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Abstract
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negatively to Muslim than non-Muslim demands for change.
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Introduction

Threat, whether real or perceived, is one of the main explanations for the
opposition towards immigrants and their cultural practices (Blumer, 1958;
Bobo, 1983). While immigration may be viewed as an economic threat when
natives fear to lose their jobs or increasing welfare costs, we speak of cultural
threat when people fear to lose their cultural identity or way of life because
they perceive immigrants as having distinct morals, norms and values
(Stephan et al., 1998, p. 560).

In many Western countries, Muslims have constituted one of the major
immigration groups for some time. In their seminal paper, Zolberg and Woon
(1999) argued that “Islam in Europe” is like “Spanish in the US”. While
Hispanic migration and related language issues has led to many controversies
in the US, Muslim migration in Europe has led to many debates over the
alleged incompatibility of their religious values and practices. Controversies
have turned around the wearing of the headscarf (Gustavsson et al., 2016),
building mosques (Schaftner, 2013) and minarets (Miller, 2016), the refusal to
shake hands (Ivarsflaten et al., 2025) or Muslim religious education (Carol
et al., 2015). Muslim immigrants are often denied such rights because their
cultural norms allegedly collide with Western liberal norms (Sniderman &
Hagendoorn, 2007). They are seen as a cultural threat.

According to Hainmueller and Hopkins (2014, p. 227) the literature on
cultural threat suffers from three important shortcomings: “(T)he cultural and
symbolic approaches that are typically vindicated by empirical testing lack the
theoretical precision of the self-interest approach. Moreover, many of the
empirical tests suffer from measurement and endogeneity concerns, facts that
may explain the persistence of the self-interest-based approach despite re-
peated empirical challenges.” (our emphases)

This study addresses all three shortcomings. Conceptually, we propose a
new framework centered on variations in the logic of cultural threat. Drawing
on literature in social psychology (e.g., Piotrowski et al., 2019; Rézycka-Tran
et al.,, 2015) we conceptualize cultural threat as zero-sum problems when
minority rights replace the pre-existing cultural practice. They are non-zero-
sum problems when minority rights can co-exist with, or be added to, the pre-
existing cultural practice. Note though that the cultural threat is always to
some extent present, since any cultural change may be perceived as threat-
ening. The new question that our framework allows us to investigate is,
whether non-Muslims respond to meaningful cultural threat attenuation (i.e.
moving from a zero-sum to a non-zero-sum situation) or if they perceive any
form of cultural change that increases the recognition of cultural rights for
Muslims as inherently and equally threatening.

To solve the endogeneity problem, we introduce a new survey experi-
mental procedure that first randomly assigns people to situations where
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Muslim cultural rights constitute a zero-sum or a non-zero-sum situation to
measure their independent effects. In a second step, we deepen the analysis by
assigning one part of the sample to similar cultural change scenarios, but
where the reason for change is not accommodation of Muslims’ culture. This
comparison allows us to see to what extent people react more strongly to
Muslim related cultural changes.

To better measure cultural threat we propose a design that does not ask
general questions about attitudes towards immigrants. In virtually all studies,
so far, cultural threat has been equated with the size of the immigrant groups,
their cultural distance or simply their presence (e.g., Quillian, 1995; Veit &
Thijsen, 2021). These approaches do not allow us to determine exactly what
the perceived threat is. Instead, we specify concrete cultural rights that
Muslims might get, that represent more or less obtrusive cultural changes
(halal menu options in canteens and a Muslim public holiday), and that might
be perceived as a cultural threat to the majority culture. In the second study, we
contrast these rights with non-Muslim issues (vegetarian meal options to
prevent climate change and an International Women’s Day).

The results reveal that willingness to accommodate Muslims’ culture and
traditions varies strongly by the logic of cultural threat. The effects are large
and robust. Tellingly, the strength of the effect, varies for people with an
inclusionary and exclusionary mindset." Both groups are opposed, even if to
different degrees, to Muslims’ religious rights in zero-sum situations. The
difference appears in how the groups respond to the threat attenuation
treatment.

People with an inclusionary mindset respond strongly and positively to the
non-zero-sum proposals. Moreover, their responses are mirrored in the zero-
sum proposal that is not associated with Muslims. This indicates that re-
spondents with an inclusionary mindset are protective of their own cultural
practices, but do not perceive all cultural change that leads to gains in Muslim
rights as an inherent loss. For respondents with an exclusionary mindset,
however, the effect of shifting the logic of the cultural threat is much less
pronounced — they are generally opposed to all forms of cultural change to
accommodate Muslim religious rights. Moreover, the effect of threat atten-
uation is smaller when the cultural change concerns accommodation of
Muslims in comparison to a non-Muslim issue. Thus, their unwillingness to
give up cultural rights is not only related to the logic of cultural threat, but to
all forms of cultural change from which Muslims benefit. They perceive any
gain by Muslims as a threat to their own culture.

Finally, in both studies we see a difference between the two policies:
Shifting the logic of cultural conflict in the question of menu options succeeds
to the extent that majorities are open to accommodating Muslim demands in
the non-zero-sum situation. In the question of adding holidays in a country
where most holidays are Christian holidays, a strong effect of shifting the logic
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of cultural threat is present, but the levels of acceptance are considerably lower
overall in the non-zero-sum situation. An additional joint holiday to celebrate
Muslim culture and traditions is perceived as a lesser cultural threat than if the
holiday were to replace an existing Christian holiday, but it is still largely
opposed. So, while the first example encourages conceptualizations of cultural
threat as situational—dependent on the logic of cultural change—the second
example warns against taking that conclusion too far. Some forms of cultural
change, in our study introducing Muslim public holidays, are so encom-
passing that they are perceived as threatening by the non-Muslim majority on
a socio-tropic level, even if there strictly speaking is no egocentric loss of
cultural rights (Christian holidays are not replaced).

In the next section we develop our theoretical framework and present our
hypotheses. We then discuss why we selected halal meals and Muslim re-
ligious holidays as examples for Muslim religious rights before we present the
data, experiments and results of the first and then of the second survey. The
conclusion summarizes our results and discusses limitations of our study and
further implications.

From Threat Perceptions to Zero-Sum Beliefs

According to one of the main arguments in the immigration literature, people
oppose immigrants because they perceive them as a threat to their social
position (Blumer, 1958; Bobo, 1999). It is often argued that especially when
immigration increases and the economy worsens competition over resources
such as jobs and housing becomes more prevalent (Quillian, 1995). There
might also be competition over cultural values and norms (Kinder & Kam,
2010). In these situations, not only group sizes but also cultural distances
between majority and minority groups shape people’s attitudes towards
immigrants (Veit & Thijsen, 2021).

It has been shown that this competition does not primarily concern people’s
ego-centric self-interests but rather their socio-tropic concern for their
country’s economy and welfare-state system (Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2014).
People are less concerned about losing their job than about the economic costs
immigration imposes on their country (Hainmueller & Hiscox, 2007, 2010).
Thus, ethnocentrism or socio-tropic considerations play a more important role
to understand opposition towards immigrants. This is also why some people
are concerned that their country might lose its cultural characteristics when it
becomes more diverse (Ivarsflaten, 2005).

Such arguments most often emerge in the context of debates over cultural
rights. As Bobo (1983: 1197) argued already in his work on realistic conflict
theory, threats do not only concern resources but also accepted practices.
While the provision or non-provision of cultural rights or the acceptance or
non-acceptance of new practices reflect different understandings of how to
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accommodate and integrate minorities, it more broadly can shed light on how
a society values cultural diversity as opposed to cultural unity. When what is at
stake is the inclusion of new immigrant communities in a pre-existing national
identity, varying perspectives on cultural change also matter (Ivarsflaten &
Sniderman, 2022, ch. 5). Political and scientific debates on the importance or
challenge of minority rights have been ongoing for a long time (Kymlicka,
1995). More recently, researchers have also started to focus on majority rights
and to what extent societies have a normative right to keep their culture in the
light of immigration (Orgad, 2015; Orgad & Koopmans, 2022). According to
Baubock (2022: 530) majority rights are invoked to warn against cultural
threats coming from cultural minorities.

While immigration and migrants’ claims for cultural rights are often de-
picted as a threat to the majority society, it is often unclear what exactly
constitutes a threat. It is for example argued that Muslims constitute a par-
ticularly important cultural threat to Western societies (Sniderman and Ha-
gendoorn, 2007). It is however rarely specified what the “Muslim threat”
really is as Muslims can be opposed for different reasons: because they are
from culturally distant countries, because they belong to a different religion or
because they are more religious and have allegedly different values (Di Stasio
et al., 2021; Helbling & Traunmiiller, 2020). And even if one of these threat
categories can be isolated it remains unclear why and how the logic of cultural
threat influences non-Muslims’ willingness to accommodate Muslim culture
and traditions.

The literature on public debates has studied in detail which are the main
claims by immigrants in general and Muslims in particular (Carol &
Koopmans, 2013; Koopmans et al., 2005). While these studies identify
key immigrant demands, we know less about whether and how they matter to
non-Muslims’ willingness to accommodate them (Carol et al., 2015). What we
lack in particular is a precise understanding of the dynamics of cultural threats.
Are all proposals that require cultural accommodation equally opposed by
non-Muslims because they require recognition that Muslim culture and tra-
ditions are now part of the common culture and therefore constitute a cultural
threat? Or does the logic of the cultural threat matter?

As Bohman et al. (2024: 48) have argued, “it remains unclear what happens
to prejudice when the perceived “threat,” whatever it is, dissipates or de-
creases.” Or put differently, what happens if by design there is no ego-centric
cultural loss for the majority when immigrants arrive? It might be that nothing
changes as people still dislike migrants and feel a threat on a socio-tropic level
irrespective of whether they have to give up anything for them. This would
mean that cultural threats are different from other loss-situations.

To more precisely conceptualize and study cultural threat, we distinguish
between conceptions where it is inherently understood as zero-sum, and
conceptions where it is non-zero-sum. According to the inherent zero-sum
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conception, state support of migrant group rights is often conceived of as a
unidimensional continuum of unequal treatment of groups that results from
government favoritism and identification with the majority culture and the
accommodation of cultural minority rights corresponds to reducing this
unequal treatment (Helbling & Traunmiiller, 2016). Changes in policy are
therefore essentially perceived as zero-sum games, where the majority loses
what the minority gains. Inherent zero-sum thinking corresponds to a “general
belief system about the antagonistic nature of social relations, shared by
people in a society or culture and based on the implicit assumption that a finite
amount of goods exists in the world, in which one person’s winning makes
others the losers, and vice versa.” (Rozycka-Tran et al., 2015, p. 526).

Piotrowski et al. (2019) have shown that the negative impact of nationalism
on the acceptance of refugees is mediated through zero-sum thinking. Im-
migrants are perceived as competitors, and natives see themselves in conflict
with them over cultural and economic resources (Stephan et al., 1998).
Research has shown that people of the majority society perceive diversity
policies often as zero-sum, even in cases where they lead to win-win outcomes
(Brown & Jacoby-Senghor, 2021). Sometimes, speaking of affirmative action
or pro-diversity values alone can lead to opposition even if it is not specified
what these actions or values involve (Dover et al., 2016; Kuklinksi et al.,
1997). People with a zero-sum mindset believe that resources are limited and
that support of one group can only happen at the expense of another group
(Dover et al., 2016). This is one reason why affirmative action policies are
often opposed by majority members (Lowery et al., 2006).

Thus, if people perceive cultural accommodation of Muslims as a cultural
threat by default, and thus as a zero-sum game, the fact that they are in a non-
zero-sum situation should allay their concerns and lead to increased support
for Muslims’ cultural rights. This leads to our first hypothesis:

Presenting cultural threat as a zero-sum proposal will lead to lower support for
Muslim cultural rights, compared to a non-zero-sum proposal. (H1)

The next question then is whether people with an inclusionary or ex-
clusionary mindset respond more strongly to the non-zero-sum situation. We
thereby differentiate between people who think they have an obligation to treat
Muslim immigrants without prejudice and who are motivated to try to do so
and those who do not think to have such an obligation (Blinder et al., 2013;
Ivarsflaten & Sniderman, 2022).

Immigration has become one of the most controversial issues in Western
Europe among others as a result of increasing successes of right-wing populist
parties that mobilize against immigration and especially Muslim immigrants
(De Wilde et al., 2019; Dolezal et al., 2010; Schmuck & Matthes, 2019).
Accordingly, we observe increased prejudices against Muslim immigrants that
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are often more prevalent than prejudices against other immigrant groups (Bell
et al., 2021). It is therefore of utmost importance to investigate to what extent
people opposing or in favor of Muslim immigrants react to threat attenuation.
By mitigating the cultural threat—moving from a zero-sum to a non-zero-sum
situation—we might observe a widening or narrowing of the gap between
these two groups of respondents.

On the one hand, it can be argued that the gap should be narrowing because
people with an inclusive mindset are relatively open to Muslim accommo-
dations, regardless of the specific regulations, and it is those with an ex-
clusionary mindset who will be responding more strongly to learning about
threat attenuation. The fear of losing their culture is greater among these
respondents, and this fear is often used as an argument against migrants and
their accommodation. Alleviating this fear and providing arguments as to why
these fears are unwarranted could reduce their resistance to Muslim ac-
commodation. This leads to the following hypothesis:

The increase in support for Muslim cultural rights in non-zero-sum situations
(compared to zero-sum situations) is stronger for those with exclusionary
mindsets than for those with inclusionary mindsets. (H2a)

On the other hand, it could be that the gap between people with the two
different mindsets widens. If the cultural threat argument is only a pretext for
the prejudiced to prevent the admission of Muslim immigrants, it should not
matter to them whether their cultural rights supersede the rights of the majority
or not. At the same time, the unprejudiced might respond to the non-zero-sum
situation, since accepting Muslims does not necessarily mean that people are
also willing to give up their rights. Verkyuten et al. (2020) argue that it is
important to differentiate between prejudices and toleration of out-group
practices and factors that reduce prejudices and increase tolerance.

As Kuklinski et al. (1997) have already shown, resistance to zero-sum
affirmative action cannot be explained simply by prejudices against minority
groups. Many more people oppose these actions than are prejudiced. It has
also been shown that attitudes toward diversity measures can hardly be
explained by political ideologies or group identities (Brown & Jacoby-
Senghor, 2021; Dover et al., 2016; Lowery et al., 2006). It appears that
people reject zero-sum policies regardless of other beliefs and even when they
generally have pro-migration attitudes (Kuklinski et al., 1997; Roberts &
Davidai, 2021; Sniderman & Piazza, 1993). While both groups may feel a
strong attachment to their own culture and be unwilling to replace it, regu-
lations that mitigate cultural conflict could lead to more support for adaptation
among respondents with an inclusionary mindset, who are more motivated to
act without prejudice. This leads to our last hypothesis:
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The increase in support for Muslim cultural rights in non-zero-sum situations
(compared to zero-sumsituations) is stronger for those with inclusionary
mindsets than for those with exclusionary mindsets. (H2b)

It needs to be emphasized that our arguments especially hold from an ego-
centric perspective as the individual does not actually lose any cultural rights
when Muslim cultural rights are accommodated in the non-zero-sum situation.
From a socio-tropical perspective, however, the introduction of cultural rights
for Muslims in the non-zero-sum situation may nevertheless be seen as
threatening because it introduces cultural change to accommodate Muslims.

A distinction between zero-sum and non-zero-sum logics however also
makes sense from a socio-tropic perspective. In a “world of migration”,
cultural threat is always present to some degree for some people, as any
cultural change can be perceived as threatening. The new question we can
explore with our framework is whether non-Muslims respond to a meaningful
mitigation of cultural threat (i.e., move from a zero-sum to a non-zero-sum
situation) or whether they perceive any recognition of cultural rights for
Muslims as inherently and equally threatening. This is the question that has
not been tackled head-on before, and where our study makes an important
original contribution.

While zero-sum constellations have been studied in the context of labor
recruitment and student admissions policies, non-zero-sum constellations
have not been studied in these contexts because it is simply not possible to
have a non-zero-sum constellation when resources are limited. With a limited
number of places, there is either a quota system/affirmative action policy or
not. One cannot encourage the admission of minority students without dis-
criminating against majority students. However, such an arrangement is
possible when it comes to cultural rights, as it is not a limited resource: It is
possible to grant cultural rights without giving up one’s own rights. In this
sense, we make an important contribution to the general zero-sum literature, as
it allows us to examine a wider variation of minority accommodation logics.

Two Examples of Muslim Religious Rights

Most studies on cultural threat base their analyses on the comparison of
attitudes towards more or less culturally distant immigrant groups (Brader
et al., 2008) or their degree of cultural integration (Sobolewska et al., 2017).
Besides the difficulty of defining and measuring cultural distance and inte-
gration (McSweeney, 2002; Penninx, 2019), it is rarely defined or shown what
exactly the migration threat consists of. While we know that immigration
leads to emotional reactions and feelings of anxiety (Brader et al., 2008), we
do not know to what extent people respond to differing logics of cultural
threat.
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We therefore propose to investigate our arguments by means of two
concrete examples of cultural change involving accommodation of Muslim
culture and religion that can be proposed in such a way as to alter the logic of
conflict between cultures: The introduction of halal meals in canteens and
the introduction of a Muslim religious holiday. In contrast to more common
examples in the literature on affirmative action in the education system or the
labor market (Brown & Jacoby-Senghor, 2021) these examples can easily be
designed as either a zero-sum or a non-zero-sum situation. Offering more
jobs or positions to one group when these are limited always comes at the
expense of another group. It is therefore not possible to directly compare
zero-sum and non-zero-sum situations. Halal meals and Muslim holidays
can however be introduced in addition to other meals and holidays, or they
can be proposed as replacements. In the case of a Muslim holiday, we can
even add a material incentive in that also non-Muslims get an additional
day off.”

To allow a zero-sum/non-zero-sum comparison we did not choose other
religious rights such as the right to wear a headscarf, to run religious schools or
build mosques and minarets or the allowance of ritual animal slaughtering.
These rights are of course also highly contested (Carol et al., 2015;
Gustavsson et al., 2016; Schaffner, 2013), but they do not require non-
Muslims to give up their own rights or to adapt. We selected cultural change
that affects public institutions as otherwise they might not be perceived as a
threat. Moreover, these rights concern all religious (or at least most) Muslims
and not just a minority such as the obligation to wear a burka or the refusal to
shake hands with the opposite sex (Carol & Koopmans, 2013, p. 175;
Ivarsflaten et al., 2025).

Of course, adding a holiday to celebrate Muslim culture and religion
can still be perceived as a cultural or symbolic threat, because adding a
Muslim holiday means officially recognizing that non-Muslims should
take part in celebrating Muslim culture and traditions. Adding a Muslim
holiday therefore clearly represents a change to the majority culture on the
socio-tropic level even if the ego-centric threat in the form of replacement
of an existing holiday is avoided. In any case, however, the example does
present two different logics of cultural threat (zero-sum and non-zero
sum), even if both situations are instances of cultural change that favor
Muslims.

While it is very difficult to decide which cultural rights are considered more
fundamental and would lead to more opposition if they had to be abandoned to
accommodate a minority group, we think that our two examples allow us to
compare a relatively unobtrusive and a relatively obtrusive case of cultural
change. Offering meals without pork in canteens could constitute a rather
minor commitment as people could still chose other dishes and would not be
required to take part in or celebrate Muslim culture and traditions. As a matter
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of fact, in many canteens but also in other contexts such as for example
catering on planes special meals for religious groups are already widely
offered (Giorda, 2015). This does not mean that school canteen meals do not
constitute controversial issues.®> As Maxwell (2019) shows for France, school
lunch programs can be construed as part of a nation-building process where
pupils learn about their national culture. Such a change from not offering to
offering halal meals in school canteens is a form of public recognition of
Muslim culture and tradition. Perhaps precisely for this reason, anti-Islamic
extremist right-wing politicians are known to have intervened when halal
meals were offered.*

In contrast to canteens that accommodate different religious needs, there
are very few countries that officially celebrate holidays from different reli-
gions (e.g. India, Singapore), and when holidays for minority religious groups
are proposed this can lead to strong controversies (Morier-Genoud, 2000). We
are not aware of any Western country where a Muslim holiday is officially
celebrated (Daskalovski, 2017). This absence demonstrates that adding a
public holiday would constitute a major cultural change that goes beyond
mere public recognition and respect for Muslim tradition but may imply an
official public celebration (Ivarsflaten & Sniderman, 2022; Orgad, 2021). In
any case, the introduction of additional official Islamic holidays is a topic of
serious public debate.’

In sum, accepting halal meals is a way to acknowledge another religious
group (recognition respect). Introducing a religious holiday is however much
more about celebrating this religion, and especially when everybody gets a
day off at a Muslim holiday it can even be seen as an encouragement to
celebrate this religion (appraisal respect) (Ivarsflaten & Sniderman, 2022).
Thus, these two examples allow us to test our arguments about the effects of
attenuating cultural threats both when the cultural change is relatively un-
obtrusive and relatively obtrusive.

The First Experimental Sequence

Survey Experimental Setup

In the first sequence of trials, we confronted respondents with hypothetical
propositions to introduce halal meals in canteens and a Muslim holiday. We
randomly varied whether the cultural threat was accentuated or not. The
Canteen Experiment was worded as follows:

Some people propose that canteens (no longer serve meals with pork [N = 1375,
zero-sum|/serve meals without pork in addition to other meals [N = 1293, non-
zero-sum]), to be considerate of Muslim religious rules.®
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The Holiday Experiment had the following wording:

The state government’ proposes to introduce a Muslim holiday. (For this
purpose, a Christian holiday is to be replaced by a Muslim holiday. [N = 929,
zero-sum]/On this day, all Muslims have the day off, but have to compensate it
with overtime. [N = 884, non-zero-sum]/On this holiday, all people in the state
have the day off. [N = 855, win-win])

After each of the two examples, participants were asked to what extent they
are for or against such a proposal (1- “Fully against,” 2 — “Rather against,” 3 —
“Rather in favor,” 4 — “Fully in favor”). Answers were recoded to range from
Otol.

In all conditions of the two experiments, there is cultural change in that
Muslims gain recognition of their culture and traditions. What varies is the
nature of the cultural accommodation required on the part of the non-Muslim
majority. In one set of conditions, the zero-sum treatments, the gain in cultural
recognition on the part of Muslims comes at a clearly defined ego-centric cost
to established culture and traditions. Muslim tradition replaces the established
culture in a country where most holidays are Christian holidays (with the
exception of a few secular holidays). In the other conditions, the non-zero-sum
treatments, the gain on the part of Muslims is kept constant, but the ac-
commodation required in the established culture does not take the form of an
ego-centric loss. Muslim tradition is added to the established culture. In the
Muslim holiday experiment, we even added a material incentive as non-
Muslims get a day off, which from an ego-centric point of view is a win-win
situation: Everyone gains a day off. The experiment was placed in the middle
of the survey questionnaire and preceded by other questions on Muslim
integration (i.e., acceptability of new mosques and political rights) as well as
political variables such as populism. Balance checks are provided in Tables
A9 and A10 in the Appendix.

Data Collection and Sample

The two experiments were administered to a sample of over 2’600 respondents
recruited from an online panel of the commercial survey provider Respondi in
October 2021. Such convenience samples have been shown to generate results
comparable to traditional probability-based survey samples (Mullinix et al.,
2015; Coppock & McClellan, 2019). Quotas were implemented to match the
general German population in terms of gender, age, and education. Half of our
respondents are female (50%) with an average age of 47 years (SD: 15 years).
Some 23% have obtained the highest school level education (Abitur). The
study was introduced to respondents in very general terms as researching “the
attitudes of the population in Germany on various political issues.”
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Attention Checks

We ran two (post-treatment) attention checks in which participants were asked
to pick a specific answer category for an item in a battery of ten items and how
often they do not take surveys seriously and instead give humorous or dis-
ingenuous answers to questions. In the first check participants were asked the
following question for nine policies such as lower taxes, more sever prison
sentences for criminals etc.: “What do you think of the following policy
proposals?” Answer categories: Very bad proposal, rather bad proposal, rather
good proposal, very good proposal. In lieu of a tenth item participants received
the following message: “Please select “very good proposal” to show you are
paying attention.” In the second check participants were asked the following
question: “We sometimes find that people don’t always take surveys seriously
and instead give humorous or disingenuous answers to questions. How often
do you do this?”” Answer categories: Never, rarely, once in a while, most of the
time, always.

Respondents passed the checks when they gave the correct answer to the
first and “never” to the second question (87% passed both checks). We run all
analyses with the entire sample to avoid conditioning the analyses on a post-
treatment variable and creating potential imbalances in unobserved covariates
(Montgomery et al., 2018). We however also ran all analyses with the reduced
sample of 2381 valid observations. All results remain substantively the same
(not shown).

Additional Measures

To differentiate between people with an inclusionary and exclusionary
mindset we measure how internally motivated they are to control any prej-
udices they may have towards Muslims. The Internal Motivation to Control
Prejudice (IMCP) index consists of four survey items: “I try to act without
prejudice towards Muslims because it is personally important to me”, “I get
angry with myself when I have a prejudiced thought”, “I try to act without
prejudice towards Muslims due to my own convictions”, and “I don’t want to
appear racist, not even to myself”’. Answers were registered on a 5-point scale
(1 — “Strongly disagree”, 2 — “Rather disagree”, 3 — “Neither agree nor
disagree”, 4 — “Rather agree”, 5 — “Strongly agree”).® We built an index of the
four items (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.85) and for some analyses (see Figures 2 and
4) we distinguish between people with low and high IMCP values, which
corresponds to respondents that score below and above the midpoint of the
scale.’ This indicator has been adapted from longer indices developed by
social psychologists (see Blinder et al., 2013), and it has been used to predict
reduction in tendency to discriminate Muslims (Blinder et al., 2019) and
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likelihood of voting for the extreme right (Blinder et al., 2013; Harteveldt &
Ivarsflaten, 2016).

To check that results are not contingent on the use of any one specific
measure of the concept of interest, we also conduct analysis using more
familiar measures of ani-immigrant sentiment. The following three items were
combined into one index (Cronbach’s alpha 0.92): “Would you say it is
generally bad or good for Germany’s economy that people come to live here
from other countries?” (0 — “bad for the German economy” to 10 — “good for
the German economy”); “And would you say that Germany’s cultural life is
generally undermined or enriched by people coming to live here from other
countries?” (0 — “undermines cultural life in Germany” to 10 — “enriches
cultural life in Germany”); and “Is Germany made a worse or a better place to
live by people coming to live here from other countries? (0 — “worse place to
live” to 10 — “better place to live”). For some of the analyses, we differentiate
between pro- and anti-immigration by splitting them into groups that score
below or above the midpoint (5) of the respective indices. These items were
taken from the European Social Survey (ESS) and have already been used in a
large number of studies on attitudes towards immigrants (Drazanova et al.,
2024).

The ESS index correlates with the IMCP measure at 0.63 as in many
Western European countries immigrants from Muslim countries constitute one
of the biggest immigration groups. In Germany around 6.5% of the population
are Muslims (Pflindel et al., 2021). It does not surprise therefore that several
studies have shown that the same factors have very similar effects on both
anti-immigrant and anti-Muslim attitudes in Europe (Bell et al., 2021; Strabac
& Listhaug, 2008).

Sequence | Results

Figure 1 indicates to what extent (0-1) people accept giving Muslims rights
when the logic of the cultural threat changes from zero-sum to non-zero-sum
(see also Tables A1 and A2 in the Appendix for detailed values; for regression
results see Tables A5 and A6). Figure 2 differentiates between people with
inclusionary and exclusionary mindsets, which equals to high and low IMCP
values.

In the zero-sum condition, results are as expected from the cultural threat
model. Non-Muslims broadly oppose the introduction of meals without pork
or a Muslim religious holiday, only around 20% support them (Figure 1). The
striking finding is how much the logic of cultural threat matters. In the non-
zero-sum condition, around 60% support the introduction of meals without
pork. The difference across conditions is at the order of 40 percentage points.
In Model 1 in Table AS in the Appendix we see that the difference between the
zero-sum and non-zero-sum condition is statistically highly significant.
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Figure |. Barplots of main results of the Meals in Canteen Experiment (left) and
Public Holiday Experiment (right). Mean comparisons (0-1). Error bars are 95%
confidence intervals. See also Tables Al and A2 in the Appendix.

The effect is in the same direction, but considerably smaller in the holiday
experiment. This also appears in Model 1 in Table A6. Around one third of
respondents are in favor of a Muslim holiday if it does not replace a religious
holiday. It hardly makes any difference whether non-Muslims would also get
an additional day off or not. Thus, while shifting the logic of cultural threat
leads to more accommodating attitudes, which supports our first hypothesis,
the size of the effect varies between the two examples. The effect of the logic
of cultural threat is much larger and more consequential when the cultural
change required is moderate, such as in the canteen example. It is rather
limited when the cultural change required is major, such as in the holiday
experiment.

In a second step we like to know to what extent the effects vary across
people with exclusionary and inclusionary mindsets and to what extent the gap
between them is widening or narrowing. While both groups might not be
willing to give up cultural rights when cultural conflict is accentuated (zero-
sum regulations), both those with an inclusionary and an exclusionary mindset
could respond more strongly to the attenuation of threat according to our
Hypotheses 2a and 2b.

Figure 2 shows the results of the halal meals in canteens (left) and Muslim
holiday experiments (right) by the level of the Internal Motivation to Control
Prejudice (IMCP). As we would expect, we see that those who score high, and
are very motivated to control any prejudices, are generally more inclined to
accommodate Muslim religious practices. As also appears in Models 1 in
Tables A5 and A6, the average difference between the two groups are very
similar across the two examples. Most importantly, we observe a widening
gap between those who score high and those who score low on IMCP when we
move from the zero-sum to the non-zero-sum situation, which confirms our
Hypothesis 2b. This also appears in Models 2 in Tables A5 and A6 with the
statistically significant interaction effects.
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Figure 2. Results of the Meals in Canteen Experiment (left) and Public Holiday
Experiment (right) by level of Internal Motivation to Control Prejudice (IMCP).
Mean comparisons (0-1). Error bars are 95% confidence intervals. See also Tables Al
and A2 in the Appendix.

While only around 10% among respondents with an exclusionary mindset
and 25% among respondents with an inclusionary mindset are willing to give
up pork meals or a Christian holiday for Muslims, support increases if by
design people are not required to give up their cultural rights. Respondents
with an inclusionary mindset are however considerably more responsive to
attenuation of threat. While respondents with an exclusionary mindset also
respond to threat attenuation, the change is very small in the holiday ex-
periment and much smaller compared to respondents with an inclusionary
mindset in the canteen experiment. In the non-zero-sum condition, only
around 30% among those who score low on IMCP would accept halal meals in
canteens and less than 20% would accept an additional holiday; even if they
also get an additional day off (win-win). Among those who score high on
IMCEP, over 70% would accept additional halal meals and 42% an additional
holiday—49% if they also get a day off (win-win). In Tables Al and A2 as
well as Tables A5 and A6 we observe similar patterns when we differentiate
between respondents who hold pro- and anti-immigration attitudes. This
confirms that the reported results do not hinge on a specific measure of
outgroup sentiment.

We thus see that both respondents with an inclusionary and exclusionary
mindset are unwilling to replace their cultural practices (even though to
different degrees). Non-zero-sum regulations do however lead to more
support for adaptation among respondents with an inclusionary mindset. This
widening of the gap between the two groups of respondents confirms to some
extent that the cultural threat argument is a pretext for respondents with an
exclusionary mindset as they hardly change their attitudes when the logic of
the cultural threat changes.
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The Second Sequence

The effects we found in the first sequence are without doubt substantial and
strong support in favor of the hypothesis that not all accommodation to
Muslim tradition and culture will be inherently perceived as equally
threatening by all and therefore rejected. Also, when it comes to this form of
cultural change, people respond to different logics of threat. When the culture
changes according to a non-zero-sum logic, responses are more accommo-
dating of Muslims than when the logic is zero-sum. To check if these findings
replicate and to deepen the study we repeated the same experimental templates
and added a new branch to them (Ivarsflaten & Sniderman, 2022).

The new branch will help in the interpretation of the size of the effects
observed in the first sequence. It does so, by exposing a random subset of
respondents to the same shifts in threat-logic when the cultural change is about
something else. In the canteen experiment, we add a branch to measure re-
sponses to the introduction of vegetarian options to prevent climate change. In
the holiday experiment, we add a branch to examine responses to the in-
troduction of an International Women’s Day.

This set-up allows us to probe if the results in the first sequence replicate in
a second independent study, and to answer an additional question: Are people
less responsive to shifts in the logic of cultural threat when the purpose of
cultural change is to accommodate Muslims? We expect lower responsiveness
based on the previous research reviewed above (e.g., Sniderman and Ha-
gendoorn, 2007) and the widely acknowledged negativity in coverage of
Muslims and Islam in the Western world (Bleich and van der Veen 2022). Still,
we are not aware of any other study that has examined this with equally
stringent control of extraneous and confounding factors, so empirically this
question has not yet been directly examined.

Survey Experimental Setup

We again confronted respondents with propositions to introduce halal meals in
canteens and a Muslim holiday and randomly varied whether these rights
replaced a majority right or not. In addition, we also varied the reasons why
such a proposition is made. In the canteen experiment participants were told
that the proposition to no longer serve meals with meat aimed at being
considerate of Muslim religious rules or slowing down climate change.'’ In
the holiday experiment people were asked to either accept a Muslim holiday or
an International Women’s Day (IWD).

Providing concrete alternatives instead of general categories make the
examples more realistic and less abstract. Therefore, we have selected ex-
amples that already exist or have been debated in Germany. During the
2013 election campaign of the German federal election the Green Party
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recommended to introduce a “Veggie Day” in public canteens to reduce meat
consumption and protect the environment, which led to huge controversies.''
As of the International Women’s Day, this was introduced as an additional
official holiday in the state of Berlin in 2019 and in the state of Mecklenburg-
West-Pomerania in 2023 and is one of the few non-Christian holidays in
Germany. Such a holiday does not exist in other parts of Germany or even the
European Union and we are not aware of any controversial debates about the
introduction of such a holiday.'?
Participants received the following texts:

Some people propose that canteens (no longer serve meals with meat to slow
down climate change [N =256, zero-sum]/add meals without meat to slow down
climate change [N = 253, non-zero-sum]/no longer serve meals with pork to be
considerate of Muslim religious rules [N = 255, zero-sum]/add meals without
pork to be considerate of Muslim religious rules [N = 251, non-zero-sum])."?

The state government proposes to introduce (the International Women’s Day
[N = 1134)/a Muslim holiday [N = 1140]) as an official holiday. (For this
purpose, a Christian holiday is to be replaced [N = 575, zero-sum]/no mention
[N = 1699 non-zero-sum,])."*

After both vignettes, participants were asked to what extent they are for or
against this proposal (1 — “Fully in favor”, 2 — “Rather in favor”, 3 — “Rather
against”, 4 — “Fully against”). Answers were again recoded to range from 0 to
1. Balance checks are provided in Tables A11 and A12 in the Appendix.

Data Collection and Sample

The online survey was conducted by the survey firm Respondi in August 2022
among more than 2°200 respondents. As in Study 1, the respondent pool was
designed to match the German population in terms of gender, age and ed-
ucation. Half of our respondents are female and they are on average 46 years
old (SD: 17 years). 31% have obtained the highest school level education
(Abitur). The study was again introduced to respondents as researching “the
attitudes of the population in Germany on current social and political issues.”
The experiments were placed in the middle of the survey questionnaire and
preceded by questions on immigration issues.

Attention Checks

In a pre-treatment attention check, respondents were asked the following
question: “How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement?
1+ 1=3". Answer categories: Fully agree, rather agree, strongly disagree, do
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not agree at all. 90% passed the test and gave the answer “do not agree at all”.
The main analyses were again run with the entire sample. The analyses with
the reduced sample do not lead to substantially different findings (not shown).

Additional Measures

We use again the IMCP index that we used in the first sequence to differentiate
respondents with an inclusionary and exclusionary mindset (Cronbach’s
alpha 0.93).

Sequence 2 Results

When we examine the results, we first of all see in Figure 3 that the main
results of the first trials are confirmed (see also Tables A3 and A4 in the
Appendix for detailed values; for regression results see Tables A7 und AS).
The share of approvals of halal meals and a holiday for Muslims across the
zero-sum and non-zero-sum contexts are almost identical to the findings in
Figure 1, which again supports our Hypothesis 1. In the Muslim branch (that
corresponds to the conditions in the first study) we see that responses to the
shift in the logic of threat is large in the halal meal example—acceptance rates
increase from 29 to 54% —and, again, less pronounced in the holiday example
where the increase is from 24 to 32%. While the share of people responding
positively in the zero-sum condition is low and similar in both examples, a lot
more people are willing to accept halal meals than a religious holiday in the
non-zero-sum situation.

When we differentiate between people with inclusionary and exclusionary
mindsets in the Muslim condition we also come to the same conclusions with
very similar values as in Study 1. Only 17% of the people with low IMCP
values would give up pork meals or a Christian holiday. This opinion hardly
changes when they would not have to give up a Christian holiday to introduce
a Muslim holiday (non-zero-sum, 19%), whereas a somewhat higher but still
low share of 28% would be willing to accept halal meals in the non-zero-sum
condition. Responsiveness to shifts in the logic of threat is therefore again
found to be low among those who score low on IMCP.

Among those who score high on IMCP only around a third would accept to
give up their current rights in both zero-sum settings. As we have already seen
in the first study, moving from the zero-sum to the non-zero-sum logic leads to
a widening gap between the two groups of respondents, which again confirms
Hypothesis 2b. People with an inclusive mindset respond much stronger to a
shift in the logic of cultural threat in questions that revolve around Muslims.
This is the case in both examples, but again the responsiveness is higher in the
canteen (62%) than in the holiday example, where support for accommodation
remains tepid also in the non-zero-sum condition (42%).



Helbling et al. 19

Meals in Canteen Experiment Public Holiday Experiment

s o
s 9

e

of proposal (0-1)

In favor of proposal (8-1)

In favor
s o

o

062 052 04 028 062 032 051 024

°
o
)

Non Zero Sum: Zero Sum: Non Zero Sum Zero Sum:
Additional meal without meatpork Mo more meals with meatpork Effect on economy Replace Christian holiday

Figure 3. Barplots of main results of the Meals in Canteen Experiment (left) and the
Public Holiday Experiment (right). Mean comparisons (0-1). Error bars are 95%
confidence intervals. See also Tables A3 and A4 in the Appendix.

In the regression Tables A7 and A8 in the Appendix Models 1c and 2c
replicate the Models 1 and 2 in Tables A5 and A6 from the first study. We see
in Models 1c in Tables A7 and A8 that adding a meal or holiday for Muslims
without replacing pork meals or a Christian holiday has a positive and highly
significant effect on the acceptance rate, and this holds especially for people
with high IMCP values. The positive and significant interaction effects in
Models 2¢ confirm again the argument of the widening gap.

While study 2 confirms all findings from study 1, it also serves to widen our
inquiry to cover cultural change which is not about Muslims. Descriptively, in
Figure 3, we first see that the acceptance of meals without meat or an ad-
ditional holiday is higher if the purpose is nof the accommodation of Muslims.
Even though the requirement to give up all meat meals in the climate change
condition (instead of only giving up pork meals in the Muslim condition) is
stricter, 40% of all respondents would be willing to do that (instead of only
29% in the Muslim condition). And more than half of all respondents would
accept replacing a Christian holiday with an International Women’s Day
(IWD) (instead of only 24% in the Muslim condition).

What stands out descriptively is the high levels of support for an IWD
compared to a Muslim holiday in both conditions. This is consistent with
observations outside of the study, where we have not seen any major debates
around the introduction of an IWD in Germany. The evidence here is consistent
with this form of cultural change being seen as positive and desirable by a large
share of the population so that they do not perceive the change as threatening
even in the zero-sum condition. This contrasts sharply with the introduction of a
Muslim holiday, where the evidence is consistent with such change being
perceived as undesirable and threatening by the largest share of the population.

That noted, across all non-zero-sum conditions the acceptance rates in-
crease compared to the zero-sum. Tables A7 and A8 allow us to take a closer
look at these findings to answer the main question motivating this second
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sequence: Are people less responsive to shifts in the logic of cultural threat
when the purpose is to accommodate Muslims? Models 1 and 2 correspond to
Models 1 and 2 in Tables A5 and A6 from the first study. Models 1a and 2a
display the same analyses but across both Muslim and non-Muslim condi-
tions. In Models 1b and 1c as well as 2b and 2c the samples are split depending
on whether respondents received the non-Muslim or Muslim examples. The
interaction effects in Models 1d and 2d allow us to see to what extent dif-
ferences between Models b and c are statistically significant.

First, we see in Models 1b and 1c that the non-zero-sum effect is similar in
both Muslim and non-Muslim conditions, but, as should be expected, IMCP
values play a more important role in the Muslim conditions. The respective
interaction effects in Models 1d in Tables A7 and A8 are statistically sig-
nificant in both the canteen and holiday examples. We thus see that inclu-
sionary values play a more important role when the accommodation of
Muslims is at stake. There is however no significant interaction effect for the
non-zero-sum condition. It seems, then, that the willingness to give up rights
does not depend on the specific reasons among all respondents.

The question then is whether or not we observe in both the Muslim and
non-Muslim conditions a widening gap between respondents with an in-
clusionary and an exclusionary mindset when we move from a zero-sum to a
non-zero-sum situation. In Models 2a we see that there is no significant
interaction effect between non-zero-sum condition and inclusionary values.
As we see in Models 2b and c this finding is driven by the non-Muslim
conditions. In the Muslim conditions (Models 2¢) we see again a statistically
significant interaction effect as we did in study 1. Our Hypothesis 2b regarding
the widening gap thus holds for Muslim but not non-Muslim issues.

This also puts into perspective our earlier finding that the non-zero-sum
effect is the same for Muslim and non-Muslim issues. As we see in Figure 4
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Figure 4. Results of the Meals in Canteen Experiment (left) and the Public Holiday
Experiment (right) by level of Internal Motivation to Control Prejudice (IMCP).
Mean comparisons (0-1). Error bars are 95% confidence intervals. See also Tables A3
and A4 in the Appendix.
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and in Tables A3 and A4, this is true for people with high IMCP scores but
not for those with low IMCP scores. The differences in acceptability be-
tween zero-sum and non-zero-sum situations for Muslim and non-Muslim
issues are almost identical for high-IMCP individuals: 29 (Muslim, dif-
ference between 33 and 62) and 22 (non-Muslim, difference between 45 and
67) percentage points in the canteen example and 12 (Muslim, difference
between 28 and 40) and 14 (non-Muslim, difference between 54 and 68)
percentage points in the holiday example. People with an inclusive mindset
are equally responsive to a shift in the logic of cultural threat when the
cultural change involves Muslims.

The situation is different for the low-IMCP individuals. The differences
between zero-sum and non-zero-sum situations are about 2.5 and 5 times
as large for non-Muslim issues as for Muslim issues: 11 (Muslim) and 26
(non-Muslim) percentage points in the canteen example and 2 (Muslim)
and 10 (non-Muslim) percentage points in the holiday example. Thus,
people with an exclusionary mindset are largely opposed to cultural
change to accommodate Muslims regardless of the logic of the cultural
threat. In Figure 4, we see that low IMCP people respond much less to
shifts in the logic of threat in the Muslim conditions, while high IMCP
people respond equally strongly or more strongly to these shifts in the
Muslim conditions.

Conclusion

The aim of this paper was to go beyond existing research on the effect of
cultural threat. We investigated support of Muslims and their group
rights by proposing a more elaborate theoretical framework and a more
thorough empirical design. While virtually all research so far has
measured cultural threat through the size of immigrant groups and
cultural distance, we have proposed direct experimental interventions to
measure responses to different logics of cultural threat: the introduction
of group rights that either replace the rights of the majority (zero-sum) or
they don’t (non-zero-sum). This approach allowed us to examine more
precisely the effects of cultural threat that constitutes a key concept in
migration and minority research in various fields such as sociology and
political science but also to make a contribution to the zero-sum liter-
ature in social psychology. In contrast to studies on affirmative actions in
the education system or the labor market that by definition always
constitute zero-sum situations, we propose for the first time, to study the
allocation of cultural group rights that can be designed as both zero-sum
and non-zero-sum.

Our two studies have shown that the willingness to accommodate Mus-
lims’ culture and traditions varies depending on the logic of cultural threat and
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that respondents with inclusionary mindsets are more strongly affected by
such shifts. Furthermore, we have learned that for this group of respon-
dents, the effect of shifts in the logic of cultural threat is of equal magnitude
to that seen when the purpose of cultural change is not cultural accom-
modation of Muslims. For respondents with exclusionary mindsets, by
contrast, we learned that their unwillingness to give up cultural rights is not
only related to the fear of losing something but also to the fact that Muslims
might get something. They respond to cultural change to accommodate
Muslims as equally, or near equally, threatening regardless of the logic of
threat.

In addition, shifting the logic of threat from zero-sum to non-zero-sum in
the question of menu options succeeds to the extent that majorities are open
to accommodating Muslim demands in non-zero-sum situations. Adding
holidays to celebrate Muslim culture and traditions is largely opposed, even
if it is an additional holiday rather than replacing an existing Christian
holiday. The first example strongly encourages conceptualizations of cul-
tural threat as situational, dependent on the logic of threat. The second
example also supports this conclusion, but warns about some limits to it.
Some forms of cultural change, such as adding a Muslim holiday, remains
broadly opposed even in the non-zero-sum setting. Respondents with in-
clusive mindsets do respond positively to a holiday being added rather than
replacing an existing one, but the largest number of respondents still oppose
cultural change involving public celebration of Muslim holidays in
Germany.

The findings, especially in the canteen example, imply that acceptance of
cultural accommodation depend on the policy design and that people are not
unconditionally opposed or in favor of Muslims’ rights. There are ways to
gain support for Muslim religious rights among non-Muslims if the design
shifts the logic of cultural threat—and this holds across the board. As the
policy feedback literature has shown, policy regulations shape citizens’ at-
titudes and behavior among others by allocating resources and providing
normative content (Mettler & Soss, 2004).

Using concrete rights instead of more generic variables such as group size
to operationalize cultural threats bears the danger of idiosyncratic results as
specific religious practices might be opposed for very specific reasons. This
is why we examined two very different religious rights and could show that
they lead to similar marginal effects, which allows us to generalize our
findings across different contexts. Further research should nonetheless in-
vestigate other rights (also from non-Muslim immigrants or other religious
groups) that can also be designed as zero-sum/non-zero-sum regulations to
further generalize our results. There are many other cultural rights that play
different roles in different contexts and that are measured, for example, using
multiculturalism and citizenship policy indices (Banting & Kymlicka, 2013;
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Koopmans et al., 2005, 2012). These comparative studies show that such
policies have been implemented to different degrees in a large number of
Western countries and across time. They measure several cultural (and also
other) rights of immigrants at the policy level, the acceptance of which could
also be measured at the individual level.

To put the cultural threat argument in a broader perspective we should
also take into account the power symmetry between the group that feels
threatened and the group that is seen as a threat as it might matter how
(numerically or culturally) large these groups are in relation to each other
(Carol et al., 2015). In the context of increasing immigration and demo-
graphic changes, the question is to what extent the majority society is willing
to accommodate these new groups and their culture (Alba, 2020), and to
what extent the majority has a right to keep their majority rights or not
(Orgad & Koopmans, 2022). Abascal (2020) has shown that whites in the
United States redefine the boundaries of social groups in more exclusive
ways when informed of their demographic decline. However, Gereke et al.
(2022) found no such effect in Germany (see also Gereke et al., 2025). As we
have seen, the way in which the majority responds to these perceived threats
depends on the way in which accommodation is regulated and the specific
rights in question. Finally, attitudes toward Muslim rights might also depend
on whether the majority group already has these rights or whether we are
talking about rights that do not even exist for the majority religion (Statham
et al., 2005).

Appendix

Table Al. Mean Values Acceptance Rates Canteen Experiment, Study |.

All Low IMCP High IMCP Anti-lmmig  Pro-Immig

Non-zero-sum  0.59 (0.01) 0.31 (0.02) 0.71 (0.01) 0.43 (0.01) 0.73 (0.01)
Zero-sum 021 (0.01) 0.10 (0.02) 0.26 (0.01) 0.10 (0.01) 031 (0.01)

Note. Mean values in favor of proposal for all respondents, those with low and high IMCP (Internal
Motivation to Control Prejudice) values (below and above the middle category 3) as well as pro-
and anti-immigration respondents (above and below the middle category 5).
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Table A2. Mean Values Acceptance Rates Holiday Experiment, Study .

All Low IMCP High IMCP  Anti-lmmig  Pro-Immig
Win-win 0.38 (0.01) 0.17 (0.02) 049 (0.02) 0.21 (0.02) 0.53 (0.01)
Non-zero-sum 0.35 (0.01) 0.17 (0.02) 042 (0.01) 0.24 (0.02) 0.44 (0.01)
Zero-sum 0.21 (0.01) 0.09 (0.02) 0.27 (0.0l) 0.08 (0.01) 0.32 (0.01)

Note. Mean values in favor of proposal for all respondents, those with low and high IMCP (Internal
Motivation to Control Prejudice) values (below and above the middle category 3) as well as pro-
and anti-immigration respondents (above and below the middle category 5).

Table A3. Mean Values Acceptance Rates Canteen Experiment, Study 2.

All All Low IMCP High IMCP

Non-zero-sum 0.60 (0.01) Climate change 0.62 (0.01) 0.52 (0.03) 0.67 (0.02)
Muslims 0.52 (0.02) 0.28 (0.03) 0.62 (0.02)

Zero-sum 0.33 (0.01) Climate change 0.40 (0.02) 0.26 (0.05) 0.45 (0.03)
Muslims 0.28 (0.02) 0.17 (0.04) 0.33 (0.03)

Note. Mean values in favor of proposal for all respondents and those with low and high IMCP
(Internal Motivation to Control Prejudice) values (below and above the middle category 3).

Table A4. Mean Values Acceptance Rates Holiday Experiment, Study 2.

All All Low IMCP High IMCP

Non-zero- 0.47 International 0.62 (0.01) 0.50 (0.03) 0.68 (0.01)
sum (0.01) Women’s Day

Muslim holiday 0.32 (0.01) 0.13 (0.01) 0.40 (0.02)

Zero-sum 0.36 International 0.51 (0.02) 0.40 (0.06) 0.54 (0.03)
(0.01) Women’s Day

Muslim holiday 0.24 (0.02) 0.11 (0.02) 0.28 (0.02)

Note. Mean values in favor of proposal for all respondents and those with low and high IMCP
(Internal Motivation to Control Prejudice) values (below and above the middle category 3).



Helbling et al. 25

Table A5. Regression Analyses Canteen Experiment, Study |.

(M @ ©) 4)
IMCP Immigration

Ref.: replacing meal (zero-sum)
Additional meal (non-zero-sum) 0.368%*  —0.025  0.378%* 0.245%*
0.011) (0.040) o.011y  (0.022)

IMCP/Immigration attitudes 0.138%FF  0.084%F  0.058%% 0.044%+*
(0.006) (0.008) (0.002)  (0.003)
Additional meal*lMCP/Immigration 0.1 1 4%k 0.028#**
attitudes (o.011) (0.004)
Constant —0.628% —0.074%* —0.441** 0.002
(0.026) (0.028)  (0.0194) (0.015)
N 2,636 2,636 2,636 2,636
R2 0.400 0.423 0.436 0.446

Notes: Models | and 2 include the IMCP (Internal Motivation to Control Prejudice) index and
Models 3 and 4 the index on immigration attitudes. Standard errors in parentheses.
olok

p < .0l

Table A6. Regression Analyses Holiday Experiment, Study |I.

(M @ ©) *)
IMCP Immigration

Ref.: replacing holiday (zero-sum)
Additional holiday (win-win) 0.176%  —0.116% 0.173%* 0.082%*
(0.014) (0.053) (0.014)  (0.029)
Additional holiday (non-zero-sum)  0.]39%#* 0.049 0.139%FF  0.143%*
(0.014) (0.053) (0.014)  (0.029)

IMCP/Immigration attitudes 0.125%  0.089%*  0.055%  0.049*++*
(0.006) (0.010) (0.002)  (0.004)

Additional(win-win)*IMCP/ 0.085%#* 0.01 9%+
Immigration attitudes (0.015) (0.005)
Additional(non-zero-sum)*IMCP/ 0.026* —0.001
Immigration attitudes (0.015) (0.005)
Constant —0.223%FF  —0.098% —0.049* —0.021
(0.023) (0.037) (0.014)  (0.020)
N 2,636 2,636 2,636 2,636
R2 0.181 0.192 0.231 0.236

Notes: Models | and 2 include the IMCP (Internal Motivation to Control Prejudice) index and
Models 3 and 4 the index on immigration attitudes. Standard errors in parentheses.
Rk < .01, ¥*p < .05.
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Table A9. Balance Check: Canteen Experiment, Study | (Means).

Zero-sum Non-zero-sum
Female .50 .54
Age 47.9 47.7
Education 2.1 2.2
IMCP 34 3.5
Immigration attitudes 4.7 4.8
Left-right ideology 49 4.9

Notes: IMCP (Internal Motivation to Control Prejudice).

Table A10. Balance Check: Holiday Experiment, Study | (Means).

Win-win Non-zero-sum Zero-sum
Female .50 .52 .53
Age 48.4 47.6 47 .4
Education 2.1 22 22
IMCP 34 35 3.5
Immigration attitudes 4.7 4.8 48
Left-right ideology 4.9 4.8 4.9

Notes: IMCP (Internal Motivation to Control Prejudice).

Table All. Balance Check: Canteen Experiment, Study 2 (Means).

Zero-sum: Zero-sum:

Climate Muslim Non-zero-sum: Non-zero-sum:

change Religion Climate change Muslim Religion
Female 51 47 .52 .53
Age 44.8 45.6 45.9 46.5
Education 24 .20 22 .20
IMCP 39 3.8 37 3.8
Left-right 5.0 5.1 5.0 4.8

ideology

Cultural 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.1

conservatism

Notes: IMCP (Internal Motivation to Control Prejudice).
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Table Al2. Balance Check: Holiday Experiment, Study 2 (Means).

Zero-sum:  Non-zero-sum:

Zero-sum: Muslim Women’s Non-zero-sum:
Women’s Day Holiday Day Muslim Holiday
Female 48 51 48 .50
Age 44.6 44.6 45.6 46.8
Education 22 .20 22 .25
IMCP 39 37 3.8 3.9
Left-right 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.0
ideology
Cultural 3.1 2.9 3.1 3.1
conservatism

Notes: IMCP (Internal Motivation to Control Prejudice).
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Notes

1. By inclusionary mindset we mean people who think they have an obligation to treat
Muslims without prejudice and who are motivated to try to do so. By an exclusionary
mindset we mean people who do not acknowledge that they have such obligations
towards Muslims or who report not being motivated to try to be unprejudiced.
Operationally, these motivations are measured by an internal motivation to control
prejudice (IMCP) index (Blinder et al., 2013; Ivarsflaten & Sniderman, 2022).

2. It is important to bear in mind that besides the German Unity Day virtually all
holidays in Germany are Christian holidays.

3. In 2018, a dispute over religiously correct lunches escalated at an elementary
school in Hamburg. The chairman of the parents’ council is said to have demanded
that only “halal” meat, i.e. meat that is pure according to Islamic standards and
comes exclusively from ritually slaughtered animals, be served. When numerous
parents opposed the demand, an open dispute ensued which caused the Hamburg
education authority to intervene. (https://www.welt.de/regionales/hamburg/
article181456908/Hamburg-Streit-ueber-halales-Mittagessen-an-Grundschule.
html, accessed 24 January 2025).

4. See for example: Le Bars, S. (2012). Le halal a la cantine, un fantasme loin de la
réalité. Le Monde, 10 March.

5. The introduction of Muslim public holidays in Germany has been under discussion
for some time. In 2013, for example, the Central Council of Muslims in Germany
called for the federal states to introduce two fixed Islamic public holidays by law.
In 2017, then minister of the interior Thomas DeMaiziére from the conservative
party (CDU), proposed the introduction of a Muslim public holiday which caused
an intense debate. In the upcoming election, the left-wing party “Die Linke” even
included state-protected Muslim public holidays in its election manifesto. (see:
https://www.katholisch.de/artikel/15138-sternberg-fuer-muslimischen-feiertag-
in-deutschland, accessed 24 January 2025). In fact, there are already some ex-
amples of statutory regulations for Islamic holidays at state level. In Berlin,
Hamburg and Bremen, Muslim pupils have the right to a day off school. Em-
ployees have the opportunity to visit a mosque or pray at work. In Berlin, this
applies to Ramadan and the Feast of Sacrifice, in Hamburg and Bremen also to
Ashura Day (day of mourning and fasting). As recently as 2024 several major
cities in Germany, including Cologne and Frankfurt, have introduced festive
lighting on busy streets during Ramadan. This, too, is the subject of heated debate.
(see: https://www.focus.de/panorama/welt/wirbel-um-ramadan-beleuchtung-in-
deutschen-staedten-wo-die-aktion-herkommt _id 259751272.html, accessed 24
January 2025).


https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/43DQVR
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/43DQVR
https://www.welt.de/regionales/hamburg/article181456908/Hamburg-Streit-ueber-halales-Mittagessen-an-Grundschule.html
https://www.welt.de/regionales/hamburg/article181456908/Hamburg-Streit-ueber-halales-Mittagessen-an-Grundschule.html
https://www.welt.de/regionales/hamburg/article181456908/Hamburg-Streit-ueber-halales-Mittagessen-an-Grundschule.html
https://www.katholisch.de/artikel/15138-sternberg-fuer-muslimischen-feiertag-in-deutschland
https://www.katholisch.de/artikel/15138-sternberg-fuer-muslimischen-feiertag-in-deutschland
https://www.focus.de/panorama/welt/wirbel-um-ramadan-beleuchtung-in-deutschen-staedten-wo-die-aktion-herkommt_id_259751272.html
https://www.focus.de/panorama/welt/wirbel-um-ramadan-beleuchtung-in-deutschen-staedten-wo-die-aktion-herkommt_id_259751272.html
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6.

11.

13.

We additionally manipulated whether this right was simply “proposed” or
“demanded”. This variation did not affect the results and is not studied in this
paper.

. In Germany religious matters are decided at the state and not the federal level. The

determination of public holidays is also a matter for the federal states with the
exception of the German Unity Day.

. The measures have been asked after the experiment, but thanks to a buffer of

general political questions, undue priming by the experiment is unlikely.

. We thus exclude people who score 3 on average (midpoint), which corresponds to

about 13 and 14% of the participants in the two studies. Although dividing re-
spondents in thirds of the IMCP scores as suggested by Gelman and Park (2008)
would render the results clearer, we did not want to discard even more participants
from the analysis. In this sense, our results on the differences between low and high
IMCP are conservative. For the regression analyses we use the continuous scale
with all participants.

. In a third condition, which we do not analyze in this paper (to make it comparable

to the holiday experiment), we referred to “diverse preferences and concerns”
without specifications. In an additional specification, we arbitrarily referred to the
additional cost of 1 euro incurred when offering meatless meals. This leads to a
decrease in acceptance rates among individuals with both inclusionary and ex-
clusionary mindsets.

See for example: https://www.zeit.de/politik/deutschland/2013-08/gruene-
fleischkonsum-wahlkampf-kantine-veggie-day/komplettansicht (accessed 24 Jan-
uary 2025). One year after the elections the Green party abandoned the idea of a
Veggie Day: https://www.welt.de/politik/deutschland/article134604516/Der-
Veggie-Day-laesst-die-Gruenen-nicht-los.html (accessed 24 January 2025). The
proposal had been around since 2010 and the federal state of Bremen, for example,
and several university canteens had already implemented it nationwide. There
have already been several similar proposals for a Veggie Day in many countries
around the world: https:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Meat-free days (accessed
13 January 2025).

. In Berlin this holiday was introduced, among others, because it had fewer hol-

idays than other German states: https://www.spiegel.de/panorama/gesellschaft/
weltfrauentag-als-feiertag-in-berlin-darum-geht-s-am-8-maerz-a-1256162.html
(accessed 24 January 2025). It is also a national holiday in over 20 mostly African
and Asian countries: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International Women%?27s_
Day#Official United Nations themes (accessed 24 January 2025).

To make the examples realistic we refer to meals without meat in the climate
change conditions and meat without pork in the Muslim condition. If anything, the
“without meat” condition constitutes the more restrictive regulation than the
“without pork” condition (that still allows other meat dishes) and should therefore
lead to more opposition. Since we expect more opposition towards Muslim than
non-Muslim demands this should dampen the effect.
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Meat-free_days
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14. In additional conditions we randomly referred to the positive or negative effects an
additional holiday can have on the economy. We detected no statistically sig-
nificant effect (not shown).
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