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Abstract

Living together in culturally plural societies poses numer-
ous challenges for members of ethnocultural groups and
for the larger society. An important goal of these socie-
ties is to achieve positive intercultural relations among all
their peoples. Successful management of these relations
depends on many factors including a research-based un-
derstanding of the historical, political, economic, religious
and psychological features of the groups that are in contact.
The core question is ‘how we shall we all live together?’
In the project reported in this paper (Mutual Intercultural
Relations in Plural Societies; MIRIPS), we seek to pro-
vide such research by reviewing three core psychological
hypotheses of intercultural relations (multiculturalism,
contact and integration) in 21 culturally plural societies.
The main goal of the project is to evaluate these hypoth-
eses across societies within the MIRIPS project in order
to identify if there are some basic psychological principles
that underlie intercultural relations panculturally. If there
are, the eventual goal is to employ the findings to propose
some policies and programmes that may improve the qual-
ity of intercultural relationship globally. An internal meta-
analysis using the MIRIPS project data showed that the
empirical findings from these societies generally support

the validity of the three hypotheses. Implications for the
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development of policies and programmes to enhance the

quality of intercultural relations are discussed.
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acculturation, adaptation, cultural diversity, integration, intercultural
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INTRODUCTION

Achieving mutual accommodation among cultural groups is a goal that citizens and policy-makers
in most culturally diverse societies are now seeking to achieve (Berry & Sam, 2013). The presence
of many immigrants, ethnocultural groups, national minorities, and Indigenous Peoples presents sit-
uations and challenges that everyone must now seek to understand and navigate in order to achieve
a harmonious society. The core question of ‘how shall we all live together?” may be answered by
examining what policies and practices have been attempted in different countries, and by carrying out
research to discover whether these policies and practice are working elsewhere. Indeed, such an inter-
national examination may well lead to evidence of some general principles of how best to engage in
intercultural relations. If there are such general principles to be found, it is possible to share them with
policy makers in the domains of immigration and settlement, and with social and psychological ser-
vice providers who work with both the non-dominant and dominant members of these larger societies.

Previous research on this question has provided some leads, but gaps remain. We know that in-
tergroup contact may lead to more positive relations (e.g. Paluck et al., 2019; Pettigrew & Tropp,
2011), and that discrimination leads to negative relations and poor wellbeing (e.g. Carter et al., 2019;
Paradies, 2006; Paradies et al., 2015). We also know that when individuals are able to engage in the
integration strategy (Berry, 1997), and identify with more than one culture, they achieve more har-
monious intercultural relations and have better personal wellbeing (e.g. Berry et al., 2006). Although
some of these findings have been drawn from a number of different areas of the world, they represent
only a small fraction of the evidence needed to respond to the need for some general principles that
might be applicable in many other societies. Moreover, much of this evidence is drawn from samples
that are non-dominant (minorities) in their societies, and much less is known about the ways that
dominant groups (majorities) may be adapting to these complex intercultural arenas. In an attempt to
remedy these problems, we have designed a project that is international in scope and that includes both
non-dominant and dominant samples. The expectation is that we may uncover some general principles
of intercultural relations that may be mutual and apply to both kinds of groups.

This paper begins with a presentation of the goal of a project ‘Mutual Intercultural Relations in Plural
Societies’ (MIRIPS; see Berry, 2017, and http://www.victoria.ac.nz/cacr/research/mirips), including a
statement of the guiding hypotheses. It then provides an overview of some previous psychological ap-
proaches and research on the issues, set within the joint fields of cross-cultural and intercultural psychol-
ogy. A research framework is used to show the main concepts and components of the research, including
the background factors that are considered to be antecedent to three main outcomes: sociocultural, psy-
chological and intercultural adaptation. The method and results follow, including a short summary of
some previous analyses of the MIRIPS data, and a new meta-analysis of them. The paper concludes with
a discussion of these findings, and with some thoughts about their implications for policy and practice.

This paper reports on a meta-analytical review of the MIRIPS project. We propose and empirically
examine three core psychological hypotheses of intercultural relations: multiculturalism; contact; and
integration. This research was carried out across 21 culturally plural societies: Azerbaijan, Belgium,
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Canada, Estonia, Finland, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong, India, Italy, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia,
Lithuania, Malta, Norway, Portugal, Russia, Spain, Switzerland and Tajikistan. The first goal of the
project is to evaluate these three hypotheses of intercultural relations across these societies. The sec-
ond goal is to examine the findings to see whether they constitute some ‘universal’ principles of inter-
cultural relations that may be applied in many societies. If they are, it may be possible to propose some
policies and programmes to improve the quality of intercultural relationships globally.

The design of the project is an exercise in replication across contexts in order to discern what may
be culturally universal and what may be culturally specific in how diverse groups of peoples engage in
their intercultural relations. Across the whole project, these replications were carried out with a shared
conceptualisation and a common research instrument. However, the project employed culturally ap-
propriate operationalisations of the concepts and methods with the highly varied samples.

The three hypotheses that are evaluated in the MIRIPS project are:

1. Multiculturalism hypothesis: When individuals feel secure in their place in a society, they
will be able to better accept those who are different from themselves; conversely when in-
dividuals feel threatened, they will reject those who are different.

2. Contact hypothesis: When individuals have contact with, and engage with those who are culturally
different from themselves, under certain conditions, they will achieve greater mutual acceptance.

3. Integration hypothesis: When individuals identify with and are socially connected to, both their
heritage culture and to the larger society in which they live, they will achieve higher levels of mu-
tual adaptation than if they relate to only one or the other culture, or to neither culture.

Psychological approaches to intercultural relations

The MIRIPS project focuses on the psychological aspects of intercultural relations, but takes into ac-
count some of the social and political contextual features of the larger societies and of the interacting
groups within them. The study is situated within the broad field of cross-cultural psychology, which
seeks to discover whether individual human behaviours are shaped by the cultural contexts in which
they develop (Berry et al., 2011). The eventual goal is to achieve a set of universal psychological
principles that underlie human behaviour globally. By universal, we mean: (i) a phenomenon that
shares a common, species-wide substrate of psychological processes and functioning and also (ii) a
phenomenon that exhibits behavioural variations across cultures as a result of this substrate being dif-
ferentially developed and expressed in daily life in the society.

The project is also situated in the field of intercultural psychology (Sam & Berry, 2016). This
field deals with the question: If individual behaviours are shaped in particular cultural contexts, what
happens when individuals who have developed in different cultural contexts meet and interact within
another society? There are two domains of psychological interest here: (i) ethnocultural group rela-
tions and (ii) acculturation.

In both these domains, there has been a bias in the focus of research. In the first domain, studies
have usually examined the views and behaviours of the dominant group toward the non-dominant
group, with little examination of the attitudes of the non-dominant groups toward the dominant group.
In the second domain, the usual interest has been in the ways that non-dominant groups acculturate
the following contact, with almost no interest in the changes taking place among the dominant group.
That is, in both domains, there has been a ‘one-way’ examination of these phenomena, with almost no
examination of the mutual relationships, thereby providing an incomplete view of the complexity of
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these intercultural phenomena. This bias has been noted by Berry (2006) and by Ward et al. (2017),
who argued that these two domains are intimately entwined, and that they require research in both
directions in order to provide a complete view of these intercultural phenomena. To remedy this bias
and lack, the MIRIPS study has examined the intercultural views of both kinds of groups in contact,
using the same concepts and measures with both dominant and non-dominant groups.

General framework for the MIRIPS project

The MIRIPS project is guided by a framework that identifies the main concepts and variables, and
suggests their inter-relationships (see Figure 1). This figure shows five kinds of acculturation and
intercultural relations phenomena: (1) the characteristics of the two or more cultural groups (A and
B) prior to contact; (ii) the nature of the contact between them; (iii) the cultural changes that are tak-
ing place in both groups (iv) the psychological changes experienced by individuals in both groups in
contact, and (v) the longer-term adaptations that may be achieved.

At the cultural group level (on the left of Figure 1), we seek to understand crucial features of the
two (or more) original cultural groups prior to their major contact, the nature of their initial and con-
tinuing contact relationships, and the resulting dynamic cultural changes in the groups as they emerge
as ethnocultural groups during the process of acculturation. These cultural changes can range from
being rather easily accomplished (such as evolving a new economic base), through to being a source
of major cultural disruption (as a result of becoming colonised or enslaved).

At the individual level (in the middle), we consider the psychological acculturation that individuals
in all groups in contact undergo. Identifying these changes requires sampling a population and studying
individuals who are variably involved in the process of acculturation. The figure shows three kinds of
psychological changes resulting from contact: behavioural; stress; and strategies. Behavioural changes
can be a set of rather easily accomplished changes (e.g. in ways of speaking, dressing, and eating) or
they can be more difficult to accomplish (e.g. changes in identities, self-concept and values). Second
are changes that are due to acculturation experiences that are challenging, even problematic, in which
acculturative stress becomes manifest. Third, individuals also develop and engage in acculturation
strategies and expectations (Berry, 1980) as their preferred way to acculturate and relate to each other.

CULTURAL/GROUP LEVEL PSYCHOLOGICAL/INDIVIDUAL LEVEL
A A
r Al r % |
. | psvcHOLOGICAL ADAPTATION
CULTURE 77| ACCULTURATION
A
CULTURAL INDIVIDUALS INDIVIDUALS
CHANGES IN CULTURES IN CULTURES
A AND B: A AND B:
CULTURE R
A R o BEHAVIOURAL >
CHANGES SOCIOCULTURAL

B ACCULTURATIVE

T CULTURE
STRESS

PSYCHOLOGICAL

CULTURE

Y

ACCULTURATION
STRATEGIES

INTERCULTURAL

FIGURE 1 General framework for the MIRIPS Project
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Following these three kinds of psychological changes are some longer-term outcomes, referred to
as adaptations (on the right). Three kinds of adaptations have been discerned: psychological, socio-
cultural and intercultural. Ward (1996) distinguished between psychological adaptation and socio-
cultural adaptation. The first refers to adaptations that are primarily internal or psychological (e.g.
sense of personal well-being and self-esteem, sometimes referred to as ‘feeling well’). The second are
sociocultural and are sometimes called ‘doing well’. This form of adaptation is manifested by com-
petence in carrying out the activities of daily intercultural living (such as in the community, at work
and in school). A third is intercultural adaptation (Berry, 2005), which refers to the extent to which
individuals are able to establish harmonious intercultural relations, with low levels of prejudice and
discrimination (‘relating well”).

Intercultural strategies and expectations

One concept that is central to, and underlies all aspects of acculturation and intercultural relations
phenomena is the way in which people seek to relate to each other in culturally plural societies. As
noted above, these are the strategies and expectations that all groups and their individual members
have and use, whether acknowledged explicitly or just implicitly, when they acculturate and engage
in intercultural relations. These strategies and expectations can be held by both the dominant and non-
dominant individuals and groups that are in contact.

They are based on three underlying issues: (i) the degree to which there is a desire to maintain the
group's culture and identity; (ii) the degree to which there is a desire to engage in daily interactions with
other groups in the larger society, including both dominant and non-dominant one(s); and (iii) the rela-
tive power of the groups in contact to choose their preferred way of engaging each other (Berry, 1980).

Four ways of living together have been derived from the first two issues facing all peoples living in
plural societies (see Figure 2). There are two sets of concepts, one for the strategies of non-dominant
groups and their individual members (on the left); how do they wish to live interculturally? The other
is the expectations of dominant groups in the larger society and of their individual members (on the
right); how do they think that non-dominant groups and individuals should live interculturally? The
power relations between these two sectors of the population in a plural society are present in the differ-
ences between these strategies and expectations. Typically, the dominant group has more power than
the non-dominant group to decide on the policies and practices that are operating in the plural society.

This framework may be used to conceptualise and assess the various preferences of both the non-
dominant and dominant groups with respect to how they want to live together. These two components
of the society may respond to these two issues by being positive through to being negative to them.
When combined, their responses give rise to four sectors, carrying different names for the two kinds
of groups. From the point of view of the non-dominant ethnocultural groups, they can prefer one or
the other option (by seeking assimilation or separation), neither (marginalisation) or both (by integra-
tion). From the point of view of members of the dominant larger society, they can also seek one way
(melting pot or segregation), neither (by exclusion) or by seeking both (multiculturalism). Studies that
examine both kinds of groups at the same time, can observe the similarities and differences between
them. These strategies and expectations are not fixed, but change over time; individuals and groups
explore the most satisfactory way to live together, and develop programmes and policies by which to
pursue them.

However, in most studies, no assessment is made of the acculturation strategies of members of
dominant groups. To remedy this lack, recent work has gone beyond the study of the expectations that
members of dominant groups have about how they prefer non-dominant group members to acculturate
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FIGURE 2 Acculturation strategies and expectations among ethnocultural groups and the larger society

to examine their views about how they, themselves, prefer to acculturate in their increasingly diverse
societies (Haugen & Kunst, 2017; Kunst et al., 2021; Lefringhausen et al., 2021). The question in
these studies is the extent to which dominant group members wish to have contact with, and adopt
aspects of, the non-dominant cultures. With this approach, comparisons can be made between the ac-
culturation strategies of the two groups in contact. Erten et al. (2018) have developed a dynamic model
based on a process analogous to genetic evolution to investigate the dynamics of cultural change that
result from migration. Considering the acculturation orientations that are present in the society, the
results of their dynamic modelling showed that a stable coexistence of multicultural societies is more
likely when their members establish interactions with the larger society, but host society members
simultaneously maintain their culture more strongly than immigrants do (see also Mesoudi, 2018).

Since these two kinds of groups in the plural society do not have equal power (Berry, 1980), the
third element of the framework considers the impact on intercultural relations of the similarities and
differences between their strategies and expectations. The expectations of the dominant group usually
constrain or promote the adoption of the strategies of the non-dominant groups. This interaction be-
tween strategies and expectations gives rise to relationships that can vary from being harmonious to
conflictual between the various groups (Berry, 1990; Bourhis et al., 1997).

The development of these concepts and their measurement has taken place over the past 40 years
(starting with Berry [1974, 1980]). The terms used and the measurements employed have evolved,
such that there is now a vast research literature that seeks to expand the core issues in this research area
(e.g. van de Vijver et al., 2016; Ward & Kus, 2012). One important issue is that the national intercul-
tural policy needs to be taken into account when examining variations in both acculturation strategies
and expectations (Bourhis et al., 1997). Some other authors have raised questions about the domain
specificity of the concept, proposing that the preferred ways of acculturating may vary according to
the life domains (such as private/public, personal/institutional) being examined (e.g. Navas et al.,
2005; Salo & Birman, 2015; Snauwaert et al., 2003). There have also been criticisms of the psycho-
metric properties of the scales, particularly whether the four scales and two dimensions are indepen-
dent of each other (e.g. Birman & Trickett, 2001; Demes & Geeraert, 2014; Rudmin, 2009; Ryder
et al., 2000). However, given the degree to which researchers have paid attention to these concepts
(e.g. Sam & Berry, 2016), they can be seen as having substantial face validity and practical utility.
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Hypotheses

Three hypotheses are evaluated in this project: the multiculturalism hypothesis; the contact hypoth-
esis; and the integration hypothesis. These hypotheses have been derived from the multiculturalism
policy advanced by the Federal Government of Canada (1971). This policy promotes both the (i)
maintenance of groups’ cultural heritages, as well as (ii) social interaction and cultural sharing among
all groups. These two planks of the policy resemble the first two issues in the strategies framework.

The multiculturalism hypothesis stems from a statement in the policy that asserts that when indi-
viduals are confident in their cultural identity and their place in society, this will lead to the acceptance
of others who differ from themselves. This confidence is rooted in the cultural maintenance plank of
the policy. That is, the maintenance of heritage culture and identity by individuals and groups serves
to provide a secure place from which to accept others in the larger society (Berry et al., 1977, p. 192),
and to achieve mutual accommodation to each other. In contrast, when the cultural place of a person or
group in society is challenged or threatened, then negative attitudes are likely to result (see intergroup
threat theory, Stephan & Stephan, 2018).

The concept of security has been expanded over the years, and now involves the three phenomena
of cultural, economic and personal security. The first concerns issues such as language and identity;
the second includes a person's status in society such as employment and income; the third examines
individuals’ sense of safety to move around in their neighbourhood and society.

In sum, the multiculturalism hypothesis proposes that having a sense of security is a necessary
basis for the acceptance of those of other backgrounds whom individuals encounter in the daily life
of their plural society.

The contact hypothesis is one of the most enduring ideas in the field of intergroup relations (Christ
& Kauff, 2019; Dovidio et al., 2017; Pauluck et al., 2019; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2011). This hypothesis
derives from the second link in the policy framework, which proposes that intercultural contact and
sharing will promote mutual acceptance.

The contact hypothesis was advanced by Allport (1954) who asserted that contact between mem-
bers of minority and majority groups would reduce prejudice between them. However, this was likely
to be the case only in some circumstances: when the groups are of social and economic equal status;
when contact is voluntary; and when there are norms in the society that promote intergroup contact.
Much research has been carried out over the years that provides support for the positive effects of
contact (see meta-analysis by Pettigrew & Tropp, 2011).

In sum, the contact hypothesis proposes that under certain conditions, more intercultural contact
will be associated with more mutual acceptance. Specifically, more contact will predict higher multi-
cultural ideology and a preference for integration.

The integration hypothesis proposes that when individuals and groups seek integration (by being
doubly or multiply engaged in both their heritage cultures and with other groups in the larger society)
they will be more successful in achieving a higher level of adaptation than if they engage only one
or the other of the cultural groups. This hypothesis derives from the intersection between the two
planks of the policy (maintenance and participation). Much research has demonstrated that the inte-
gration strategy is usually associated with better psychological wellbeing (e.g. Berry & Hou, 2016;
Berry et al., 2006). Based on a review of numerous studies, Berry (1997) made the generalisation
that integration was the most successful strategy for both psychological wellbeing and sociocultural
adaptation. This generalisation has been examined in a meta-analysis by Nguyen and Benet-Martinez
(2013) who concluded that integration (‘biculturalism’ in their terms) was associated with the most
positive outcomes for migrants” wellbeing; an updated meta-analysis also supported the findings (see
Stogianni et al., 2021).
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In sum, the integration hypothesis proposes that when individuals prefer the integration strategy
or have the multiculturalism expectation (i.e. when they are doubly or multiply engaged), they will
achieve higher scores on psychological and sociocultural adaptation.

To operationalise these three hypotheses, we selected the following core variables:

1. Multiculturalism Hypothesis. Security is positively associated with multicultural ideology
and tolerance; discrimination is negatively associated with multicultural ideology and tolerance. The
three kinds of feelings of security (cultural, economic and personal) are considered to constitute the
positive conditions under which individuals will be able to accept and interact with those of other
cultural backgrounds; in contrast, the experience of discrimination against ones group and oneself will
undermine this confidence and lead to the rejection of others.

2. Contact Hypothesis. Contact is positively associated with integration and multicultural ideol-
ogy. Having friends from other cultural groups, and experiencing frequent interactions with others,
will provide the social basis for seeking integration into the society and being positive with respect to
the value of cultural diversity for the society as a whole.

3. Integration Hypothesis. Integration strategy of non-dominant groups/expectation of dominant
groups is positively associated with sociocultural adaptation (among non-dominant groups) and psy-
chological (among both groups). The double intercultural strategy of integration (seeking to identify
with and participate in ones own cultural group and in the larger society) will serve as the basis for
ones positive adaptation in the culturally diverse society.

METHOD
Samples

The MIRIPS project was carried out in a wide range of plural societies in order to provide a basis for
possibly finding some universal principles of intercultural relations. 53 samples included societies that
were migrant-receiving (both long-standing and more recently), those with established ethnocultural
groups and with communities of returning co-nationals, and those with national groups that have re-
sulted from their incorporation into larger nation states. The samples are also diverse, including adults
and school children, community groups, online forums, and both snowball and random samples. The
total numbers of participants were 6993 members in 25 samples of the dominant group in a society, and
7619 members in 28 samples of the various non-dominant groups. The multiculturalism hypothesis
was tested on 20 societies (Azerbaijan, Canada, Estonia, Finland, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hong
Kong, India, Italy, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Norway, Portugal, Russia, Spain, Switzerland,
Tajikistan). The contact hypothesis was tested on 19 societies (Azerbaijan, Canada, Estonia, Finland,
Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong, India, Italy, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Norway,
Portugal, Russia, Spain, Tajikistan). The integration hypothesis was tested on 18 societies (Azerbaijan,
Belgium, Canada, Estonia, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong, India, Italy, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia,
Lithuania, Malta, Portugal, Russia, Spain, Tajikistan). See Table 1 for the sample details.

Variables
There are two categories of variables assessed in the study: Intercultural and Adaptation. Different

sets of items were used in some studies within the MIRIPS project. See MIRIPS project questionnaire
(Berry, 2017, and http://www.victoria.ac.nz/cacr/research/mirips):
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Authors

Lebedeva,
Tatarko, et al.
(2017)

Safdar et al. (2017)

Lebedeva (2020)

Brylka et al. (2017)

Berry et al. (2019)

Hanke et al. (2017)

Pavlopoulos and
Motti-
Stefanidi
(2017)

Au etal. (2017)

AARR BERRY ET AL.
A list of bivariate correlations between focal variables for 21 societies (N = 14,612)
Society Ethnicity r N Age Status Outcome Antecedent
Azerbaijan  Ethnic Russians .84 307 46 Non-dominant  Tolerance Security
11 Multicultural ideology
Azerbaijanis 40 300 47 Dominant Tolerance
42 Multicultural ideology
Canada Chinese =37 57 26 Non-dominant ~ Tolerance Discrimination
International
Students
Canadian Students .76 68 22 Dominant Multicultural ideology ~ Security
58 Tolerance
Canadian Long .08 138 49 Multicultural ideology ~ Discrimination
Term Resident 09 Tolerance
.53 Multicultural ideology  Security
25
41 Tolerance
.28
Chinese New —-41 96 33 Non-dominant ~ Multicultural ideology ~ Discrimination
Rzt —45 Tolerance
17 Multicultural ideology  Security
.20
A1 Tolerance
37
Latin American -15 93 34 Non-dominant ~ Multicultural ideology ~ Discrimination
DcRjResdens -.09 Tolerance
.08 Multicultural ideology  Security
—-.01
.04 Tolerance
.04
Estonia Ethnic Russians .02 213 31 Non-dominant ~ Multicultural ideology
.06 Tolerance
Estonians —-11 332 33 Dominant Multicultural ideology
-.06 Tolerance
Finland Finnish-speaking —48 334 46 Multicultural ideology ~ Discrimination
Finns born in
Finland
Georgia Ethnic Russians —-.04 312 31 Non-dominant ~ Multicultural ideology  Security
.19 Tolerance
Georgians 23 298 34 Dominant Multicultural ideology
.03 Tolerance
Germany Germans 35 603 28 Multicultural ideology
Bicultural sample 13 241 Non-dominant
Greece Greeks .52 449 38 Dominant
Hong Kong Mainland Chinese .24 182 42 Non-dominant
Immigrant
17

(Continues)
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
Hypothesis Authors Society

Mishra et al. India
(2017)

Inguglia et al. Ttaly
(2017)

Lebedeva (2020) Kyrgyzstan

Lebedeva, Latvia
Tatarko, et al.
(2017)

Ryabichenko Lithuania
(2017)

Sammut and Lauri Malta
(2017)

Sam et al. (2017) Norway

Neto and Neto Portugal
(2017)

Lebedeva, Russia
Galyapina,

etal. (2017)

Ethnicity

Hong Kong Chinese

Residents

Muslims

Hindu

Italians

Ethnic Russians

Kyrgyz

Ethnic Russians

Latvians

Ethnic Russians

Ethnocultural

groups

Maltese

Russians

Norwegians

Portuguese

Ethnic Minorities

Migrants from
Central Asia

=21/
=25

46

8]
98]
-.09
.07
33
.08

—-.06

-.03
.04
.07
.01

.26
.08

—24

.04

-.02

28

N

181

107

107

256

300

300

336

363

290

250

193

252

500

348

1505

227

Age

45

34

36

43

27

38

49

52

30

37

32

Status

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

APPLIED
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Outcome

Tolerance

Multicultural ideology

Tolerance

Multicultural ideology

Tolerance
Multicultural ideology
Tolerance
Multicultural ideology

Tolerance

Multicultural ideology
Tolerance

Multicultural ideology

Tolerance
Multicultural ideology
Tolerance
Multicultural ideology
Tolerance
Multicultural ideology
Tolerance
Multicultural ideology
Tolerance

Multicultural ideology

Tolerance

Multicultural ideology

Tolerance

Multicultural ideology

| 10

Antecedent

Discrimination

Security

Discrimination

Security

Discrimination

Security

(Continues)
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(Continued)

Authors

Grad (2017)

Haenni Hoti et al.
(2017)

Berry et al. (2019)

Lebedeva,
Tatarko, et al.
(2017)

Safdar et al. (2017)

Lebedeva (2020)

Brylka et al. (2017)

Berry et al. (2019)

AARR BERRY ET AL.
Society Ethnicity r N Age Status Outcome Antecedent
Migrants from 11 274 34 Tolerance
Siou .16 Multicultural ideology
Caucasus
Ethnic Russians -02 261 36 Dominant Tolerance
45 Multicultural ideology
Ethnic Russians A5 344 43 Non-dominant ~ Tolerance
.39 Multicultural ideology
Ossetians 14 340 43 Dominant Tolerance
.33 Multicultural ideology
Ethnic Russians 21 335 41 Non-dominant ~ Tolerance
.39 Multicultural ideology
Kabardians, .05 351 43 Dominant Tolerance
B .10 Multicultural ideology
Spain Ecuadorean —21 205 20-50 Non-dominant Multicultural ideology  Discrimination
=2 Tolerance
—.23 Security
—.29 Multicultural ideology
Spanish -.50 200 Dominant Multicultural ideology ~ Discrimination
—.49 Tolerance
32 Multicultural ideology ~ Security
32 Tolerance
Switzerland Swiss .07 364 14 Multicultural ideology
Tajikistan ~ Ethnic Russians .02 277 32 Non-dominant ~ Tolerance
18 Multicultural ideology
Tajiks .01 317 36 Dominant Tolerance
.01 Multicultural ideology
Azerbaijan  Ethnic Russians 15 307 46 Non-dominant  Integration strategy
24 Multicultural ideology
Azerbaijanis =27 300 47 Dominant Integration expectation
Canada Chinese 25 57 26 Non-dominant  Integration strategy
International
Students
Canadian Students .15 68 22 Dominant Multicultural ideology
Estonia Ethnic Russians .01 213 31 Non-dominant ~ Multicultural ideology
30 Integration strategy
Estonians -05 332 33 Dominant Multicultural ideology
.07 Integration expectation
Finland Russian-speaking 46 313 45 Non-dominant ~ Multicultural ideology
immigrants
from the
former Soviet
Union or the
Russian
Georgia Ethnic Russians .06 312 31
17 Integration strategy
Georgians .04 298 34 Dominant Multicultural ideology
-.01 Integration expectation

(Continues)
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TABLE 1

Hypothesis

(Continued)

Authors Society

Hanke et al. (2017) Germany

Pavlopoulos and Greece
Motti-
Stefanidi
(2017)

Auetal. (2017) Hong Kong

Mishra et al. India
(2017)

Inguglia et al. Italy
(2017)

Lebedeva (2020) Kyrgyzstan

Lebedeva, Latvia
Tatarko, et al.
(2017)

Ryabichenko Lithuania
(2017)

Sammut and Lauri Malta
(2017)

Sam et al. (2017) Norway

Neto and Neto Portugal
(2017)

Lebedeva, Russia
Galyapina,
etal. (2017)

Ethnicity
Bicultural sample

Immigrants

Greeks

Mainland Chinese
Immigrant

Hong Kong Chinese
Residents
Muslims

Hindu

Tunisians

Italians

Ethnic Russians

Kyrgyz

Ethnic Russians

Latvians

Ethnic Russians

Ethnocultural

groups
Maltese
Russians
Norwegians

Ethnic Minorities

Portuguese

Migrants from

Central Asia

Migrants from
South Caucasus

Ethnic Russians

Ethnic Russians

28

.01

.03

21

28

.05

31

41

25

-.02

.06

241
147
449

182

181

107

107

188

127
348

300

363

290

250

193

252

500

1505

348

227

274

261

Age
28
36
38

4

45

34

36

43

27

38

41
52
37

30

32

36

Status

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant
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Outcome Antecedent

Multicultural ideology
Integration strategy
Integration expectation

Multicultural ideology

Integration strategy

Multicultural ideology
Integration expectation
Multicultural ideology
Multicultural ideology
Integration strategy

Multicultural ideology
Integration expectation

Integration strategy

Multicultural ideology

Integration strategy
Multicultural ideology
Integration expectation
Integration strategy
Multicultural ideology
Integration expectation
Multicultural ideology
Multicultural ideology
Integration strategy

Multicultural ideology

Integration strategy
Multicultural ideology
Integration expectation

Multicultural ideology

Integration strategy
Multicultural ideology
Integration strategy
Multicultural ideology
Integration expectation
Integration strategy

Multicultural ideology

(Continues)
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(Continued)

Hypothesis Authors

Tsydendambaeva
and
Grigoryev
(2015)

Grad (2017)

Berry et al. (2019)

Integration Lebedeva,

Tatarko, et al.
(2017)

Grigoryev and
Berry (2017)

Safdar et al. (2017)

Lebedeva (2020)

Berry et al. (2019)

AARR BERRY ET AL.
Society Ethnicity r N Age Status Outcome Antecedent
Ossetians 15 340 43 Dominant Integration expectation
.10 Multicultural ideology
Ethnic Russians —-.04 335 41 Non-dominant  Integration strategy
Kabardians, 14 351 43 Dominant Integration expectation
Balkars -03 Multicultural ideology
Buryats 29 161 30 Non-dominant
27 Integration strategy
Spain Spanish —.04 200 20-50 Dominant Integration expectation
—.18 Multicultural ideology
Ecuadorean 17 205 Non-dominant
.06 Integration strategy
Tajikistan  Ethnic Russians .01 277 32
.02 Multicultural ideology
Tajiks .16 317 36 Dominant Integration expectation
.04 Multicultural ideology
Azerbaijan  Ethnic Russians 13 307 46 Non-dominant  Psychological
16 adaptation
Azerbaijanis 27 300 47 Dominant
—-.10
Belgium Russian-speaking 42 132 36 Non-dominant  Sociocultural adaptation
Immigrants
Canada Chinese -05 57 26 Psychological
International 25 adaptation
Students
40 Sociocultural adaptation
Canadian Long 20 138 49 Dominant Psychological
Term Resident 15 adaptation
.05 Sociocultural adaptation
Chinese New .23 96 33 Non-dominant  Psychological
Resident adaptation
32
27 Sociocultural adaptation
Latin American 23 93 34 Psychological
New Resident adaptation
.38
13 Sociocultural adaptation
Estonia Ethnic Russians .20 213 31 Psychological
adaptation
.29
Estonians A2 332 33 Dominant
-.02
Georgia Ethnic Russians 22 312 31 Non-dominant
21
Georgians —-.03 298 34 Dominant
.09

(Continues)
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TABLE 1

Hypothesis

(Continued)
Authors Society

Hanke et al. (2017) Germany

Pavlopoulos and Greece
Motti-
Stefanidi
(2017)
Auetal. (2017) Hong Kong
Mishra et al. India
(2017)
Inguglia et al. Italy
(2017)
Lebedeva (2020) Kyrgyzstan
Lebedeva, Latvia
Tatarko, et al.
(2017)
Ryabichenko Lithuania
(2017)
Sammut and Lauri Malta

(2017)

Ethnicity

Germans

Bicultural sample

Immigrants

Greeks

Mainland Chinese

Immigrant

Hong Kong Chinese
Residents

Muslims

Hindu

Italians

Tunisians

Ethnic Russians

Kyrgyz

Ethnic Russians

Latvians

Ethnic Russians

Ethnocultural

groups

Maltese

.08
228
.26

23
21
—-.01

04
A4
23

22
.04
—-.01
—.09

.05

2
.09
.01

—-.05
.07

=25

603

241

147

449

182

181

107

256

129

188

127

348

300

300

336

363

250

Age

28

36

37

42

45

34

36

43

27

38

Status

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant

Non-dominant

Dominant
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Outcome Antecedent

Sociocultural adaptation

Psychological
adaptation

Sociocultural adaptation

Psychological
adaptation

Sociocultural adaptation

Psychological

adaptation
Sociocultural adaptation

Psychological
adaptation

(Continues)
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Hypothesis Authors

Neto and Neto
(2017)

Lebedeva,
Galyapina,
etal. (2017)

Lepshokova (2012)

Grad (2017)

Berry et al. (2019)

AARR BERRY ET AL.
Society Ethnicity r N Age Status Outcome Antecedent
Portugal Ethnic Minorities A1 1505 37 Non-dominant  Sociocultural adaptation

22 Psychological
£ adaptation
.16
Portuguese .08 348 30 Dominant
.20
.05
Russia Migrants from -01 227 32 Non-dominant
Central Asia
.20
—-.06 Sociocultural adaptation
Migrants from .30 274 34 Psychological
South 1 adaptation
Caucasus
28 Sociocultural adaptation
Ethnic Russians .16 261 36 Dominant Psychological
05 adaptation
21 344 43 Non-dominant
17
21 Sociocultural adaptation
Ossetians .30 340 43 Dominant Psychological
adaptation
.23
Ethnic Russians -24 335 41 Non-dominant
.04
5] Sociocultural adaptation
Kabardians, .09 351 43 Dominant Psychological
Balkars 04 adaptation
Ethnic Russians .31 121 30
19
.55
Host society of .28 140 37
the North 37
Caucasus
.31
24
Spain Ecuadorean .02 205 20-50 Non-dominant
.02
.03 Sociocultural adaptation
Spanish —-.03 200 Dominant Psychological
_03 adaptation
Tajikistan  Ethnic Russians .08 277 32 Non-dominant
29
14 Sociocultural adaptation
Tajiks .19 317 36 Dominant Psychological
25 adaptation

Note: When analysing the relationship of Discrimination with Multicultural Ideology and Tolerance the sign of coefficients was

changed to the opposite.
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Intercultural variables
Security (cultural, economic, personal) (Berry, 2006; Berry & Kalin, 1995)

This scale includes 13 items answered on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = fotally disagree to
5 =totally agree. An example item is “This country is prosperous and wealthy enough for everyone to
feel secure’. Cronbach's alpha coefficient ranged in MIRIPS studies from .47 to .63.

Discrimination (Berry et al., 2006)

The Perceived Discrimination scale includes 5 items on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = strongly
disagree to 5 = strongly agree. An example item is ‘I have been threatened or attacked because of my
[ethnic/national] background’. Cronbach's alpha coefficient ranged in MIRIPS studies from .73 to .86.

Contact (Berry et al., 2006)

The Intercultural Contacts were measured by questions about the number of close interethnic friends
(‘How many close [co-ethnic/national/other ethnic] friends do you have?’ from 1 = none to 5 = many) and
frequency of contacts to them (‘How often you meet with close [co-ethnic/national/other ethnic] friends?’
from 1 = never to 5 = daily). Cronbach's alpha coefficient ranged in MIRIPS studies from .70 to .91.

Acculturation strategies/expectations (Berry et al., 1989)

The Integration Acculturation Strategy/Expectation scales includes 4 items on a Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. An example of the Integration Acculturation
Strategy item is ‘I prefer social activities which involve both [national] members and [ethnic] mem-
bers’. An example of the Integration Acculturation Expectation item is ‘Immigrants/ethnics should
engage in social activities that involve both [national members] and their own group’. Cronbach's
alpha coefficient ranged in MIRIPS studies from .48 to .74.

Adaptation variables
Psychological adaptation

Self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1965)

The Self-esteem scale includes 10 items on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to
5 = strongly agree. An example item is ‘On the whole, I am satisfied with myself’. Cronbach's alpha
coefficient ranged in MIRIPS studies from .57 to .85.

Life satisfaction (Diener et al., 1985)

The Life satisfaction scale includes 5 items on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree
to 5 = strongly agree. An example item is ‘In most ways my life is close to my ideal’. Cronbach's
alpha coefficient ranged in MIRIPS studies from .74 to .90.
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Psychological problems (Beiser & Flemming, 1986, Kinzie et al., 1982; Kovacs, 1981; Mollica
et al., 1987; Reynolds & Richmond, 1985; Robinson et al., 1991)

The Psychological problems scale from MIRIPS questionnaire includes 15 items on a Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 = never to 5 = all the time. A sample item is ‘I feel tired’. Cronbach's alpha coef-
ficient ranged in MIRIPS studies from .84 to .93.

Sociocultural adaptation (Bendixen & Olweus, 1999; Olweus, 1989, 1994; Ward, 1999)

The Sociocultural Competence scale from MIRIPS questionnaire indicates how much difficulties
experienced person living in a new society in different areas and includes 20 items on a Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 = no difficulty to 5 = extreme difficulty. A sample item is ‘Following rules and
regulations’. Cronbach's alpha coefficient ranged in MIRIPS studies from .81 to .97.

Intercultural adaptation

Multicultural ideology (Berry et al., 1977)

The Multicultural ideology scale includes 10 items on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = totally
disagree to 5 = totally agree. A sample item is “We should recognize that cultural and racial diversity
is a fundamental characteristic of [national] society’. Cronbach's alpha coefficient ranged in MIRIPS
studies from .49 to .83.

Tolerance (Berry et al., 1977)
The Tolerance scale includes 11 items on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = fotally disagree to
5 = totally agree. A sample reverse item is ‘It makes me angry when I hear immigrants/ethnics
demanding the same rights as [national] citizens’ (reverse). Cronbach's alpha coefficient ranged in
MIRIPS studies from .52 to .71.

Data collection and analysis

Each MIRIPS team used the instrument, and chose to collect and analyses their data in a way that met
their particular requirements, by selecting and operationalising the variables and taking into account
their local research issues and the requirements of their funding sources. In some cases, simple mean
differences, and bivariate correlations were used to evaluate the three hypotheses. In other cases, mul-
tivariate statistics, such as factor analysis, profile analysis and path analyses were carried out. And in
some cases, a combination of these methods was used to gain multiple perspectives on the validity
of the three hypotheses. These analyses (see Berry, 2017, table 18.2) provided an overview of the
findings. Using the .05 probability criterion for evaluating the three hypotheses, support was found in
92%, 85% and 86% of these evaluations for the multiculturalism, contact and integration hypotheses,
respectively.

The main findings presented in this paper go beyond this earlier evaluation and are the result of
conducting an internal multilevel meta-analysis to summarise the results within the MIRIPS project.
We used raw bivariate correlations between the focal variables, which allows for correlated sampling
errors and true effects. The three-level meta-analytic models (i.e. participants were ‘nested’ within
studies, while studies—within societies) were estimated by metafor R package (Viechtbauer, 2010)
using REML estimation for the amount of heterogeneity and a random-effects model is then auto-
matically fitted (Assink & Wibbelink, 2016). Thus, in a three-level meta-analysis, variance at three



VIRTUALITY AND TEAM EFFECTIVENESS APPLIED H!!! 1031
PSYCHOLOGY e

different levels is analysed: (1) sample variance (Level 1), (2) variance between effect sizes within
studies (Level 2), and (3) variance among effect sizes between studies (Level 3). Hence, the multilevel
technique permits not only to estimate overall effect size but if a strong variance is present at Level 2
and/or Level 3, moderation by sample, methodological and/or study features can be explored. This is
a substantial enhancement because commonly used meta-analytic methods suppose independency of
effect sizes, whereas this normally is not the case. The technique also permits the employ of multiple
effect sizes (within studies) from the same sample.

RESULTS

The studies were conducted between 2012 and 2020; the median year was 2013. The majority of the
studies were conducted in western societies, with only some studies in other types of society.

The present analyses use internal multilevel meta-analysis to examine the relationships that were
predicted in the three MIRIPS hypotheses. The results for the three hypotheses are presented in Table 2
including the number of studies (k), the number of effect sizes, combined sample sizes, individual cor-
relations (r) and their 95% confidence intervals (95% CI; i.e. the error around these corrected mean
correlations), standard errors (SE) and 95% prediction intervals (95% PI; i.e. the variability in these
correlations across studies), and the I values (i.e. percentages of the total variability in outcomes
that is due to heterogeneity on the different levels). In general, all of the hypotheses were supported:
Multiculturalism hypothesis (k = 20), r = .18 [.13, .23]; Contact hypothesis (k= 19), r=.12 [.09, .16];
Integration hypothesis (k = 18), r = .15 [.11, .18].

However, the variation in the strength of the effects had a quite large variability. As mentioned, our
modelling had the sampling variation for each effect size (Level 1), variation within a society (Level

TABLE 2 Results of the internal meta-analysis for the three hypotheses

Overall effect
Multiculturalism Contact Integration
hypothesis hypothesis hypothesis
N of studies 20 19 18
n of ESs 106 72 107
Total N of subjects 12,806 12,591 12,620
ES(») [95% CI] 18 [113, .23] 12 [.09, .16] A5 11, 18]
SE 026 017 .019
t 6.911" 7.355" 7.547"
95% PI [-.21, .57] [-.13, .37] [-.10, .39]
0 df) 2773.16 (105)" 410.95 (71)" 635.41 (106)"
& stugy () .01 (20) 01 (19) 01 (18)
o stuayes ) .03 (106) 02 (72) .01 (107)
% of total variance—Level 1 7.3 17.1 17.2
% of total variance—Level 2 81.3 814 66.2
% of total variance—Level 3 11.4 1.5 16.6
Total I* 92.7 82.9 82.8

#p < 001
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2), and variation over societies (Level 3). Heterogeneity analyses showed significant Level 2 and Level
3 variance for all of the three hypotheses. These values mean that there is more variability in effect
sizes than may be expected based on sampling variance alone (i.e. on ‘participant’ level). The PIs
showed the expected range of true effects included negative effects as well for 95% of similar (ex-
changeable) studies that might be conducted in the future (i.e. values are possible on both sides of the
null). This means that there will be contexts where estimates based on these CIs will not hold. Indeed,
the MIRIPS data set also has some negative correlations that are opposite to our hypotheses (see
Table 1): (i) between Security and Multicultural Ideology/Tolerance among the non-dominant group
in Spain (—.29/-.23) and in Lithuania (—.11; Tolerance) and among the dominant group in Estonia
(—.11; Multicultural Ideology); (ii) among the dominant groups between Contact and Multicultural
Ideology in Spain (—.18) and between Contact and Integration Expectation in Azerbaijan (—.27), and
among the non-dominant group in Malta between Contact and Multicultural Ideology (—.16); (iii)
among the dominant groups between Integration and Psychological Adaptation in Malta (—.25) and
between Integration and Psychological Adaptation among the non-dominant group in Russia (—.24).
Next, we tested several moderators to attempt to understand these patterns.

More than half of the total variance could be explained by within-society differences in effect sizes
(Level 2 in Table 2) so type of the focal variables (e.g. Multicultural Ideology or Tolerance), dom-
inant/non-dominant group status and their interaction were used as main moderators (see Table 3).
There was no evidence of the effects of the type of the focal variables and the interaction on the
estimated effect sizes. It means that these estimates can be considered for all the types of outcomes/
antecedents as the same. Only the dominant/non-dominant group status showed significant effects for
the Multiculturalism hypothesis and marginal, non-significant results for the other two hypotheses
(p =.063 and p = .077 for Contact and Integration, respectively); we will also discuss the tendencies
for the possible effects of this asymmetry in status in light of additional evidence from the literature
later.

The variance related to societies (Level 3 in Table 2) varied: 17% for Integration hypothesis, 11%
for Multiculturalism hypothesis, 2% for Contact hypothesis. This could indicate that integration pol-
icy and multicultural practices matter, but we could not test it directly because there are no relevant
indexes for most of the countries that could be used as moderators. Stogianni et al. (2021) reported
that they faced the same problem for testing country-level moderators for the relationship between
biculturalism and adjustment; their attempts on a limited number of cases were unsuccessful. Their
findings revealed no evidence for moderation effects of MIPEX scores, Human Development Index,
and a rough indication of cultural distance on this relationship.

DISCUSSION

A summary of evaluations provides general support for the three hypotheses when examined over
samples within the MIRIPS project. First, the earlier analyses (Berry, 2017) showed that the hy-
potheses were substantially supported using the conventional .05 probability criterion. The present
meta-analysis provides further support. The estimated effect sizes obtained correspond to the median
effect size from pre-registered psychological research, which is » = .16 (Schifer & Schwarz, 2019).
The estimated effect sizes can also be compared with other similar meta-analyses: between multicul-
tural ideology and prejudice, r = —.13 [—-.16, —.10] (Whitley & Webster, 2018); between integration
and adaptation, » = .10 [.09, .12] (Nguyen & Benet-Martinez, 2013) and r = .12 [.08, .16] (Stogianni
etal., 2021); and between contact and prejudice, r = —.20 [—.21, —.20] (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) and
r=—.21 (Kende et al., 2017). On the basis of the pattern found in this study, we may suggest that there
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TABLE 3 Results of the moderation analysis for the internal meta-analysis for the three hypotheses

Moderator
Hypothesis variable B [95% CI] F df1,df2) p ES(r) [95% CI] 95% PI
Multiculturalism
Group status 113 [.041, .185] 9.59 (1, 104) .003
Non-dominant 12 [.06, .19] [=.26, .50]
Dominant .24 .17, .30] [—-.14, .61]
Outcome —.026 [-.103,.051] .44 (1,104) .507
Multicultural 19 [13, .25] [-.20, .58]
ideology
Tolerance 17 .10, .23] [-.23, .56]
Antecedent .048 [-.057, .152] 81(1,104) 371
Security 17 .12, .23] [-.22, .56]
Discrimination 22112, .32] [-.18, .62]
Contact
Group status —.061 [-.124, .003] 3.56(1,70) .063
Non-dominant A5 [.11, .20] [-.09, .40]
Dominant .09 [.04, .14] [-.15, .34]
Outcome .020 [-.045, .085] 38(1,70)  .541
Multicultural 12 [.07, .16] [—.14, .37]
ideology
Integration 14 .09, .18] [-.12, .39]
strategy/
expectation
Integration
Group status —.045 [-.095,.005] 3.20(1, 105) .077
Non-dominant 16 [.12, .21] [-.08, .41]
Dominant 12 .07, 17] [-.13,.37]
Outcome —.027 [-.101, .047] .52 (1,105) 472
Sociocultural 17 .09, .24] [-.09, .43]
adaptation
Psychological 14 .10, .18] [—.11, .39]
adaptation

Note: When analysing the relationship of Discrimination with Multicultural Ideology and Tolerance the sign of coefficients was
changed to the opposite. This means that the estimate of a true effect for Discrimination is 7[95% CI; 95% PI] = —.22 [-.32, —.12;
—-.62,.18].

is support for these hypotheses. However, is this level of support sufficient to advance them as bases
for developing policies and programmes that seek to promote more positive intercultural relations? To
answer this question, we need to consider a few issues.

First, and most important, is the degree of support for these hypotheses in both kinds of samples.
We found that there is substantial support for them, with very few contrary findings. In two societies
(Spain and Malta) there are some cases of no support; these societies have been experiencing substan-
tial difficulties due to migrant flows from Africa, which challenge the intercultural climate. In a few
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other cases, there were also some contrary findings in post-Soviet societies: these cases were found in
Azerbaijan, Estonia, Lithuania and Russia. Again, these are societies where there are continuing chal-
lenges in the relations between the dominant and non-dominant groups (see Lebedeva et al., 2018).

Second is the question regarding similarity in the support in the results of the dominant and non-
dominant samples. The results show that there is a generally common level of support in these two
types of samples across the countries in the study. This degree of agreement between dominant and
non-dominant people living in the same society is not inevitable; it could have been otherwise. This
agreement may be taken as evidence for the presence of commonality in the consistency of inter-
cultural relations in most of these societies This is the core of the question of mutual intercultural
relations; is there support (or not) for the hypotheses in both dominant and non-dominant groups
within a society? We found a level of mutuality that does not vary much across the three hypotheses,
supporting the mutuality of intercultural relations in these societies.

We found some evidence of the effects of the type of group as a moderator; hence it is important
to note what are the variations between the two kinds of samples. First, for the Multiculturalism
Hypothesis, the relationship between Security and Multicultural Ideology was stronger for dominant
groups. This hypothesis and these two scales were created for the situation in Canada in the 1970s
(Berry et al., 1977), and may be less appropriate for non-dominant groups in other societies, and at the
present time. A revision of the Multicultural Ideology scale is currently underway to make it more rel-
evant to present-day issues by adding the need for social inclusion to diversity and contact. In general,
future research needs to pay more attention to issues of measurement: reliability, and convergent and
discriminant validity. More focus towards a person-oriented approach can be also considered prom-
ising (see Berry et al., 2006; Grigoryev & van de Vijver, 2018; Inguglia & Musso, 2015; Schwartz &
Zamboanga, 2008).

Second, there is a tendency for the relationship between Contact and Integration to be stronger for
non-dominant groups than for dominant groups. This may be due to contact with the dominant group
being more important for the integration of non-dominant people into the larger society than is contact
for members of the dominant society.

Third, there is a tendency for the relationships between the Integration Expectation and the
Adaptations to be lower among dominant groups than among non-dominant groups. This could be
due to the limited knowledge available on the acculturation preferences of dominant groups on which
to base a prediction. As noted, this lack is currently being rectified (see Haugen & Kunst, 2017); this
ongoing research may provide some clarification to this issue.

On the basis of these findings, we believe that there is some possibility of developing policies and
programmes to improve intercultural relations in those societies. This is most likely to be successful
where there is both support for the hypotheses and mutual agreement between groups in their support.
However, in those societies where there is limited support for a hypothesis, there is still a possibility
of developing programmes to promote them by working with that sector of the society where such
limited support was found. In these cases, working directly with the cultural communities, as well as
with those in the immigrant and settlement service sectors, can provide information and motivation to
promote change in the direction of more positive intercultural relations.

In addition, we suggest that support for the hypotheses may depend on the different contexts in
which they are examined: national states (e.g. Germany, Denmark); immigrant/settler countries (e.g.
Canada, the US); conglomerate countries (e.g. Russia, Indonesia); newly independent states (e.g.
Azerbaijan, Georgia); or post-colonial states (e.g. Republic of South African, Morocco). These con-
textual variations need to be taken into account in future research (see also van Oudenhoven & Ward,
2013; Ward & Geeraert, 2016).



VIRTUALITY AND TEAM EFFECTIVENESS APPLIED H!!! 1035
PSYCHOLOGY  ===*%

Policy and programme implications of the findings

The evidence produced on the validity of these three hypotheses by the research teams working in
these 21 societies, while there is some variability, has provided a large degree of general support for
them. This pattern of findings raises three questions. First, do they qualify as universal principles
of intercultural relations? Second, does this level of support provide a basis for claiming that these
three hypotheses are likely to be global in their validity? And third, if so, can they provide a basis for
advancing policies and programmes that will improve the quality of intercultural relations elsewhere
in the world? In our view, the empirical findings do allow us to promote them as candidates for being
universal psychological principles of intercultural relations.

As noted above, we consider that psychological universality is a concept that incorporates both
pan-human commonality in the underlying process, and variability in the development and expression
of the process under differing cultural conditions. Despite the variability in support for these three
hypotheses across the 21 societies in the MIRIPS study, we believe that the test for this concept of
universality has largely been met. This is because not only is there is widespread support for them,
there is very little support for their converse. In only three societies (Estonia, Lithuania, Spain) did
we find evidence that a lack of security or the presence of discrimination is associated with positive
intercultural relations. In only three societies (Azerbaijan, Malta, Spain) did we find that a low level
of contact was associated with positive intercultural adaptation. And in only two societies (Malta and
Russia) did we find that a preference for integration was associated with low psychological or socio-
cultural adaptation. All of these relationship anomalies may be explained by specific to these national
contexts. Future research should examine these variations systematically, and suggest mechanisms for
this contextual moderation.

If the claim for some universality is accepted, we can ask the fundamental question: is such univer-
sality sufficient to serve as a basis for promoting these three principles as a valid basis for developing
intercultural policy and programme in many societies? Although the three principles were drawn
from extant intercultural policy (in Canada, Australia and the European Union), and have been largely
supported by empirical research in Euroamerican psychology and in the present study in a variety of
societies, do they provide a relevant basis for policy development in other plural societies outside this
limited range of societies?

In some of the societies just mentioned, there have been a policy transition over the past decades
from attempts to assimilate non-dominant (indigenous, ethnocultural and migrant) peoples into a ho-
mogeneous society, to one that is more integrationist and multicultural (Berry & Kalin, 2000). This
policy transition has moved towards the ways in which intercultural relations have been shown in
the present research to lead to more mutual acceptance: a more secure place for all, with limited dis-
crimination; more contact among groups, rather than exclusion; and more multiple identities, rather
than a single national identity. In contrast, although some societies appear to have transitioned away
from multiculturalism, the reality of this transition has been questioned (Banting & Kymlicka, 2013;
Kymlicka, 2010).

Is it possible to emulate this transition towards multiculturalism in other plural societies? The les-
son here is that change in intercultural policy and practice has taken place in some societies, showing
that it is possible. If this has been the case in these societies, what conditions may be required in other
societies in order to move toward this more pluralist vision?

One possible answer is that the kind of evidence provided by the MIRIPS project may be useful
to persuade other culturally diverse societies to move away from continuing to pursue assimilation
policies that are designed to achieve a culturally homogeneous society, or from policies that exclude
those that are culturally different, toward a more multicultural one. In our view, policies that are
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evidence-based are more likely to be successful than those based only on pre-conceptions or political
expediency. However, evidence alone (such as that provided in this project) is unlikely to shift public
policy towards more pluralist ways of living together. Other factors are also important, particularly
public opinion, political ideology, and the availability of resources.

Public education to change public opinion is required in order to bring about any policy change
from assimilation (or exclusion) toward a multicultural way of living together. The benefits of the
multicultural vision need to be articulated and advocated widely in ways that the general public can
understand and accept. Particularly important is the claim that life for everyone is enriched culturally,
economically and personally in multicultural societies (Berry, 1998; Berry & Sam, 2013). Access to
politicians and policy makers is also required in order to ensure that the evidence is presented and
understood (and hopefully accepted) by them. Both private and public advocacy will be essential to
provide not only the evidence but also the motivation for social change.

Conclusions

In this project, we have followed a research path starting with some ideas proposed in public policy,
converted them to psychological and social concepts and measures, and then subjected them to empir-
ical evaluations. We have ended this journey by returning to the domain of public policy and practice
in order to improve mutual intercultural relations by using these findings.

By combining the approaches of cross-cultural and intercultural psychology in this project, we
have been able to approach an answer to the core question of whether there are some universal prin-
ciples of how individuals of different backgrounds may relate to each other positively, and live to-
gether successfully, in plural societies. The first approach provides an understanding of variations in
behaviours in different cultures; the second approach provides a basis for examining how these differ-
ent behaviours may achieve some mutual accommodation when they come into contact. Using both
approaches, we are able to arrive at some understanding of the ways in which people may relate to
each other on the basis of three possibly universal or pan-cultural principles of intercultural relations.
Despite the obvious difficulties that are present in many contemporary societies, the three psycholog-
ical principles of intercultural relations examined in this project would be a good place to start.

In a sense, the project is an example of extended replication. Current controversies about the repro-
ducibility of psychological findings, even within the same society, suggest that our knowledge base is
not as secure as previously thought (e.g. Lilienfeld & Strother, 2020). So, it will be useful to attempt
to repeat the empirical examination of the same three MIRIPS hypotheses in a number of different
societies, beyond these mainly Western ones, in order to broaden our knowledge base. In this project,
despite highly variable conditions (demographic, cultural, historical and policy), there has been a
modest degree of replication of psychological findings across contexts. However, more needs to be
done to expand the conceptual and empirical basis for appropriate policy development.
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