation and cognitive interviews with the think-aloud
technique [24]. All measures included or were adapted to use a 9-point Likert
scale, so that higher scores indicate stronger endorsement of the concept.
Internal consistency coefficients for the current study were generally adequate
to excellent (Cronbach's alpha (α) ranging from 0,62 to 0,94; the average value
was 0,81) and are provided in brackets.
Antecedent Variables
Interethnic ideologies. Three interethnic ideologies, colorblindness, multiculturalism, and polyculturalism were assessed with 5 items [9] and 5 items to assess
for assimilation [8]. Sample items included "There should be no cultural differences between ethnic groups; there should be a single group and people should
maintain the culture of the majority of the country's population," (assimilation,
α = 0,75), "All human beings are individuals, and therefore race and ethnicity are
not important," (colorblindness, α = 0,83), "There are differences between racial and
ethnic groups, which are important to recognize," (multiculturalism, α = 0,63), and
"There are many connections between different cultures" (polyculturalism, α = 0,78).
Frequency of contacts. We used 3 items assessing frequency of interethnic
contacts [23]. A sample item was "How many people from another ethnic group
in Russia do you know personally?" (α = 0,85).
Perceived ethnic density. A 4 item scale was used to assess perceived neighborhood ethnic density [13]. We revised the items to assess participant perceptions
about the proportion of non-Russians residing in their local areas [8]. For example,
participants were asked in Russian to think of their local area (15–20 minutes
walking distance from their home) and to estimate "What proportion of all the
people in this local area is of other [i.e., non-Russian] ethnic groups?" (α = 0,76).
Outcome Variables
Blatant bias. A 5 item scale assessed blatant bias towards each of the
considered ethnic groups [19]. Sample items included "I would agree to live in
CC BY 4.0
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the same neighborhood with an Uzbek," and "I am willing to invite an Uzbek to
a social event at my home" (for Chechens α = 0,92; for Belarusians α = 0,94; for
Uzbeks α = 0,93; for Chinese α = 0,90).
Subtle bias. We used 6 items for each considered group asking for endorsement
of behaviors that reflect discrimination of immigrants in the workspace, labor
market, rental housing sectors, and other relevant socioeconomic domain
according to literature [e.g., 19, 20]. Sample items included endorsing "Paying
Chechens lower wages than natives, provided equal qualifications and level of
education," and "The lack of career prospects for Chechens" (for Chechens α = 0,80;
for Belarusians α = 0,62; for Uzbeks α = 0,86; for Chinese α = 0,83).
Data Analysis
Using SPSS v. 22, we conducted data screening including checking for
outliers and missing data. We used the lavaan R package [25] to construct the
measurement model with eight latent factors and one second-order factor:
intergroup bias was set to load onto specific group bias, which was composed
of blatant and subtle bias towards each considered group (i.e., Chechens,
Belarusians, Uzbeks, and Chinese). We checked the fit of this model by applying
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Estimation of the model was carried out
with the use of robust statistics chi-square (Satorra-Bentler corrections –
MLM estimator). We employed commonly recommended global fit measures:
CFI > 0,90 and RMSEA < 0,08 [26].
We tested moderation effects in the regression models applying a test of
the difference between the simple slopes for low (–1 SD below the mean) and
high (+1 SD above the mean) levels of frequency of contacts and perceived
ethnic density. This method is more accurate than a test of the interaction term
in the full regression model [27]. To estimate the moderation effects we used
the Model 2 template of PROCESS macro v.2.15 for SPSS [28].
Results
Preliminary Analysis
The data had no outliers and missing values. The measurement model
had an acceptable global fit: χ2(330, N = 359) = 699,22, p < 0,001; CFI = 0,906;
RMSEA [90 % CI] = 0,056 [0,051, 0,061]. Descriptive statistics including means,
standard deviations, and bivariate correlations are presented in Table 2.
The results for the moderation models and simple slopes are shown in
Table 3 and Figure 1. The explained variation of intergroup bias ranged from
7 % to 14 % across the tested models. The main effects showed that frequency
of contacts, colorblindness, multiculturalism, and polyculturalism negatively
predicted intergroup bias; assimilation positively predicted intergroup bias.
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Additionally, frequency of contacts weakened the relation between intergroup
bias and interethnic ideologies for all tested moderating variable conditions.
Furthermore, high perceived non-Russian ED strengthened the negative relation
between intergroup bias and colorblindness, but for assimilation, non-Russian ED
weakened the positive relation with intergroup bias. Although, effect sizes for these
changes were remarkably small. Also, high perceived non-Russian ED weakened
the negative relation between intergroup bias and polyculturalism and made
the relationship between intergroup bias and multiculturalism non-significant.
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations between the Variables
(N = 359)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Intergroup bias
Assimilation
Colorblindness
Multiculturalism
Polyculturalism
Frequency of contacts
Perceived ethnic

M (SD)
2,81 (1,51)
5,47 (1,79)
4,10 (2,17)
7,32 (1,13)
7,33 (1,29)
5,48 (2,13)
3,80 (1,65)

1

2

3

4

0,26
-0,32
-0,12
-0,33
-0,17
0,02

0,06
-0,02
0,06
-0,01
-0,03

-0,18
0,09 0,37
0,08 0,04
0,01 0,10

5

6

0,13
0,05 0,32

density
Note. All correlations with absolute value greater than 0,10 are significant (p < 0,05).

Simple Slopes Analysis
Table 3. The Results for the Moderation Models between Interethnic Ideologies,
Perceived Non-Russian Ethnic Density and Frequency of Interethnic Contact for
Intergroup Bias (N = 359)
β
Model 1 (R = 0,11)
2

Main effects
Assimilation

0,27***

FC

-0,20***

PED

0,10

Simple slope analysis
Low PED
High PED

Low FC

0,35***

High FC

0,28**

Low FC

0,26**

High FC

0,19**
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β
Model 2 (R = 0,13)
2

Main effects
Colorblindness

-0,30***

FC

-0,17**

PED

0,07

Simple slope analysis
Low PED
High PED

Low FC

-0,28**

High FC

-0,25*

Low FC

-0,36**

High FC

-0,32***

Model 3 (R2 = 0,07)
Main effects
Multiculturalism

-0,14**

FC

-0,21***

PED

0,08

Simple slope analysis
Low PED
High PED

Low FC

-0,30**

High FC

-0,22*

Low FC

-0,07

High FC

0,01

Model 4 (R = 0,14)
2

Main effects
Polyculturalism

-0,32***

FC

-0,17**

PED

0,08

Simple slope analysis
Low FC

-0,42***

High FC

-0,38***

High

Low FC

-0,26**

PED

High FC

-0,22**

Low PED

Note. FC = Frequency of contacts; PED = Perceived ethnic density.
*** p < 0,001, ** p < 0,01, * p < 0,05
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Figure 1. The simple slopes examining the relations between interethnic ideologies,
perceived non-Russian ethnic density and frequency of interethnic contact for intergroup bias

Discussion
In this study, we investigated the moderation effects of neighborhood
ED on relationships between assimilation, colorblindness, multiculturalism,
polyculturalism and intergroup bias in the Russian context. In the case of ideologies
that purportedly reject cultural diversity, we found negative (colorblindness) and
positive (assimilation) relations with bias, respectively. We also found that high
non-Russian ED weakened protective effects against intergroup bias for ideologies
that purportedly accept cultural diversity (multiculturalism and polyculturalism).
Moreover, while the negative multiculturalism-bias relation lost significance in
the high ED condition, in contrast the polyculturalism-bias relationship was
robust for those living in high non-Russian ED neighborhoods. Perhaps this
finding occurred because polyculturalism is associated with more interest and
appreciation for diversity and comfort with differences [9].
CC BY 4.0

125

РОССИЙСКИЙ ПСИХОЛОГИЧЕСКИЙ ЖУРНАЛ • 2018 ТЕМ. ВЫПУСК 1 ТОМ 15 № 2/1

МЕЖДИСЦИПЛИНАРНЫЕ ИССЛЕДОВАНИЯ

Some of our findings with ethnic density may be paradoxical. Indeed, beliefs
in cultural diversity (i.e., multiculturalism and polyculturalism) were associated
with less intergroup bias, but it is noteworthy that this relation seemed more
pronounced in neighborhoods perceived to have a smaller proportion of minority
members. Perhaps this finding speaks to some of the challenges with trust and
cohesion that occur with increasing ethnic diversity [e.g., 1]. Although we found
no correlation between ED and intergroup bias, ED may interact with individual
attitudes and beliefs [e.g., 6]. In addition, our results confirmed the well-established
finding that intergroup contact is associated with reduced prejudice [e.g., 22],
and showed that non-majority group ED is associated with more contact with
minority members.
Implications
Our patterns of results suggest that the relationship between attitudes and
prejudice may change based on the perceived ethnic composition of the local
area and frequency of interethnic contacts. The current study is one of the first
studies to explore the interactions between ED and interethnic ideologies in the
Russian population. It adds to the mounting evidence that attitudes or individual
ideologies need to study in social context to better understand the complexity
of psychological phenomena, and may help explain some of the contradictory
findings in cross-cultural research which neglect to account for such (real or
perceived) ecological contexts [e.g. 6, 29].
Limitations and Further Research
There are some limitations of the study and alternative explanations.
Acceptance of cultural diversity (i.e., less bias) in the case of high levels of multiand poly-culturalism may be due the features of design of this study; perhaps
such a bias would be less pronounced in studies that examine implicit attitudes.
Alternatively, the results may be affected by authoritarian attitudes. Those high
on authoritarianism tend to overestimate diversity (or minority ethnic density) of
their environment or live in neighborhoods with an objectively smaller minority
presence, perceive more threat, and negatively relate to diversity [e.g., 9, 26]. Since
the study is correlational and may be affected by unmeasured confounds, cause
and effect between the measured variables cannot be disentangled.
In our study, we measured perceived non-Russian ED as perceived by the
majority using revised items, which is not typical, given that most research uses
perceived ED of the participant’s group [e.g., 6, 13, 14], and it is less clear how the
current adaptation is associated with objective or census-tract ED. Nevertheless,
our findings support the idea that psychological attitudes are more meaningful
when studied in social ecological context [4].
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Future studies may benefit from use of a longitudinal design in well as objective
measures of ED in combination with subjective ones [e.g., 13]. Other variables of
interest may include authoritarian attitudes, perceived threat, intergroup anxiety,
and national identification. Addressing these antecedents of intergroup bias
from an ecological perspective may lead to a better understanding of intergroup
attitudes and perhaps resolve some existing unanswered questions in the field.
Summary and Conclusions
The current exploratory study examined relations between intergroup
bias, interethnic ideologies, and local area ED in an ethnically Russian sample.
Participants reported less intergroup bias if they endorsed a greater amount of
interethnic contact. Most interethnic ideologies (multiculturalism, polyculturalism,
and colorblindness) were also associated with less bias, although the reverse was
found for assimilation. Perhaps paradoxically, a greater perceived concentration
of minority members in the participants’ neighborhoods may have weakened
the protective effects of ideologies focused on recognizing cultural diversity.
Our findings may highlight some of challenges and opportunities associated
with changing demographics, and shed further light on how belief systems may
interact with social ecology. Future researchers will likely have a more meaningful
story to tell if they study social psychological phenomena in context.
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