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ABSTRACT 

Migration is arguably one of the most heavily debated topics of our time, with a great divide in opinions 

on the matter. The legal-versus-illegal status distinction plays a particularly decisive role in how 

migrants are perceived. This interdisciplinary study draws from both social psychology and political 

science theory, aiming to examine the effect of legal status on dehumanisation and empathic concern 

among native-born European residents, and whether this is shaped by perceived stereotypical threat and 

endorsement of universal human rights (UHR) principles. Using an experimental vignette design in an 

online survey with 102 participants randomly assigned to a legal or illegal condition, four hypotheses 

were tested. Results indicated no direct effect of legal status on dehumanisation or empathic concern. 

Instead, economic threat perception emerged as the sole indirect pathway, fully mediating the effect on 

dehumanisation and partially on empathic concern. Interestingly, high UHR endorsement buffered 

against this indirect effect, demonstrating the importance of the endorsement of such principles. Future 

research would benefit from examining specific economic threat narratives and testing interventions that 

target both stereotype reduction and the internalisation of UHR principles. 

 

Keywords: migration, legal status, dehumanisation, empathic concern, perceived stereotypical 

threat, universal human rights, moral disengagement 
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SELECTIVELY HUMAN: 

How the Illegal Label Shapes European Perceptions of Migrants 

On the evening of January 14th, ICE officers arrived at the home of Julio Cesar Sosa-Celis, a 24-

year-old Venezuelan migrant living without legal status in Minneapolis (BBC News, 2026). The officers 

were allegedly operating as part of ‘Operation Metro Surge’, a federal crackdown targeting 

undocumented migrants in the Twin Cities as a result of insufficient cooperation from local authorities 

with migration enforcement (ICE Witness, 2025). One of the officers shot through a closed door, hitting 

Sosa-Celis in the leg. During testimony, the officer stated this was out of self-defence, claiming he had 

been attacked with a broom and snow shovel. Weeks after Sosa-Celis and his neighbour were charged 

with felony assault, video footage of the evening was released, revealing the officers' statements to be 

untruthful (BBC News, 2026). This is not an isolated incident, but the latest in a series of cases involving 

federal immigration agents abusing their power to overstep the law and individual rights (Amuedo-

Dorantes et al., 2021). It raises an important question: what is it about the label illegal that allows such 

treatment for migrants? To understand this, we must first look at the broader context of migration itself. 

Over the past decades, the scale of global displacement and cross-border movement has reached 

historic levels. Migration numbers have increased significantly, largely due to growing political tensions 

worldwide (Hutter & Kriesi, 2021). By the end of June 2025, over 117 million people around the world 

had been forced to flee their homes due to conflict, persecution or violence (UNHCR, 2026). As safety 

decreases in their home countries, more people seek refuge and a better life in Western societies (Hutter 

& Kriesi, 2021). European countries have played a large role in the reallocation of migrants, receiving 

over 4.2 million immigrants from non-EU countries in 2024. As a result, the share of the EU’s working 

population born outside the EU has risen from roughly 8% in 2014 to 12.6% in 2024 (Eurostat, 2026).  

However, this increase in migrant populations has not been without resistance (Utych, 2017). 

Across the continent, a portion of native Europeans have grown increasingly vocal in their opposition 

to migration, perceiving migrants as threats to their economic stability, cultural identity and national 

security (Markowitz & Slovic, 2021). These attitudes have led to social exclusion, discrimination and 

other forms of oppression towards migrants (Kehoe et al., 2019).  

Psychology literature connects a specific process to the origin of these discriminatory attitudes: 

dehumanisation. Dehumanisation is broadly defined as the denial of an individual that belongs to a 

certain group as equally human. Dehumanisation has harmful consequences (Haslam et al., 2008; 

Haslam & Loughnan, 2013); those who are dehumanised receive less empathy, less moral concern and 

in some cases less protection from harm (Roupa et al., 2024). Especially in the case of migrants, 

dehumanising mindsets have led to various forms of enacted aggression against them worldwide (Kehoe 

et al., 2019). In this way, dehumanisation has been identified as a central underlying mechanism that 

facilitates discriminatory attitudes and harmful treatment towards migrant populations globally (Haslam 

& Loughnan, 2013; Kehoe et al., 2019).  
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Even though migration is at an all-time high, various groups of migrants have been exposed to 

dehumanising mindsets throughout European history (Bruneau et al., 2019). Europe's largest minority 

group, the Roma people, have been subject to discrimination and social exclusion for over a millennium. 

They have been pushed to the margins of society in housing, education and employment (Vidra & 

Virágh, 2024; Kende et al., 2017). To this day, Roma people hold less political weight than native 

citizens, showing how they are perceived as fundamentally 'less' (Knauz et al., 2025). At the political 

level, this hostility has become increasingly normalised in Europe. In the Netherlands, for example, 

Geert Wilders publicly asked a rally crowd whether they wanted 'more or fewer Moroccans', to which 

the crowd roared 'fewer' (Van Spanje, 2010). These incidents reflect a recurring pattern of exclusion 

toward migrant communities across Europe (Van Spanje, 2010; Hutter & Kriesi, 2021). 

 Within this broader pattern, not all migrants are perceived equally. Attitudes differ significantly 

depending on various factors such as ethnicity, religion and cultural background (Park, 2025). 

Interestingly, literature suggests that one of the most decisive factors in the shaping of how migrants are 

perceived and treated might be their migration status, whether they are legal or illegal residents (Hoops 

& Braitman, 2018). An illegal migrant is best defined as a person who is present in a country without 

legal authorisation to enter, stay, or work there (Janicki, 2018). As demonstrated by Sosa-Celis’s 

aforementioned story, the illegal label appears to affect how a migrant is treated, justifying inflicted 

aggression and unfair treatment (BBC News, 2026; Amuedo-Dorantes et al., 2021). This poses the 

question of whether a migrant’s legal status also plays a role in the extent to which they are dehumanised, 

with those labelled illegal potentially facing a greater denial of their humanity than those who are not.  

 One possible explanation for why illegal migrants might be dehumanised more is found within 

the concept of perceived stereotypical threat, the idea that a certain group threatens the way of life of 

another (Stephan et al., 2000). Anti-migrant movements have previously framed illegal migrants as 

posing a danger to their culture, safety and economic security (Hutter & Kriesi, 2021). Consequently, 

when a migrant is labelled illegal, these threat perceptions could be amplified. Yet, another interesting 

layer arises here. Most individuals in Western democratic societies claim to endorse universal human 

rights (UHR) principles; the belief that all people, regardless of who they are, deserve basic dignity and 

equal treatment (Bektas, 2024). Yet, as the prior examples suggest, these principles do not seem to apply 

equally to everyone in practice (Moreno-Gata et al., 2025). This raises the question of whether the 

strength of an individual’s endorsement of UHR principles influences the extent to which illegal 

migrants are dehumanised.  
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Currently, too little research has been conducted to make any strong claims regarding these 

questions. The relationship between migration status, perceived threat and dehumanisation remains 

insufficiently understood, while even less is known about the role that UHR principles play in this 

process. To bridge this research gap, the primary aim of this thesis is to explore whether people’s 

tendency to dehumanise migrants depends on the legal-versus-illegal status distinction, and whether this 

relationship is shaped by perceived stereotypical threat and individuals’ endorsement of UHR principles.  

 

To guide this study, a set of research questions has been compiled based on existing literature: 

RQ. 1 Do people tend to dehumanise more and show lower empathic concern towards illegal 

immigrants compared to legal immigrants? 

 

RQ. 2 Do people tend to perceive higher stereotypical threats (cultural, economic, public 

safety) from migrants with illegal status compared to migrants with legal status? 

 

RQ. 3 Does perceived stereotypical threat mediate the relationship between legal status and 

the extent of dehumanisation and empathic concern? 

 

RQ. 4 Do individuals’ endorsement of universal human rights principles moderate the indirect 

relationship between legal status and dehumanisation and empathic concern through perceived 

stereotypical threat? 

 

The following sections will provide a deeper exploration of the literature behind each of these 

questions, aiming to lay the theoretical foundation for this study. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

What is Dehumanisation? 

Social psychologists generally define dehumanisation as the denial that a certain group is 

equally human, regardless of how that humanity is defined (Haslam and Loughnan, 2013). This entails 

that certain individuals are denied entitlements associated with being human, such as dignity, morality, 

identity and autonomy (Vaes et al., 2012). Their general humanity is brought into question, with out-

group members typically seen as having fewer human traits and mental capacity than in-group members 

(Leyens et al., 2001).  

Often, the concept of dehumanisation gets mixed with the concept of discrimination or 

prejudice. However, according to psychological literature, dehumanisation is considered neither 

discrimination itself nor simply a justification for it afterwards (Haslam et al., 2008). Instead, it is 

defined as a psychological mechanism between perception and behaviour; in other words, the cognitive 

and emotional process that makes discrimination, prejudice and aggression feel acceptable (Bruneau et 

al., 2019). One discriminates more easily because they have dehumanised someone. It is best understood 

as a three-step process: first, one perceives someone as less human; second, one’s moral concern for 
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them decreases; third, discriminatory attitudes and behaviours become easier to justify (Kehoe et al., 

2019). In this sense, while prejudice reflects a negative attitude, dehumanisation goes further by 

attacking the very humanity of the person (Bruneau et al., 2019; Kehoe et al., 2019). This study, 

therefore, does not measure discrimination directly, but rather the dehumanising perceptions that make 

discrimination possible.  

Notably, dehumanisation can be assessed through a spectrum from outright blatant to more 

subtle forms (Haslam & Loughnan, 2013). To put it concisely, dehumanisation is considered to be blatant 

when the dehumaniser holds a perception that obviously denies a target their full humanity, while subtle 

dehumanisation operates more indirectly through emotionally distancing oneself from certain 

individuals without necessarily being aware of doing so (Kteily & Landry, 2022). Early on in 

dehumanisation research, the process was most often measured using blatant dehumanisation models 

such as Ascent of Man (AoM), in which participants are asked to compare certain stereotyped groups to 

evolutionary stages of humanity (Kehoe et al., 2019). Models such as these directly compare groups 

with primitive forms of humans, closely linking them to primal, animalistic attributes (Kteily & Landry, 

2022).  

Although this is what inspired early research on dehumanisation, over the decades, 

dehumanisation has taken a more subtle shape; one that does not require the perceiver to consciously 

think of stereotyped groups as primitives (Haslam, 2008; Kteily & Landry, 2022). It is this subtler form 

that is particularly relevant for the measurement of dehumanisation in the context of European societies, 

where openly dehumanising is broadly frowned upon. Yet, implicit denials of humanness continue to 

shape discriminatory and exclusionary attitudes and behaviours towards migrants (Leyens et al., 2001). 

Additionally, dehumanisation can be classified into two distinct forms according to Haslam’s 

dual model: animalistic and mechanistic dehumanisation (Haslam et al., 2008). Animalistic 

dehumanisation refers to the tendency to associate or compare specific minorities with animals, primates 

or other ‘lower’ biological entities (Kehoe et al., 2019). Its blatant form involves seeing certain minority 

groups as ‘beast-like’ and ‘less cognitively capable’ (Haslam et al., 2008; Kehoe et al., 2019). However, 

its more subtle forms have been found in the quiet denial of traits considered uniquely human, such as 

self-control, moral sensibility and cognitive refinement, without ever explicitly comparing someone to 

an animal (Haslam et al., 2008). Mechanistic dehumanisation, on the other hand, involves perceiving 

individuals as emotionally cold or lacking emotional depth; people are seen as less capable of 

experiencing complex emotions (Haslam & Loughnan, 2013). Particularly in the context of migrants, 

mechanistic dehumanisation is most commonly observed, quietly denying warmth, curiosity and 

emotional depth (Stollznow, 2008).  
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Together, these two forms demonstrate that dehumanisation can manifest in multiple ways at 

varying levels (Haslam et al., 2008; Haslam & Loughnan, 2013). It is precisely this dual structure that 

makes Haslam’s (2006) model particularly valuable for understanding how migrants are perceived. 

Subtle dehumanisation is the most fitting form of dehumanisation given the current study’s sample, as 

European residents are unlikely to openly endorse blatant dehumanising perceptions of migrants in a 

survey context, yet may still subtly deny them human qualities without conscious awareness (Kteily & 

Landry, 2022). This study, therefore, assessed the dehumanisation of migrants using Haslam’s Dual 

Model scale, measuring both mechanistic and animalistic dehumanisation perceptions (Bastian & 

Haslam, 2009; Haslam, 2006). 

 

Why Does Dehumanisation Happen? 

Psychological processes are essential to understanding why dehumanisation happens. At its 

core, dehumanisation is rooted in the way humans categorise and relate to one another. A foundational 

and recurring mechanism is found here, the Social Identity Theory (SIT), which explains the extent to 

which a certain (migrant) group is perceived as an ‘outsider’ (Haslam, 2006). This theory by Tajfel and 

Turner (1979) argues that people derive part of their identity from the groups they belong to, leading 

them to favour in-group members and distance themselves from those perceived as different. Therefore, 

a migrant’s social identity is gravely important when aiming to understand the dehumanisation they face 

(De Ruiter, 2021). Identity characteristics such as ethnicity, religion and cultural habits determine where 

a person falls on the line between being perceived as an in-group or an out-group member (Kehoe et al., 

2019). For example, a white Christian migrant might experience less discrimination than a Middle 

Eastern Muslim migrant, simply because the former individual is perceived less as ‘one of us’ by the 

native-born European citizens (Bruneau et al., 2019). 

Building on this, the question arises why being categorised as an out-group member through 

SIT actually leads to more dehumanisation. Park (2025) offers an interesting perspective through the 

Selective Empathy Theory (SET). The SET is a framework that explains how empathy is directed 

selectively toward certain ‘targets’. In essence, this theory explains how affective empathy is a biased 

human process in which an individual unconsciously expresses more empathy toward in-group members 

(Park, 2025; Stephan et al., 2000). Media coverage of war illustrates this well, showing how viewers 

tend to feel more empathy toward victims whose nationality, ethnicity and religion resemble their own 

(Kehoe et al., 2019; Park, 2025).  

Applying this to migrants, those perceived as out-group members receive less empathic concern 

from native populations; the less empathy an individual has for a migrant, the easier it is to deny that 

migrant full human qualities (Moore-Berg et al., 2021; Stephan et al., 2000). Their suffering becomes 

less noticeable, and therefore their humanity less felt. Evidently, the SET appears to actively enable 

dehumanisation (Moore-Berg et al., 2021; Park, 2025). Thus, the more a migrant is perceived as an out-
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group member, the less empathic concern native citizens feel toward them and the easier it becomes to 

deny them their full humanity (McDonald et al., 2015; Moore-Berg et al., 2021). Thus, SIT and SET 

together can offer an explanation for why dehumanisation happens. SIT establishes a categorisation 

process which determines who is perceived as an out-group member, while SET explains the emotional 

consequence of that categorisation; the selective withdrawal of empathy toward out-group members. 

This decrease of empathic concern is what creates the psychological conditions under which 

dehumanisation becomes possible. 

 

The Role of Legal Status in Dehumanisation 

As aforementioned, migrants are not perceived as one and the same. The more a migrant is seen 

as an out-group member, the more likely a native European individual is to dehumanise them (McDonald 

et al., 2015; Kehoe et al., 2019). Interestingly, the extent to which a migrant is seen as an out-group 

member seems to be influenced by the label ‘illegal’ (Hoops & Braitman, 2018; Haslam, 2006). The 

label itself carries strong implications; it frames a migrant not as someone who has only migrated, but 

as someone who has deliberately broken the law (Barragán-Huamán et al., 2025). This framing can lead 

to a shift in how a native citizen assesses the deservingness of a migrant’s position in ‘their society’ 

(Markowitz & Slovic, 2021). Those labelled as illegal are therefore more easily seen as not belonging, 

as individuals who have not earned their place fairly in the host society (Hoops & Braitman, 2018; 

Markowitz & Slovic, 2021). Thus, the illegal label does not just describe the legal status of a migrant; it 

socially distances the migrant even further from the in-group.  

This increased social distance appears to come at a cost to the moral concern native citizens feel 

toward illegal migrants (Engels et al., 2024). Moral concern is defined as the degree to which an 

individual feels that another person deserves empathy and protection (Cushman, 2015). When a migrant 

is perceived as illegal, the idea that they have purposefully broken the law may reduce the moral concern 

native citizens feel toward them (Barragán-Huamán et al., 2025; Engels et al., 2024). When moral 

concern toward an illegal migrant decreases, so does the empathic concern a native European may feel 

for them (Hoops & Braitman, 2018; Engels et al., 2024). As established previously, lower empathy 

makes it easier to deny a migrant their full humanity (Moore-Berg et al., 2021; Stephan et al., 2000). It 

therefore follows that illegal migrants may be more vulnerable to dehumanisation by native European 

populations than their legal counterparts (Engels et al., 2024; Kehoe et al., 2019).  

 

Hypothesis 1: Illegal migrants will be dehumanised to a greater extent and receive lower 

empathic concern compared to legal migrants by native European populations. 
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Perceived Stereotypical Threat as Driver of Dehumanisation 

When a migrant is not seen as part of the in-group, native populations tend to fear their inability 

to anticipate how that person will react, as they cannot compare it to their own experience (McDonald 

et al., 2015). As a result, natives can become dependent on stereotypes to base their judgment of migrants 

(Kehoe et al., 2019). Here, a central driver of dehumanisation becomes clear: the perceived stereotypical 

threat that migrants pose to native-born European citizens (Haslam et al., 2007). Perceived stereotypical 

threat refers to the extent to which an out-group is seen as posing a danger to the in-group's way of life, 

such as to their culture, resources or safety (Stephan et al., 2000).  

There is a variety of stereotypical threats that migrants are perceived to pose, which can be 

categorised into three distinct perceived threat dimensions: cultural threat, economic threat, and public 

safety threat (Heizmann & Huth, 2021; Kehoe et al., 2019). Cultural threat refers to the fear that migrants 

will undermine the host society’s cultural identity through refusal of integration and the spreading of 

their own cultural norms and values (Stephan et al., 2000). Economic threat concerns the belief that 

migrants drain the host state’s financial stability by taking away jobs, housing and welfare resources 

from native Europeans (Heizmann & Huth, 2021). Lastly, public safety threats involve the perception 

that migrants are more likely to engage in criminal behaviour (Barragán-Huamán et al., 2025). Even 

though this is not necessarily based on factual evidence, migrants are nonetheless perceived as posing a 

danger to the native population’s public safety (Barragán-Huamán et al., 2025; Kehoe et al., 2019).  

In European media and political discourse, these perceptions can be witnessed as well, where 

migrants are commonly framed by anti-migrant movements as a danger to the host society (Hutter & 

Kriesi, 2021). Illegal migrants, especially, are commonly depicted by these movements as carriers of 

contagious diseases, individuals aiming to ’cheat’ the system by becoming dependent on the host state, 

or as being more likely to commit violent crimes (Kehoe et al., 2019). The more a migrant is seen as an 

out-group member, the more likely they are to be stereotyped as a threat (Stephan et al., 2000; Haslam 

& Loughnan, 2013). Given that the illegal label pushes migrants even further outside the in-group, it 

seems plausible that illegal migrants are perceived as posing a greater threat than legal migrants.  

These negative associations with illegal migrants reduce the sense of similarity for native 

Europeans even further, pushing natives to lessen their empathy more (Markowitz & Slovic, 2021). 

Rather than being seen as individuals driven by necessity, anti-migrant movements often reframe illegal 

migrants as norm violators who are responsible for their own situation and are therefore less deserving 

of moral concern (Barragán-Huamán et al., 2025; Markowitz & Slovic, 2021). This reduced moral 

concern appears to make native Europeans especially more open to stereotypical threat narratives 

surrounding illegal migrants, as opposed to legal migrants (Stephan et al., 2000). As a result, native 

citizens are likely to perceive illegal migrants as posing a greater stereotypical threat than legal migrants.  

 

 Hypothesis 2: European citizens will perceive higher levels of stereotypical threat from illegal 

migrants compared to legal migrants in the cultural, economic and public safety threat dimensions. 
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As established previously, when moral concern is decreased, it becomes easier to deny someone 

their full humanity (Moore-Berg et al., 2021; Engels et al., 2024). Hence, it is probable that perceived 

stereotypical threat is one of the main drivers of dehumanisation. Of the three threat dimensions, the 

public safety threat is anticipated to be most strongly perceived, given that illegal migrants are most 

persistently associated with criminality and disorder in European political and media discourse 

(Barragán-Huamán et al., 2025; Hutter & Kriesi, 2021). If illegal migrants are perceived as more 

threatening than legal migrants, while perceived stereotypical threat reduces empathic and moral 

concern toward them, then these perceived threats may serve as a mediator through which the illegal 

label leads to greater dehumanisation.  

  

 Hypothesis 3: The tendency to dehumanise more and have lower empathic concern towards 

illegal migrants compared to legal ones will be mediated by perceived stereotypical threats, with public 

safety threat being the strongest mediator. 

 

Universal Human Rights Principles as a Moderator 

When speaking of the extent to which a migrant is dehumanised, the concept of universal human 

rights offers an interesting perspective (Kasa & Leiviskä, 2025). Universal human rights (UHR) are 

broadly endorsed throughout Western democratic societies, and are best defined as principles that 

establish general standards for human behaviour (Bektas, 2024; Orzeszyna, 2021). They are irrespective 

of identifiable characteristics such as age or ethnicity, and are inherent rights that every individual has 

(Bektas, 2024). The exact formulation of these principles is different per individual, mainly originating 

in a person’s culture, religion and environment. UHR covers a variety of domains, such as the right to 

life, liberty and security, equality before the law and protection from discrimination and physical 

violence (White & Gonsalves, 2021). By definition, these principles apply universally; to every 

individual regardless of their background. Those who strongly endorse UHR principles are therefore 

less likely to make exceptions based on group characteristics (Bektas, 2024). Additionally, since UHR 

principles emphasise the inherent dignity and equal worth of every individual (Moore-Berg et al., 2021; 

White & Gonsalves, 2021), stronger endorsement is expected to lead to more empathic concern toward 

others and less inflicted dehumanisation.  In this light, individuals with higher levels of UHR 

endorsement could show lower levels of dehumanisation and greater empathic concern towards 

migrants, regardless of their legal status.  
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Hypothesis 4a: The indirect effect of legal status on dehumanisation and empathic concern 

through perceived stereotypical threat will be weaker among individuals with higher UHR endorsement 

compared to individuals with lower UHR endorsement. 

 

However, another important question arises when observing the existing literature: could native 

European citizens who openly endorse UHR principles still justify dehumanisation or aggression toward 

illegal migrants? The answer to this is not a straightforward one (Kasa & Leiviskä, 2025). If an 

individual holds such a set of UHR principles, actions inflicted upon illegal migrants such as Sosa-Celis 

should be non-condonable (BBC News, 2026; Orzeszyna, 2021). Yet, even native Europeans who 

openly endorse these principles do not always seem to act in accordance with them, particularly when 

confronted with groups perceived as norm violators such as illegal migrants (Bektas, 2024; Kasa & 

Leiviskä, 2025). It appears that the illegal label can shift the moral and emotional response of native 

citizens to such an extent that the universal principles they claim to hold no longer seem to apply. 

One possible explanation for this paradox can be found within the concept of moral 

disengagement. Moral disengagement refers to a mechanism that decouples an individual’s internal 

moral standards from their actions. It allows individuals to behave immorally, without feeling the default 

distress that accompanies it (Moore, 2015). Here, the illegal label might function as a disengagement 

trigger, reframing an illegal migrant as a rule-breaking threat who has forfeited their claim to moral 

consideration, rather than a fellow human being deserving of protection (Moreno-Gata et al., 2025). This 

may explain why individuals who endorse UHR principles could still be capable of justifying harsher 

treatment toward illegal migrants. It raises the question of whether sufficiently high threat perceptions 

can override even deeply held UHR principles through moral disengagement, creating a paradox 

between an individual’s values and behaviours. 

 

Hypothesis 4b: Despite a strong endorsement of UHR principles, individuals will dehumanise 

illegal migrants and show lower empathic concern to them when perceived stereotypical threat is high, 

failing to buffer against the indirect effect of legal status through threat perception.  
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Figure 1: Conceptual model of hypothesised relationships between key variables. 

 

 To visualise the relationships between the four hypotheses, a conceptual model was created, as 

depicted in Figure 1. The model illustrates the anticipated relationship between legal status and the 

dependent variables dehumanisation and empathic concern, the mediating role of perceived 

stereotypical threat and the moderating role of UHR endorsement. Solid lines represent hypothesised 

direct effects, while dashed lines represent the mediating and moderating pathways. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

Participants 

 The target group of this research consists of European citizens aged 18 and above. A snowballing 

method was selected as the recruitment strategy, using the researcher’s personal network. Distribution 

was done via social media and direct outreach. This strategy was chosen for its accessibility and 

efficiency in reaching a diverse sample within a limited timeframe, though it is acknowledged that this 

may introduce self-selection bias. A minimum of 100 participants was set prior to distribution, ensuring 

50 participants per condition to detect meaningful differences between conditions. Initially, a total of 

189 participants took part in this study. After excluding 32 participants due to failed attention and 

manipulation checks and 55 participants due to lack of completion, 102 participants remained [age 

range: 18-69, Mage = 36.59, SDage = 15.73; 87.3% White/European, 43.1% student]. This sample includes 

34 males, 65 females and 1 non-binary individual. The remaining 2 participants preferred not to state 

their gender. 
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Research Design 

 This research utilised a mixed-methods approach, combining a predominantly quantitative 

online survey with one open-ended qualitative question. The qualitative component was included to 

gather additional contextual insights into participants’ reasoning, allowing for a more nuanced 

interpretation of the quantitative findings. The survey was compiled and distributed via Qualtrics. The 

survey was available in both English and Dutch to accommodate native Dutch speakers and international 

residents, as participants were primarily recruited through the researcher’s personal network.  

To examine the effect of a migrant’s legal status on dehumanisation and empathic concern, an 

experimental vignette design was selected. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the two 

conditions, legal or illegal, through a between-subjects design. The independent variable of this study is 

the legal-versus-illegal status of the migrant described in the vignette. The dependent variables are the 

level of dehumanisation and empathic concern shown by participants, while three types of perceived 

stereotypical threat (cultural, economic, public safety) were measured as mediating variables. The 

endorsement of UHR principles by participants served as the moderator of this study. 

 All measurements were conducted using a 7-point Likert scale to ensure sufficient response 

variation while remaining manageable for participants. An online survey was the most suitable approach 

given the time constraints and accessibility requirements of this research, as it allowed for quick and 

efficient data collection across a geographically large sample of European citizens. Additionally, due to 

the sensitive nature of this study, the anonymous reporting aspect of an online survey helped combat the 

social desirability bias. 

 

Procedure 

 Upon opening the survey, participants were first presented with a brief introduction to the topic 

and the aim of this study, along with the participation requirements: being aged 18 or above and being 

fluent in Dutch or English. Participants were informed that the survey would take approximately five to 

eight minutes to complete. Key ethical considerations were outlined, including their right to withdraw 

at any point, the anonymity and confidentiality of their responses, and that results may be used in 

academic publications without individual responses ever being identifiable. Additionally, it was stated 

that in case of any questions or comments regarding this study, the researchers’ contact details were 

provided at the end of the survey. Due to the sensitivity of the topic, it was additionally noted that the 

questions posed did not reflect the personal opinions of the researchers. Following this, participants were 

presented with an informed consent checklist of seven statements, confirming their eligibility, 

understanding of the study, awareness of their right to withdraw and voluntary agreement to participate. 

Participants were unable to continue without checking all boxes. 
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 After the informed consent, participants were presented with two scales measuring the extent to 

which participants endorsed UHR principles: a universalism scale and an egalitarianism scale. 

Subsequently, participants were introduced to the vignette design. They were informed that they would 

read a short scenario about a migrant named M, that they should read carefully as questions would 

follow, and that there were no correct answers. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two 

conditions; one describing M as having arrived legally in the country, the other illegally. All other 

information about M’s life was kept identical across both scenarios. A manipulation check was 

conducted to verify that participants had read and understood their scenario correctly.  

Next, three separate scales were used to measure perceived stereotypical threat, dehumanisation 

and empathic concern. Following these scales, participants were given the opportunity to elaborate on 

their answers through an open-ended question,  asking them to reflect on the thoughts behind their 

responses. This was the only qualitative component of this study. Lastly, a demographic section was 

introduced to gather information on participants' age, gender, ethnicity, student status, achieved 

education level, socioeconomic status (SES), religion, religiosity and political orientation. The survey 

concluded with a debriefing page, where participants were informed of the true aim of the study, thanked 

for their participation and provided with the researchers’ contact details in case of any questions or 

comments. 

  

Measures 

Endorsement of Universal Human Rights Principles  

 The endorsement of UHR principles was measured through two complementary scales. Firstly, 

the Schwartz Portrait Values method (Schwartz et al., 2001) was used to capture the extent to which 

participants hold universal human values. The universalism scale consisted of three statements [e.g. 

‘Person A thinks it is important that every person in the world be treated equally. They believe everyone 

should have equal opportunities in life.’; 1 = ‘Not like me at all’, 6 = ‘Very much like me’]. Secondly, 

an egalitarian scale (McFarland, 2010) was selected to complement the universalism scale, measuring 

participants’ general attitudes toward equality. This scale consisted of five statements [e.g. ‘If people 

were treated more equally, we would have fewer problems in my country.’; 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’ and 

7 = ‘Strongly agree’]. One attention check item was embedded within this scale to ensure participants 

were reading carefully [‘please select ‘disagree’ for this statement’]. Participants who failed this check 

were excluded from the final analysis. Universalism captures the degree to which individuals value equal 

treatment and concern for all people. Egalitarianism, on the other hand, reflects their attitudes toward 

equality in practice. Together, they cover the values-based and attitudinal dimensions of UHR 

endorsement before being exposed to the experimental vignette. The UHR endorsement scale score was 

created by first averaging item scores within each subscale (egalitarianism and universalism), 

standardising (z-scoring) each subscale score, and lastly averaging the two z-scores into a single 

composite. Higher scores represented stronger endorsement of UHR principles. 



17 

 

 

Experimental Vignette and Manipulation Check 

 A vignette was selected as it allowed this study to isolate the effect of legal status on participants’ 

responses, while controlling for all other variables (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). The experimental vignette 

consisted of two almost identical scenarios in content, except for a single phrase indicating whether M 

had arrived in the country legally or illegally. The migrant in question was named M and was not 

assigned a gender to avoid bias. M’s occupation and personal life were briefly described in both 

scenarios to provide context. The scenarios used in both conditions are presented below, where the text 

in brackets shows the illegal condition: 

 

‘M is a 32-year-old person who came to a European country several years ago. They do [not] 

have valid residence documents and a work permit and are living in the country with [without] 

official authorisation.  

 

They live in an urban neighbourhood and work in renovation and construction, performing daily 

labour for local employers. They regularly interact with local residents, shop at neighbourhood 

stores, and take part in everyday community life. They send a portion of their earnings to their 

family in their home country.’  

 

After the vignette, a manipulation check consisting of three true-or-false statements was presented to 

verify that participants had correctly understood the legal status assigned to them [e.g. ‘M is living in 

the country legally’; ‘True’ or ‘False’]. Participants who failed the manipulation check were excluded 

from the final analysis.  

 

Perceived Stereotypical Threat 
 Subsequently, participants were presented with a perceived stereotypical threat scale rooted in 

the research of Hellwig and Sinno (2017), which measured the extent to which participants perceived 

migrants like M as a threat. This scale consisted of nine statements in total, three per perceived threat 

dimension: cultural threat, economic threat and public safety threat [e.g. ‘They tend to be a threat to our 

nation's security.’, 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’, 7 = ‘Strongly agree’]. This scale was selected as it captures 

the three threat dimensions most associated with anti-migrant attitudes in Europe well, allowing this 

study to examine which specific type of threat perception is most strongly linked to dehumanisation. 

The items were averaged to create a scale score for the three stereotypical threat perceptions: cultural, 

economic, and public safety. Higher scores in each scale represent stronger perceived stereotypical 

threat. 
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Dehumanisation 

 Dehumanisation was measured by the use of Haslam’s Dual Model of Dehumanisation Scale 

(Haslam, 2006; Bastian & Haslam, 2009), adapted to eight personality characteristics. Four of the 

statements measured mechanistic dehumanisation [e.g. ‘Broadminded’, ‘Ignorant’; 1 = ‘Strongly 

disagree’, 7 = ‘Strongly agree’], while the other half measured animalistic dehumanisation [e.g. 

‘Helpful’, ‘Impulsive’; 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’, 7 = ‘Strongly agree’]. This scale was selected for its 

subtle nature, as it does not compare humans directly to ‘lesser’ biological organisms. A second attention 

check was embedded in this scale, which excluded participants from the final analysis upon failure of 

completion [‘please select ‘agree’ for this statement’]. Items were averaged to create a scale score; higher 

scores represent stronger dehumanisation. 

 

Empathic Concern 

 Empathic concern was measured using an adaptation of an empathic concern scale by Morera-

Bello (2026), consisting of five statements assessing the extent to which participants identified with their 

emotional response to seeing migrants like M struggling on the news or in real life [e.g. ‘I try to 

understand what they are feeling’; 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’, 7 = ‘Strongly agree’]. This scale was selected 

as it captures the affective dimension of empathy most relevant to this study, reflecting the degree to 

which European citizens emotionally engage with migrants like M. 

 

Data Analysis Plan 

 After the data collection was completed, all data were imported, cleaned and analysed in R using 

RStudio. Prior to analysis, participants who failed the attention checks or the manipulation check were 

excluded from the dataset, as well as those who completed less than 95% of the survey. Descriptive 

statistics were computed for all demographic and scale variables to provide a general overview of the 

sample and its responses. Internal consistency of all scales was verified through Cronbach’s alpha. A 

significance threshold of p <.05 was applied across all analyses. 

To test hypothesis 1, two independent samples t-tests were conducted, one with dehumanisation 

as the dependent variable and one with empathic concern as the dependent variable, with legal status 

(legal-versus-illegal) as the independent variable. 

To test hypothesis 2, three independent samples t-tests were conducted, one per threat dimension 

(cultural, economic, public safety), with legal status as the independent variable and perceived 

stereotypical threat as the dependent variable.  

To test hypothesis 3, mediation analyses were conducted using the PROCESS macro in R 

(model 4), with legal status as the independent variable, perceived stereotypical threat dimensions 
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entered as separate mediators, and dehumanisation and empathic concern as dependent variables. Rather 

than entering all three threat dimensions simultaneously as parallel mediators, each dimension was 

entered separately as a mediator.  

To test both hypotheses 4a and 4b, moderated mediation analyses were conducted using the 

PROCESS macro in R (model 7), with each threat dimension entered as a separate mediator, legal status 

as the independent variable, UHR endorsement as the moderator and dehumanisation and empathic 

concern as dependent variables. 

The qualitative data, consisting of 89 open-ended responses, were analysed using a thematic 

analysis approach. Responses were coded manually, with recurring patterns grouped into broader 

themes. Analysis was conducted separately per condition to examine whether qualitative patterns 

differed across the legal and illegal conditions, providing additional depth to the quantitative findings. 

 

RESULTS 

Preliminary Analysis and Descriptive Statistics 

As illustrated in Table 1, the sample was predominantly highly educated, with 26.5% holding a 

master’s degree and 23.5% holding a bachelor's degree (see Appendix A). An additional 23.5% had 

completed high school (HAVO/VWO) as their highest level of education. Socioeconomic status (SES) 

was moderately high on average (M = 6.36, SD = 1.71). In terms of religious affiliation, the largest 

groups were Christian (33.3%), Atheist (28.4%), or affiliated with another religion (25.5%), with the 

sample reporting low levels of religiosity overall (M = 2.12, SD = 1.43). The sample was predominantly 

progressive-leaning, with 66.7% identifying with some level of progressivism (M = 3.43, SD = 2.19).  

The Cronbach’s alpha for each scale was sufficient (> 0.70), except for the Universalism scale 

[Universalism = 0.63; Egalitarianism = 0.80; Perceived Stereotypical Threat: Cultural = 0.86, Economic 

= 0.84, Public Safety = 0.86; Dehumanisation = 0.88; Empathic Concern = 0.91]. The means and 

standard deviations for all key variables per condition are presented in Table 2 (see Appendix A). UHR 

endorsement was comparable across conditions [illegal: M = 0.10, SD = 0.81; legal: M = -0.09, SD = 

1], confirming that random assignment successfully produced equivalent groups prior to the 

experimental vignette conditions.  

 

Hypothesis Testing 

 Hypothesis 1 – The independent t-test results revealed that legal-versus-illegal status did not 

have a significant effect on dehumanisation [t = 1.29, df = 98.48, p = .200]. Similarly, empathic concern 

did not show a significant effect as well [t = 0.68, df = 99.90, p = .498]. Although both means were in 

the predicted direction for dehumanisation (legal: M = 3.10; illegal: M = 3.34), neither difference 

reached statistical significance. Thus, hypothesis 1 is not supported. 
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Variable N (%) or M (SD) 

Age (M, SD) 36.59 (15.73) 

Gender  

   Male 34 (33.3%) 

   Female 65 (63.7%) 

   Non-binary 1 (1%) 

   Prefer not to say 2 (2%) 

Ethnicity  

   White/European 89 (87.3%) 

   Other 13 (12.7%) 

Student status  

   Yes 44 (43.1%) 

   No 55 (53.9%) 

Education  

   High school (HAVO/VWO) 24 (23.5%) 

   Vocational (MBO) 10 (9.8%) 

   HBO associate 15 (14.7%) 

   Bachelor 24 (23.5%) 

   Master 27 (26.5%) 

   Doctorate 1 (1%) 

SES (M, SD) 6.36 (1.71) 

Religion  

   Christianity 34 (33.3%) 

   Atheism 29 (28.4%) 

   Agnosticism 6 (5.9%) 

   Other 18 (17.6%) 

   Prefer not to say 12 (11.8%) 

Religiosity (M, SD) 2.12 (1.43) 

Political orientation (M, SD) 3.43 (2.19) 

Table 1 

Sample Descriptive Data. 
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Illegal 

Condition 

Legal 

Condition 

Variable M SD M SD 

Universalism 4.98 0.65 4.86 0.77 

Egalitarianism 5.44 1.07 5.20 1.17 

Cultural Threat 2.56 1.28 2.49 1.30 

Economic Threat 2.69 1.40 2.06 1.10 

Safety Threat 2.25 1.29 2.02 1.07 

Dehumanisation 3.34 0.94 3.10 0.93 

Empathic Concern 5.08 1.20 4.90 1.40 

      Table 2 

      Key variable means (M) and standard deviations (SD). 

 

Hypothesis 2 – The three independent sample t-test showed that legal-versus-illegal status did 

not have a significant effect either for cultural threat [t = 0.29, df = 99.00, p = .770] and public safety 

threat [t = 0.95, df = 91.83, p = .343.], as well as the differences in the means (cultural threat: Millegal = 

2.56, Mlegal = 2.49; public safety threat: Millegal = 2.25, Mlegal = 2.02). Economic threat, however, did 

show a statistically significant difference between conditions [t = 2.48, df = 89.00. p = .015], with 

participants in the illegal condition perceiving significantly higher economic threat (M = 2.69) than 

those in the legal condition (M = 2.06). Hence, hypothesis 2 is partially supported with regard to the 

economic threat dimension.  

Hypothesis 3 – For the third hypothesis, given that only economic threat showed a significant 

difference between conditions in hypothesis 2, mediation analyses were conducted using economic 

threat as the sole mediator1. These analyses revealed that economic threat significantly mediated the 

effect of legal status on dehumanisation (effect = 0.22, BootSE = 0.11, 95% CI [0.04, 0.45]), as well as 

the effect of legal status on empathic concern (effect = -0.30, BootSE = 0.15, 95% CI [-0.36, -0.06]), 

with neither intervals including zero. Furthermore, the direct effect of legal status on empathic concern 

remained significant after accounting for economic threat (effect = 0.48, p = .046). This suggests partial 

 
1 Mediation analyses were also conducted separately for cultural and public safety threats as mediators. As 

anticipated, given the non-significant findings in hypothesis 2, neither dimension yielded significant effects and 

are therefore not reported here. 
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mediation for empathic concern and full mediation for dehumanisation. The third hypothesis is therefore 

partially supported, as economic threat specifically emerged as a significant mediator for both outcomes. 

Hypothesis 4 – For the fourth hypothesis, two moderated mediation analyses were conducted, 

with economic threat as the sole mediator, consistent with the findings of hypothesis 22. For 

dehumanisation, the indirect effect through perceived economic threat was significant at both low and 

medium UHR endorsement levels (low: effect = 0.40, BootSE = 0.19, 95% CI [0.09,0.82]; medium: 

effect = 0.26, BootSE = 0.10, 95% CI [0.09,0.50]), while high UHR endorsement remained insignificant 

(effect = 0.11, BootSE = 0.09, 95% IC[-0.08, 0.30]). The same pattern emerged for empathic concern, 

(low: effect = -0.57, BootSE = 0.26, 95% CI [-1.16,-0.15]; medium: effect = -0.37, BootSE = 0.15, 95% 

CI [-0.70,-0.13]), with the indirect effect disappearing at high UHR endorsement (effect = -0.15, BootSE 

= 0.14, 95% IC [-0.43, 0.10]). Notably, the illegal label significantly increased economic threat 

perception for individuals with low UHR endorsement (effect = 1.17, p = .0002) and medium UHR 

endorsement (effect = 0.76, p = .0005), but not for those with high UHR endorsement (effect = 0.31, p 

= .334). These findings support hypothesis 4a, as individuals with high UHR endorsement showed a 

significantly weaker indirect effect of legal status on both dehumanisation and empathic concern through 

perceived economic threat. Hypothesis 4b, however, is not supported, as high UHR endorsement 

appeared to consistently buffer against the indirect effect rather than failing to do so. 

 

Qualitative Findings 
 A thematic analysis of 89 open-ended responses revealed five recurring themes coded along key 

variables of this study, examined separately per legal condition. The main themes were: legal framing, 

empathic concern, perceived stereotypical threats, UHR endorsement and insufficient information. 

 To start, legal framing showed the clearest asymmetry between conditions. The illegal condition 

generated substantial reflection on legal status, ranging from moral discomfort to outright hostility, while 

participants in the legal condition barely engaged with legal framing at all (e.g., ‘No sympathy for 

someone who is here illegally. These people put extra pressure on the housing market and make it harder 

for us. Send those people back’, P63, illegal condition, translated from Dutch). A scapegoating narrative 

was present in both conditions, but was considerably more prominent in the illegal condition.  

Empathic concern was present across both conditions as well, with perspective taking being the 

most common expression. Participants frequently imagined what it would be like to forcefully leave 

their homes. However, this pattern was more present with responses in the legal condition, as participants 

were warmer and less conditional with their empathy. Within the illegal condition, empathy was overall 

conditional, often depending on whether a migrant was integrated well and contributing to society (e.g., 

‘If they [migrants] really need help, they should certainly be helped. But one should not lose sight of the 

 
2 Similarly, moderated mediation analyses were additionally conducted for cultural and public safety threats as 

separate mediators, yielding non-significant results consistent with the previous footnote and are therefore not 

reported here. 
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Dutch people in need. I would find it a shame if the Netherlands lost its own identity’, P36, illegal 

condition, translated from Dutch). 

Perceived stereotypical threat was the most prominent recurring theme across both conditions, 

with responses covering all three threat dimensions. Economic threat was most visible, with participants 

acknowledging concerns about tax contributions and pressure on public services, while simultaneously 

recognising migrants’ economic contributions through filling labour shortages (e.g., ‘...they contribute 

to a certain extent to society, yet do not pay taxes and use our infrastructure, so they also cost money’, 

P84, illegal condition). Cultural threat emerged through concerns around integration, with participants 

in both conditions emphasising that integration effort determined whether a migrant was perceived as a 

threat. Occasionally, public safety threats were raised, though mostly attributing increased criminality 

to structural causes rather than to the character of migrants.  

 Additionally, a recurring theme across both conditions was the endorsement of UHR principles. 

Participants emphasised that migrants are people as well, deserving of equal treatment regardless of their 

legal status. Participants in the illegal condition more directly challenged dehumanising attitudes, while 

those in the legal condition focused more on individual character over a migrant’s origin (e.g. , ‘Everyone 

is equal, and it is important to keep remembering that. Everyone has the same rights, regardless of which 

country you come from’, P22, Legal Condition, translated from Dutch). 

Finally, a recurring concern across both conditions was the lack of information. Many 

participants felt the vignette provided too little detail to fairly judge M’s character, noting that every 

individual is unique and cannot be reduced to a group’s label. (e.g.,‘I feel like you can only judge a 

person once you know them for longer’, P25, legal condition, translated from Dutch). 

 

DISCUSSION 

The primary aim of this study was to uncover whether native-born European residents’ tendency 

to dehumanise migrants depends on the legal-versus-illegal status distinction, and whether this 

relationship is shaped by perceived stereotypical threat and individuals’ endorsement of universal human 

rights principles. Overall, the findings suggest that the illegal label does not directly increase 

dehumanisation and decrease empathic concern, but rather operates through an indirect pathway, 

specifically through that of economic threat perceptions.  

To start, the first hypothesis anticipated that illegal migrants would be dehumanised to a greater 

extent and receive lower empathic concerns compared to legal migrants. Nevertheless, results showed 

that the first hypothesis was not supported. This is not in line with the prior stated literature, which 

suggests that legal status significantly shapes dehumanisation and empathic concern towards migrants 

(Engels et al., 2024; Kehoe et al., 2019). Sample characteristics might offer a partial explanation, as the 

majority of participants identified as progressive and highly educated. Such individuals tend to have 

stronger egalitarian values and may be more conscious of social desirability, making them less inclined 
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to judge based on legal status. The absence of a direct effect, however, does not mean that legal status 

is irrelevant. Rather, as the subsequent analyses suggest, its effect may work indirectly through specific 

threat perceptions rather than directly on dehumanisation and empathic concern.  

Turning to the second hypothesis, results partially supported the expectation that participants 

would perceive higher levels of stereotypical threat from illegal migrants compared to legal migrants 

across cultural, economic and public safety dimensions. Both cultural and public safety threats did not 

differ significantly between the legal and illegal conditions. Economic threat, however, did show a 

significant difference, since participants in the illegal condition perceived illegal migrants as a greater 

economic threat than those in the legal condition. Remarkably, the aforementioned literature anticipated 

that public safety threat would be the strongest mediating dimension in the relationship between legal 

status and dehumanisation and empathic concern (Barragán-Huamán et al., 2025; Kehoe et al., 2019). 

Yet, public safety threat showed no significant difference between the legal conditions in the current 

study. Given that economic threat was the only threat dimension to show a significant difference between 

conditions, it follows that public safety could not serve as the strongest mediator as anticipated. While 

economic threat was expected to play a role (Heizmann & Huth, 2021), it was not anticipated that it 

would emerge as the sole significant dimension, leaving economic threat as the sole candidate to 

examine in the subsequent mediation analyses.  

The qualitative data offers a viable explanation, since participants frequently attributed 

increased criminality to structural failures rather than to migrants themselves. This may have decreased 

public safety threat perceptions across both conditions. Economic threat emerging as the only significant 

dimension was also reflected in participants' open answers, as participants within the illegal condition 

were notably more vocal about the pressure migrants place on housing, taxes and public services. 

Therefore, it could be that the illegal label specifically activates economic concerns, as illegal migrants 

overall were associated with not contributing to the host society’s welfare. Thus, it may be that economic 

threat was the most psychologically accessible dimension activated by the illegal label, at least within 

this particular sample.  

Building on these findings, the third hypothesis predicted that the perceived stereotypical threat 

dimensions would mediate the effect of migrant legal status on both dehumanisation and empathic 

concern, with public safety anticipated as the strongest mediator. As only economic threat differed 

significantly between conditions, the public safety (and cultural) dimension was excluded from the 

subsequent mediation analyses, leaving only economic threat the possibility to play the role of mediator. 

Consequently, the results of the third hypothesis revealed that economic threat mediated the indirect 

effect of legal status on both variables. For empathic concern, partial mediation was found, meaning that 

legal status directly affects empathic concern as well as indirectly through economic threat perception. 

This indirect effect can be observed in the qualitative findings as well, as illegal conditioned participants 

voiced that their empathic concern was limited to those who add value to their society, excluding those 

who do not work and fail to pay their taxes. The remaining direct effect of legal status on empathic 
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concern aligns with the Selective Empathy Theory (Park, 2025), suggesting that out-group 

categorisation through the illegal label reduces empathic concern through additional pathways beyond 

threat perception alone.  

For dehumanisation, full mediation was uncovered, indicating that the effect of legal status on 

dehumanisation is entirely explained through the economic threat perception, with no remaining direct 

effect. This finding suggests that the illegal label does not directly cause people to dehumanise migrants, 

but rather triggers economic threat perceptions, which then drive dehumanisation. This corresponds with 

the theoretical understanding of dehumanisation as a process driven by underlying psychological 

mechanisms, such as reduced empathic concern and out-group categorisation, rather than direct group-

based judgements (Moore-Berg et al., 2021; Stephan et al., 2000). The framing of illegal migrants as 

economic threats who drain society’s resources and violate social norms may therefore reduce both 

empathic concern and humanising perceptions towards them (Moore-Berg et al., 2021; Heizmann & 

Huth, 2021). While these findings should be interpreted with a grain of salt given the single-study nature 

of this research and the aforementioned sample limitations, they do point to genuine meaningful insights 

in the role of economic threat perception in transmitting the effect of legal status onto dehumanisation 

and empathic concern.  

Lastly, the fourth hypothesis examined whether UHR endorsement moderated the indirect effect 

of legal status on dehumanisation and empathic concern through stereotypical threat perception, 

predicting two separate pathways. Hypothesis 4a predicted that high UHR endorsement would buffer 

the indirect effect of legal status on dehumanisation through economic threat perception. Results 

revealed that this is supported, as the indirect effect was only significant for individuals with low and 

medium UHR endorsement, disappearing for those with high UHR endorsement. This pattern is in line 

with the predicted protective buffer effect of high UHR endorsement (Moore-Berg et al., 2021; White 

& Gonsalves, 2021), thus supporting hypothesis 4a. Hypothesis 4b, on the other hand, was not 

supported, which stated that through moral disengagement, even high endorsers of UHR principles 

would continue to dehumanise more and show lower empathic concern to illegal migrants compared to 

their legal counterparts. As the protective buffer was present in this particular sample, high UHR 

endorsement appeared to prevent the illegal label from triggering economic threat perceptions that 

otherwise would have led to increased dehumanisation and lower empathic concern.  

However, this does not mean that moral disengagement plays no role entirely. The moral 

disengagement theory describes how individuals decouple their moral standards from their actions when 

faced with a challenging situation (Moore, 2015). Participants with a low and medium UHR 

endorsement may have been more susceptible to this process, as the illegal label appeared to trigger 

economic threat perceptions that led to increased dehumanisation and lower empathic concern. High 

levels of UHR endorsement, however, seemed to act as a psychological buffer strong enough to prevent 

this chain from occurring. This suggests that UHR principles do not function as an all-or-nothing buffer, 

but rather that their protective strength depends on how deeply they are held. This was also reflected in 
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the qualitative findings, where endorsement of universal human rights was one of the most prominent 

recurring themes across both conditions, with many participants maintaining their empathic and 

humanising perspective towards migrants like M, regardless of their legal status. 

A possible explanation for the non-support of hypothesis 4b lies in the restricted range of UHR 

endorsement within this sample. Given the predominantly progressive nature of the participants, even 

those categorised as low endorsers likely still held moderate humanising values. As a result, the 

conditions necessary for moral disengagement to fully override UHR principles may never have been 

present in adequate strength. A more ideologically diverse sample, including individuals with truly low 

UHR endorsement, would be needed to properly test whether the value-behaviour paradox predicted by 

hypothesis 4b can emerge.  Nonetheless, hypothesis 4a was supported, suggesting that UHR principles 

serve as a protective buffer against the increased dehumanisation and lower empathic concern process, 

but only when endorsement is strong enough to resist the moral disengagement triggered by the illegal 

label. 

To sum up, the illegal label does not seem to directly affect dehumanisation and empathic 

concern, but rather operates indirectly through economic threat perceptions; participants in the illegal 

condition perceived higher economic threat, which in turn led to increased dehumanisation and lower 

empathic concern. Interestingly, high UHR endorsement appeared to buffer this process, suggesting that 

if these principles are strongly held, they can interrupt the pathway through which the illegal label drives 

dehumanisation and the level of empathic concern. Together, these findings demonstrate the 

psychological complexity of how the illegal label operates, working through threat perceptions and UHR 

endorsement rather than direct group-based judgements. 

But one might wonder, what do these findings mean in practice? The results outline the 

importance of addressing economic threat framing in particular, as it appears to be the main pathway 

through which the illegal label drives dehumanisation and reduces empathic concern. Interventions 

targeting stereotype reduction, especially those challenging the narrative that illegal migrants are an 

economic burden, could be meaningful in reducing harmful dehumanising attitudes. In addition, the 

buffering role of UHR endorsement suggests that education and policy efforts aimed at internalising 

humanising values, rather than surface-level endorsement, may be an effective tool in interrupting this 

process. Together, these insights suggest that combating dehumanisation inflicted upon illegal migrants 

requires addressing both the stereotypes that fuel it and the values that can protect against it.  
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Limitations and Future Research 

 Even though this study has led to a collection of interesting findings, it does not come without 

limitations. To start, the sample size of 102 participants after exclusion is at the lower end for detecting 

small to medium effects. This small sample size and its lower power to detect small effects particularly 

makes it difficult to conduct complex analyses such as a moderated mediation. In addition, the 

recruitment strategy introduced a self-selection bias, as snowball sampling was conducted through the 

use of the student researcher’s personal networks. Consequently, participants who chose to participate 

may already hold a more positive attitude towards migrants than the general population. In addition, the 

sample was, to a certain extent, demographically homogeneous. Participants predominantly identified 

as highly educated, politically progressive and Dutch, presumably due to recruitment within personal 

networks. In combination with almost half of the sample being students, it limits the generalisability of 

statements regarding the broader European populations.  

 Furthermore, participants stated that the experimental vignette design had its limitations 

context-wise. The only difference between the conditions was one phrase about legal status, which may 

have been too subtle to measure any significant differences in attitudes. Since the dehumanisation scale 

included personal characteristics (e.g. friendly, impatient, polite, rude), participants voiced having a 

difficult time attributing these to an unknown individual. Therefore, many responses remained ‘neutral’ 

within this scale, limiting the measurement of the dehumanising mindsets of participants. Social 

desirability bias could have also played a role here, as participants, despite the anonymity, may have 

altered their responses on this sensitive topic to conform with the social norm. Likewise, the use of a 

single vignette scenario limits the generalisability of the findings, as the specific contextual details of 

the scenario, rather than legal status alone, may have driven participants' responses. Additionally, the 

Cronbach’s alpha for the universalism scale was 0.634, which is below the acceptable 0.70 threshold, 

meaning this scale may not have measured universalism reliably.  

While some initial questions have been answered in this study, a train of new questions presents 

itself after analysing the results, offering interesting perspectives for future research. To start, a 

replication of the conducted study with a more diverse and larger sample could offer valuable insights 

into the current findings. By having a more heterogeneous sample, including participants from various 

European countries with a more ideologically and educationally diverse sample, more reliable and 

stronger claims could be made. In addition, future studies could use a more elaborate vignette, varying 

both legal status and other characteristics to produce stronger attitudinal differences between conditions.  

Additionally, a study with a greater focus on economic threat as the main mediator could be 

highly beneficial, provided that a larger, more diverse sample size is available. It could examine which 

specific economic threat narratives are most strongly activated by the legal label (e.g. housing, job 

market, welfare, etc.) and, in turn, see which most strongly predicts dehumanisation and empathic 

concern. Building on this, future studies could experimentally manipulate whether migrants are framed 
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as an economic threat or not. This could allow us to determine if there is a causal relationship between 

economic threat, dehumanisation and empathic concern.  

Furthermore, a cross-cultural comparison could be highly interesting as well, comparing 

dehumanisation patterns toward illegal migrants across different European countries. Cultural norms 

and values vary widely between European countries, with migration policies and political climates being 

quite diverse between nations. This could reveal whether the findings of this study are able to be 

generalised beyond the Dutch context, and if there are vast differences between European populations. 

Lastly, given the buffering role of UHR endorsement identified in this study, intervention 

research testing whether UHR-focused education or policy programmes could strengthen the 

internalisation of humanising values, and in turn reduce dehumanising attitudes towards illegal migrants. 

 

CONCLUSION 

This study set out to explore whether the legal-versus-illegal status distinction influenced 

people’s tendency to dehumanise and lower their empathic concern towards migrants, and whether this 

was shaped by stereotypical threat perceptions and UHR endorsement. The findings suggest that the 

illegal label does not operate as bluntly as one might expect; its influence is indirect, mediated by 

economic threat perceptions and influenced by the strength of one’s UHR endorsement. This 

demonstrates that dehumanisation is not simply based on an individual’s legal status, but a product of 

the psychological processes that legal status activates. As migration continues to be one of the most 

politically debated topics of today, understanding these mechanisms is not only academically relevant, 

but a matter of humanity. 
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY MATERIALS 

Introduction and Informed Consent  

Dear reader, Thank you for considering participation in this research study! This survey aims to better 

understand people’s attitudes and perceptions related to immigration and migrant groups in Europe. Your 

responses will contribute to academic research on how individuals think about social issues and moral 

judgments. To participate, you must be at least 18 years old and fluent in English or Dutch. If you do 

not meet these requirements, please close the survey. The survey will take approximately 5-8 minutes 

to complete. Your participation is entirely voluntary. You may stop the survey at any time or skip any 

question you do not wish to answer, without providing a reason. The survey does not collect personally 

identifiable information, and all responses will remain anonymous and confidential. The data will only 

be used for academic research purposes and will not be shared with third parties. Findings from this 

study may be reported in academic publications or presentations, but individual responses will never be 

identifiable. Do you have any questions, comments or concerns about the study? The researcher’s 

contact details are provided at the end of the survey. By continuing to the next page, you confirm that 

you are 18 years or older, that you understand the information above, and that you voluntarily agree to 

participate in this study.  

 

Note: The questions in this survey do not represent the researchers’ personal opinions. They are used 

only as neutral, standardised measures to study the topics of interest. While this survey works on a 

mobile phone, it is easier to complete on a laptop or desktop. 

 

Please carefully read all the following statements and tick the boxes next to them if you agree: 

• I confirm that I understand the given information about the project and that I have the 

opportunity to ask questions to the researcher.  

• I understand that my participation in the study is voluntary, and that I can withdraw at any stage 

during the study or ask my responses to be deleted up to two weeks after I have completed the 

survey (by contacting the researchers), without giving any reasons and without any 

consequences.  

• I understand that the data collected during this study, in a fully anonymised format, may be 

made open and available for the academic purpose of inspection and reanalysis.  

• I understand that anonymised data collected in this study may be processed using automated 

tools to assist with data analysis. No personally identifiable information will be included in this 

processing.  

• I understand that outputs of this study may be shared in academic journals, media, and at 

conferences, and that I will not be identifiable from any of these outputs. ‘ 

• I confirm that I am 18 years old or older, and am fluent in English or Dutch.  

• I confirm that I voluntarily agree to take part in this study 
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In the following section, you will be presented with several short descriptions and statements about 

values and social attitudes. Please read each item carefully and respond according to your own views. 

There are no right or wrong answers; we are interested in your personal opinions.  

 

Below are short descriptions of different people. Please indicate how similar each person is to you: 

 

Universalism Scale (Schwartz et al., 2001): Response scale: 1 = Not like me at all, 6 = Very much like 

me 

1. Person C strongly believes that people should care for nature. Looking after the environment is 

important to them.  

2. Person A thinks it is important that every person in the world be treated equally. They believe 

everyone should have equal opportunities in life.  

3. It is important for Person B to listen to people who are different from themselves. Even when 

they disagree with them, they still want to understand them 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

Egalitarian Scale (McFarland, 2010): Response scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree 

1. We have gone too far in pushing for equal rights in my country. (Reverse coded) 

2. My country would be better off if people worried less about how equal everyone is. (Reverse 

coded) 

3. If people were treated more equally, we would have fewer problems in my country. 

4. One of the big problems in my country is that we do not give everyone an equal chance.  

5. Society should do whatever is necessary to make sure everyone has an equal opportunity to 

succeed. 

 

 

Instructions Prior to Manipulation 

In the following section, you will read a short scenario about a person referred to as M. Please read the 

scenario carefully. Afterwards, you will be asked several questions about the person described and your 

impressions of the situation. Please answer the questions based on your honest thoughts and opinions; 

there are no right or wrong answers. Some questions are included to ensure that participants read the 

information carefully. If you read the instructions and scenario attentively, these questions will be easy 

to answer 
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Experimental Vignette Design: 

 [Illegal Scenario]: M is a 32-year-old person who came to a European country several years ago. They 

do not have valid residence documents or a work permit and are living in the country without official 

authorisation. They live in an urban neighbourhood and work in renovation and construction, performing 

daily labour for local employers. They regularly interact with local residents, shop at neighbourhood 

stores, and take part in everyday community life. They send a portion of their earnings to their family in 

their home country 

 

[Legal Scenario]: M is a 32-year-old person who came to a European country several years ago. They 

do have valid residence documents and a work permit and are living in the country with official 

authorisation. They live in an urban neighbourhood and work in renovation and construction, performing 

daily labour for local employers. They regularly interact with local residents, shop at neighbourhood 

stores, and take part in everyday community life. They send a portion of their earnings to their family in 

their home country. 

 

Based on the scenario you just read, please answer the following questions. 

 

Manipulation Check: Response Options: True or False 

1. M is living in the country legally.  

2. M has official permission to live and work in the country.  

3. M is residing in the country without legal authorisation. 

 

Note: For the legal condition, items 1 and 2 are correct as True and item 3 as False. For the illegal condition, items 

1 and 2 are correct as False and item 3 as True. 

 

 

Based on the scenario you just read, please answer the following questions. 

 

Perceived Threat Scale (Hellwig & Sinno, 2017): Response scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly 

Agree 

1. Migrants like M tend to threaten our cultural traditions. (Cultural Dimension) 

2. They tend to take away jobs from natives. (Economic Dimension) 

3. They tend to be a threat to our personal safety. (Public Safety Dimension) 

4. They tend to be a threat to our nation's security. (Public Safety Dimension) 

5. They tend to commit more crime. (Public Safety Dimension) 

6. They tend to not share our country's values. (Cultural Dimension) 

7. They tend to abuse the welfare system. (Economic Dimension) 

8. They tend to refuse integration into society. (Cultural Dimension) 

9. They tend to increase tax burden on native citizens.(Economic Dimension) 
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To what extent do you think immigrants like M are characterised by the following traits? 

 

Dehumanisation Scale (Haslam, 2006; Bastian & Haslam, 2009): Response scale: 1 = Strongly 

Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree 

1. Broadminded 

2. Friendly 

3. Ignorant (Reverse Coded) 

4. Impatient (Reverse Coded) 

5. Rude (Reverse Coded) 

6. Helpful  

7. Polite 

8. Impulsive (Reverse Coded) 

 

When I see an immigrant like M struggling in the news, or in real life: 

 

Empathic Concern Scale (Morera-Bello, 2026): Response scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly 

Agree 

1. I imagine how I might feel if I were in their place. 

2. I try to understand what they are feeling. 

3. I feel sad. 

4. I worry about their needs. 

5. I feel compassion for them. 

 

 

Attention Checks: Response scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree 

1. (Egalitarian Scale): If you are reading this statement, please choose 'disagree' from the answers. 

2. (Dehumanisation Scale): If you are reading this statement, please choose 'agree' from the 

answers. 

 

 

Could you briefly explain your answers below? We’re interested in your reasoning and how you 

approached the questions. Even a few sentences are very helpful! 

• Open-ended question box 

 

 

Finally, we would like to ask you a few questions about your background (age, gender, etc.) 
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What is your current age? 

• I am … years old (slider from 1 to 100) 

 

What is your gender? 

1. Male (he / him) 

2. Female (she / her) 

3. Non-binary (they / them) 

4. Prefer to self-describe: (open-ended) 

5. Prefer not to say 

 

Which of the following best describes your ethnic or cultural background? 

1. White / European  

2. Middle Eastern / North African  

3. Sub-Saharan African  

4. South Asian (e.g., India, Pakistan, Bangladesh)  

5. East or Southeast Asian (e.g. China, Japan, Vietnam, Indonesia)  

6. Latin American 

7.  Mixed or multiple backgrounds  

8. Other, namely: (open-ended) 

9. Prefer not to say 

 

Are you currently a university student? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

 

What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

1. No formal education / Early childhood education  

2. Primary education (elementary school)  

3. Lower secondary education  

4. Upper secondary education (high school or equivalent)  

5. Post-secondary non-tertiary education (vocational or technical training)  

6. Short-cycle tertiary education (below bachelor level)  

7. Bachelor's degree or equivalent  

8. Master's degree or equivalent  

9. Doctorate or equivalent (e.g. PhD)  

10. Uncertain / Do not know  

11. Prefer not to say 
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People sometimes describe themselves as belonging to different income groups: 

On a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 represents the lowest income group in your country and 10 represents 

the highest income group, where would you place your household? 

• Move the slider to the point that best matches your situation (slider from 1 to 10) 

 

What is your religious affiliation? 

1. Buddhism 

2. Christianity 

3. Hinduism 

4. Islam 

5. Judaism 

6. Sikhism 

7. Atheism 

8. Agnosticism 

9. Other, namely: (open-ended) 

10. Prefer not to say 

 

How religious do you consider yourself to be? 

1. Not at all religious 

2. Slightly religious 

3. Somewhat religious 

4. Moderately religious 

5. Quite religious 

6. Very religious 

7. Extremely religious 

8. Prefer not to say 

 

When it comes to politics within Europe, how would you describe yourself in general? 

1. Very liberal / progressive 

2. Liberal / progressive 

3. Somewhat liberal / progressive 

4. Somewhat conservative 

5. Conservative 

6. Very conservative 

7. Uncertain / Do not know 

8. Prefer not to say / Cannot choose one label 
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Debrief Page: 

You have reached the end of the survey! Thank you very much for taking the time to participate in this 

study. Your responses are greatly appreciated and will contribute to research examining how people 

perceive migrant groups and how different perspectives may influence attitudes towards them.  

 

This study examined whether the legal status of a migrant influences dehumanisation and empathic 

concern among European residents. The scenario you read about 'M' was fictional, as M's legal status 

was randomly assigned and was the only difference between the two versions of the scenario. 

 

If you have any questions about this research or would like to know more about the study, feel free to 

contact the researcher or the research supervisor.  

 

Leading researcher: Yaniek Meijer (y.meijer.6@student.rug.nl) 

Bachelor student at Global Responsibility and Leadership programme  

University of Groningen (Campus Fyslan)  

 

Research supervisor: Dr. Pelin Gul (p.gul@rug.nl)  

Assistant Professor  

University of Groningen (Campus Fyslan)  

 

Thank you again for your participation! 

  

mailto:y.meijer.6@student.rug.nl
mailto:p.gul@rug.nl
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APPENDIX B: QUALITATIVE DATA CODING 

LISTS OF CODES 

•  Universal Humanisation (UHR)  

•  Economic Threat  

•  Cultural Threat  

•  Public Safety (Crime) Threat  

•  Legal Framing  

•  Insufficient Information  

•  Empathic Concern/ Sympathy  

•  Lack of Threat  

•  General Threat  

 

 

ILLEGAL PERCEPTIONS – OPEN ANSWERS 

 

P1 (illegal): ‘Veelal jezelf in de schoenen van een ander plaatsen. Ook dacht ik dat het contact tussen 

immigranten en autochtonen soms niet aanwezig is. Waardoor 1. Inleven in de situatie van de immigrant 

lastiger kan zijn en 2. Doordat er weinig contact is tussen immigranten en autochtonen deze mensen 

makkelijker weg worden gezet als een probleem, of als slecht. Terwijl als we deze mensen persoonlijk 

leren kennen, dit in de realiteit vaak niet zo is. Dat zij immers ook gewoon mensen zijn.’  

[Universal Humanisation], [Empathic Concern] 

 

P5 (illegal): ‘I believe that migrants and immigrants are essential for economic growth and productivity 

and I am thankful that when I travel I can experience how it feels like to visit such culturally diverse 

countries. It teaches me to broaden my own perspective.’ [Economic Threat] 

 

P6 (illegal): ‘Integration and immigration are a sensitive topic in today’s society. I believe it is often 

used to blame people for problems within one country. Media outlets use these things for clicks and 

views and intensive this even more ’ [Legal Framing] 

 

P9 (illegal): ’"In the question about characterising the person it wasn't clear to me if you are asking me 

how I characterise them or how they are characterized in society in general, so I kept that one neutral’ 

[Insufficient information] 

 

P12 (illegal): ‘Being born in a wealthy country and having all my needs met is extremely fortunate. It’s 

is horrifying to see people that are looking for a safe life with a job and their family in a house put in a 
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position where characteristics and motivations about them are twisted by populists and media, especially 

when the reality is that they are often so kind and open.’ [Empathic Concern] 

 

 

P16 (illegal): ‘My answers focus on how equality is sometimes misunderstood as treating everyone the 

same, as in reality equality can create unfair gaps, especially for immigrants who may face language 

barriers or limited access to services. That is why I think equity will be more appropriate, because it 

considers different needs and provides fairer support depending on peoples situations. Additionally, 

really giving or thinking about stereotypes can create more exclusion, because it reduces people to 

general assumptions instead of seeing their individual situation. Therefore answering the questions was 

very hard.’ 

 

P21 (illegal): ‘Als je jezelf in de schoenen zet van M, begrijp je waarom hij naar een land als Nederland 

zou gaan om te werken. Hij krijgt meer betaald, er is meer zekerheid en er zijn waarschijnlijk betere 

werkomgevingen dan waar hij vandaan komt. Aan de andere kant is dat hier het geval omdat we zoveel 

wetten en regelgeving hebben. Als je hier bent zonder verblijfsvergunning of werkvisa oid, heb ik toch 

het gevoel dat je hier enigzins misbruik van maakt. In een ideale wereld zijn we allemaal gelijk, maar 

ik denk niet dat dat realistisch is.’ [Legal Framing], [Economic Threat] 

 

P22 (illegal): ‘Nee, ik vind deze vraag te algemeen om goed te beantwoorden. Er gaat zo veel gedachten 

door me heen bij verschillende vragen.’ [Insufficient Information] 

 

P24 (illegal): ‘My answers are as such because I do not know anyone like that personally, and that I do 

still feel for them because some are from my country and they’re just trying to get a better living situation 

for their families’ [Empathic Concern] 

 

P26 (illegal): ‘De vragen over de eigenschappen zijn moeilijk gefundeerd te beantwoorden als je mensen 

niet kent.’ [Insufficient information] 

 

P28 (Illegal): ‘Dat het voorbeeld van M. niet is zoals iedereen hier zich gedraagt met wél dezelfde 

situatie als M. ’ [General Threat] 

 

P33 (illegal): ‘Iedereen moet in zijn waarde gelaten worden en heeft recht op een veilige en fijne 

leefomgeving’ [Universal Humanisation] 
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P36 (illegal): ‘Net als bij de mensen die in Nl wonen zijn er verschillende mensen die asiel zoeken in 

NL. Als zij echt hulp nodig hebben moeten zij zeker geholpen worden. Maar men moet daarin de 

hulpbehoefende nl. Nirt uit het oog verliezen.  Ik zou het jammer vinden als NL zijn eigen identiteit niet 

houdt.’ [Empathic Concern], [Economic Threat], [Cultural Threat] 

 

P38 (illegal): ‘People don’t leave their homes and families unless they absolutely have to. They don’t 

do this to steal anyone’s jobs.’ [Economic Threat] 

 

P41 (illegal): ‘Ik kan enorm boos worden van berichtgeving in de media en uitingen in de politiek over 

immigratie, maar vind het moeilijk om me in hun situatie in te leven. Ook omdat de groep immigranten 

een diverse groep is.’ [Empathic Concern] 

 

P42 (illegal): ‘M is feitelijk niet legaal in het land. Hoewel hij zeker een bijdrage heeft aan de 

samenleving neemt dat niet weg dat hij simpelweg niet geregistreerd staat als burger en dus ook geen 

werk mag verrichten. Hierdoor betaalt hij dus ook geen belasting. Niet vind ik dat hij het werk van de 

burgers van het land afpakt. De vacature staat open en hierdoor wordt er niks “afgepakt” het had net zo 

goed een burger kunnen zijn maar die heeft de kans simpel weg niet aangegrepen of niet willen doen. 

Hoewel ik snap dat M zichzelf ook probeert te onderhouden en eigenlijk probeert te overleven in dit 

land door wat te werken, is dit in mijn opinie niet correct omdat M, puur naar wetten gekeken, niet legaal 

is. En dus ook niet geregistreerd staat.’ [Legal Framing], [Economic Theat] 

 

P44 (illegal): ‘Verschilt wel per persoon, maar nietbaltijd goede ervaringen’ [General Threat] 

 

P46 (illegal): ‘Ik vind dat als iemand naar Nederland komt en hier zijn/haar best doet dat diegene hier 

welkom is, maar niet als er wel criminaliteit en onveilige situaties door gecreëerd worden. Zelf ben ik 

niet zo thuis in dit stuk, dus kan ik mij niet goed inbeelden in hun situatie omdat ik er te weinig van af 

weet.’ [Public Safety Threat], [Cultural Threat], [Empathic Concern] 

 

P49 (illegal): ‘Het zijn mensen zoals jij met goede en minder goede eigenschappen maar met een andere 

achtergrond. Verschillen mogen er zijn en het is schrijnend als migranten overal de schuld van krijgen.’ 

[Empathic Concern] 

 

P51 (illegal): ‘Ik probeer me in te leven in de immigrant, maar ben ook wel kritisch.  

Er zitten vaak twee kanten aan het verhaal’[Empathic Concern] 

 

P53 (illegal): ‘Vanuit mijn werk zie ik dagelijks mensen als M worstelen binnen deze verzorgingsstaat.’ 
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P57 (illegal): ‘"We mogen blij zijn dat wij in NL geboren zijn en niet in een arm land of een land waar 

oorlog is. Je kunt het niemand kwalijk nemen dat ze een beter leven proberen op te zoeken.  

De een lukt het beter om te integreren dan de ander. ’ [Empathic Concern], [Cultural Threat] 

 

P58 (illegal): ‘M past zich aan, hoe kan dat bedreigend zijn.’ [Cultural Threat] 

 

P60 (illegal): ‘Het idee dat immigranten crimineler zijn of heel anders dan Nederlanders en daardoor 

een bedreiging zijn deel ik niet. Echter, illegaliteit kan wel voor sociale problemen zorgen. Daarom 

moeten we ook niet alles accepteren.’ [Public Safety Threat], [Legal Framing] 

 

P62 (illegal) ‘Ik kan niet inschatten hoe een ander denkt en doet zonder hem of haar te kennen. Ik probeer 

wel open te staan voor iemand in dergelijke situaties. Ik heb niet op voorhand een mening over iemand 

in een dergelijke situatie’ [insufficient information] 

 

P63 (illegal): ‘Geen medelijden met iemand die hier illegaal is. Dat volk zorgt voor extra druk op de 

woningmarkt en maakt het voor ons moeilijker. Terugsturen die handel’ 

 

P66 (illegal): ‘Personen zoals M kun je niet over één kam scheren. Dat maakt het lastig om 

generaliserende antwoorden te geven. Ieder mens is uniek immers. Maar in het algemeen ben ik niet 

bang voor personen zoals M’ [Insufficient Information], [Public Safety Threat] 

 

P68 (illegal): ‘Ik zie een mens, geen naam of letter’ [Universal Humanisation] 

 

P69 (illegal): ‘Over de persoonlijkheids eigenschappen kan ik niets zeggen. Omdat er verschillende 

mensen vluchten. Beleefde en niet beleefde bijvoorbeeld. Ik kan alleen iets zeggen hoe ik naar hen kijk. 

Over het algemeen is dat in basis positief, net als bij elk ander’ [Insufficient Information],  

 

P72 (illegal): ‘Op basis van de tekst kun je geen oordeel geven over mensen omdat je context van het 

leven en de situatie niet weet. ’ [Insufficient Information] 

 

P74 (illegal): ‘"Positief mensbeeld is uitgangspunt. Sommige eigenschappen kan je niet op iedereen 

plakken daarom neutraal "’[Insufficient Information] 

 

P75 (illegal): ‘Ik voel mee met de situatie van mensen als M en heb ook geleerd om anders te kijken 

door contact met asielzoekers.’ [Empathic Concern] 
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P77 (illegal): ‘I don't understand how people can make themselves believe that immigrants are somehow 

"lesser" or not really people. They wouldn't be here if they had other options and it is our duty to give 

them a life here.’ [Universal Humanisation] 

 

P80 (illegal): ‘Het is lastig om je gedachten over deze groep mensen zo over een kam te scheren en te 

oordelen over dit fictieve persoon die je niet kent. Daarom ga ik toch redelijk uit van het goede. Ik geloof 

niet dat die mensen meer kwaad doen dan sommige andere Nederlanders.’ [Insufficient Information], 

[Universal Humanisation] 

 

P81 (illegal): ‘"I filled neutral in how I attribute these charateristics as I think there was too little 

information about person M. I mostly agreed or strongly agreed with how I feel towards person M as I 

try to see things from their perspectives and imagine how life would be like them.  

It is difficult for me to explain why I have such a strong sense of equaty, maybe it is the values I got 

when I grew up, or maybe it is because we life in a world which is not equalitarian in the slightest and 

very individualised. "’ [Insufficient Information], [Empathic Concern] 

 

P83 (illegal): ‘Best lastig! Je vraagt naar kenmerken/eigenschappen van migranten als M, maar elk mens 

is verschillend. Ik heb er voor gekozen om bij alle eigenschappen hetzelfde antwoord te geven.Ik scheer 

mensen niet over 1 kam. Maar ik snap dat anderen dat wel doen en dat kan een bevinding zijn.’ 

[Insufficient Information] 

 

P84 (illegal): ‘It is hard to make statements on this case as there are very few details. People like M are 

committing a crime by staying and working here, however they contribute till a certain extend to society 

(yet do not pay taxes and use our infrastructure, so they also cost money). Yet, I prefer these people over 

people who are fit to work and exploit our welfare system (fit to work but won't), both native and 

immigrants.’ [Legal Framing], [Economic Threat] 

 

P86 (illegal): ‘Ik vind vooral het systeem kapot gemaakt door procedures op procedures waardoor het 

niet meer uitvoerbaar en uitlegbaar is. Dat ligt niet aan de immigrant, dat ligt aan ons’ [Legal Framing] 

 

P88 (illegal): ‘We oordelen vaak te snel en zonder eerst in gesprek te gaan met de mensen. Dus volgens 

mij moeten we meer met elkaar praten om te weten te komen wat er speelt, wat de achtergrond is en wat 

dan mogelijk de oorzaak is van bepaald gedrag. Wat ik hierbij voel belemmert mij niet in de zin van 

verdrietig voelen maar ik vraag me vaak wel af wat zou hun situatie zijn. ’ 
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P90 (illegal): ‘Ik heb bij de persoonlijke eigenschappen nooit helemaal mee eens in kunnen vullen, 

omdat ik zelf weinig in aanraking kom met migranten zonder verblijfspapieren. Of ik weet het niet van 

hen.’ [Legal Framing] 

 

P93 (illegal): ‘Elke situatie is anders waardoor het moeilijk is een algemene uitspraak te doen over of 

ze beleefd zijn of niet bijvoorbeeld. Voor de rest vooral een beetje afgegaan op het nieuws en mijn 

gevoel.’ [Insufficient Information] 

 

P94 (illegal): ‘Personally I feel that every human should have a chance at a happy life ’ [Universal 

Humanisation] 

 

P98 (illegal): ‘"M is een illegale arbeidsmigrant, die in Nederland geen rechten heeft, maar wel werkt 

in banen die moeilijk in te vullen zijn door Nederlanders. Het maakt mij vooral boos dat er gebruik 

gemaakt van zeer goedkope arbeidskrachten die vaak minder dan het wettelijk minimumloon verdienen, 

en die verder rechteloos zijn in ons land. Nederland wil minder immigranten, dan ook op de goede 

menselijke manier hierop handhaven. "’ [Legal Framing], [Empathic Concern], [Economic Threat] 

 

P100 (illegal): ‘Ik vind dat ik niets kan zeggen over hoe zij in het leven staan: ik ken ze niet. Wel doet 

het iets met me om te zien dat mensen zo weinig kansen krijgen, en zie ook dat dit, zonder dat het iets 

zegt over de goed- of slechtheid van deze mensen, kan leiden tot toegenomen criminaliteit. Maar ja, als 

je geen gelijke kansen krijgt... wat moet je dan? ’ [Insufficient Information], [Public Safety Threat] 

 

 

LEGAL PERCEPTIONS – OPEN ANSWERS  

 

P3 (legal): ‘If i think about immigrants i don't think about specific characteristics. I believe you should 

not put people into boxes, so i also try to not make assumptions based on their immigration and legal 

status. Everybodies story is different and everybodies reasonings to do something differ. I always just 

put myself into the shoes of the other person and try to consider how they feel and where they are coming 

from. The only reason that I am not a person that needed to, for example flee and illigally migrate in a 

strange country, is sheer geographical luck, so we should do out best to let everybody have the life they 

deserve. ’ [Universal Humanisation], [Empathic Concern], [Legal Framing] 

 

P4 (legal): ‘Het is lastig om te beoordelen of M vriendelijk of behulpzaam is. In mijn beleving hangt dat 

niet af van in welk land je geboren bent, maar hoe je als mens bent.’ [Universal Humanisation] 
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P7 (legal): ‘ik vind het altijd wel sneu om te zien dat mensen het zwaar hebben, vooral als ze er niks aan 

kunnen doen. ’ [Empathic Concern] 

 

P8 (legal): ‘"De meeste immigranten die hier komen vluchten voor de situatie in het land van herkomst, 

wat hartstikke vervelend is voor hun. Je kan je niet voorstellen hoe erg het is om te moeten vluchten uit 

je veilige omgeving. Daarnaast zijn er ook immigranten die hier dan gaan stelen, omdat ze geen geld 

hebben. Daarom heb ik ook ingevuld dat ze brutaal kunnen zijn, maar ik denk dat de meesten hier komen 

met goede bedoelingen."’ [Empathic Cocern], [Public Safety Threat] 

 

P10 (legal) ‘Vooral mijn eigen ervaringen met vluchtelingen en wetenschappelijke artikelen.’ 

 

P11 (legal): ‘Het is moeilijk om te bepalen of mensen zoals M een bepaalde eigenschap hebben. 

Sommige immigranten mogelijk wel en andere niet. Ik probeerde daarom vooral af te gaan op mijn 

eerste gevoel en logica. Bijvoorbeeld, als zij heel veel hulp nodig hebben gehad van andere is de kans 

groter dat zij andere zullen helpen.’ [Insufficient Information] 

 

P13 (legal): ‘I read the description of M multiple times to make sure I understand who they are and to 

paint a picture in my head. That mental picture helped me with answering the questions by imagining 

how I think I would perceive a person like M. Along the way, I thought of some people I know who are 

immigrants in my home country and also of myself, being an immigrant while studying abroad - I think 

this especially made me relate to the situation more.’ 

 

P15 (legal): ‘I think that migrants are a victim of the culture war that divides countries around the globe. 

They are met with hostility and racism in Western countries even though our economies depend on them. 

While people complain that they are living off of our taxes and are violent, they refuse to take any action 

to help migrants integrate easier (like working permits or language courses). It is honestly tiresome to 

hear them complain about a self-made problem.’ [Lack of Threat], [Economic Threat], [Cultural Threat] 

 

P17 (legal): ‘We should try to understand each other. Feel what they feel. We are all friends on this earth. 

There should be no division among people. Borderline is just imaginary.’ [Empathic Concern], 

[Universal Humanisation] 

 

P20 (legal): ‘Iedereen is gelijk, en het is belangrijk om dat ook te blijven onthouden. Ieder heeft hetzelfde 

recht: ongeacht uit welk land je komt.’ [Universal Humanisation] 
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P23 (legal): ‘If someone is working hard to set up a better life for themselves (and family abroad), I 

think they deserve to be there. It shows they care and want good things. They are not a threat.’ [Economic 

Threat], [Lack of Threat] 

 

P25 (legal): ‘Ik vind dat je iemand pas kan ‘beoordelen’ als je iemand langer ‘kent’. Anders ga je veel 

te snel oordelen als groep en niet als individu. Ook al zijn deze vragen zo opgesteld.’ [Insufficient 

Information] 

 

P27 (legal): ‘Andere cultuur zal altijd enige problemen geven voor beide partijen, onbewust begrijp je 

elkaar niet altijd en onbewust heb je toch een vooroordeel. Hoe meer je in aanraking komt met elkaar 

hoe beter dit zal gaan.’ [Cultural Threat] 

 

P29 (legal): ‘"Gelijke behandeling is iets wat een mooie gedachte is. Zodra de gedachte opkomt “maar 

dan moet ik misschien ook wat inleveren” komt er ook een gedachte op van “wil ik dat wel?”  

Succes met je scriptie!"’ 

 

P30 (legal): ‘Ik vind het belangrijk dat mensen die hier komen integreren/wonen daar ook moeite voor 

willen doen en er open voor staan. ’ [Cultural Threat] 

 

P31 (legal): ‘De vragen over 1 persoon zijn lastig te beantwoorden aangezien niet iedereen zoals M is. 

Ook de vragen over eigenschappen kan je niet invullen omdat het gebaseerd is op 1 persoon en niet op 

alle anderen die wel voor problemen zorgen zijn ’ [Insufficient Information], [General Threat] 

 

P34 (legal): ‘Het is top dat persoon M werkt voor zijn geld en wat hij er vervolgens mee doet moet 

hijzelf weten. Ik kan mij echter niet druk maken over hoe of wat het met hem gaat, dat doe ik bij niet-

immigranten ook niet. ’ [Economic Threat] 

 

P35 (legal): ‘Hoe zouden wij worden opgevangen als wij moesten vluchten. Daar mogen mensen meer 

over nadenken. ’ [Empathic Concern] 

 

P40 (legal): ‘Ik vind de over karakter van M niet in te schatten. Elk mens is uniek’ [Insufficient 

Information]  

 

P43 (legal): ‘Daar waar je geboren bent bepaalt vaak je toekomst. Immigranten staan met 1-0 achter in 

de Nederlandse samenleving. Wat als ik in een land geboren zou zijn waar het niet veilig is of veel 

armoede is. ’ [Empathic Concern] 

 



49 

 

P45 (legal): ‘De hardwerkende immigrant is geen probleem, en werkt vaak extra hard en is juist geen 

probleem. Alleen de niet hardwerkende immigranten zorgen voor de problemen. Willen de cultuur niet 

aannemen en nemen meer dan ze geven.’ [Economic Threat], [Cultural Threat] 

 

P47 (legal): ‘Ik kan met de context die gegeven is, weinig zeggen over het persoon dat M is. Ik kan 

daardoor moeilijk over hem oordelen.’ [Insufficient Information] 

 

P50 (legal): ‘Ik werk met deze mensen (statushouders)’ 

 

P52 (legal): ‘Er wordt gevraagd karaktereigenschappen te beoordelen. Die heb ik met neurraal 

beantwoord. Karakter is persoonsafhankelijk, niet afhankelijk van een bevolkingsgroep.’ [Insufficient 

Information], [Universal Humanisation] 

 

P55 (legal): ‘"Mensen zoals M hebben het recht hier te wonen en te werken. Ik vind het afschuwelijk 

hoe negatief  Nederlanders kunnen praten mensen zoals M’ [Empathic Concern] 

 

P56 (legal): ‘M doet zijn best om onderdeel te worden/zijn van onze samenleving. Daar heb ik sympathie 

voor.’ [Lack of Threat], [Empathic Concern] 

 

P59 (legal): ‘Ik ken niet veel migranten, en ga uit van het goede in de mens’ [Universal Humanisation] 

 

P61 (legal): ‘Ik probeer mij altijd voor te stellen, hoe het is om te immigreren naar een land met een 

compleet andere cultuur. Het is natuurlijk erg moeilijk om te intergreren in een land die fundamenteel 

verschilt met die van jou. Het is echter jouw keus geweest om naar dit specifieke land te vluchten (in 

verreweg de meeste gevallen tegenwoordig). Aan jou dus de taak (gevlucht of niet) om je dan ook nuttig 

te maken voor het land dat jou opvangt en (financieel) op zijn best mogelijk helpt. Er is vanuit mijn kant 

weinig sympathie voor degenen die niet integreren, maar juist veel sympathie voor diegenen die dat wel 

doen.’ [Empathic concern], [Economic Threat], [Cultural Threat] 

 

P64 (legal): ‘Ik wil niet mensen als groep zien, ieder mens is uniek en dus verschillend ’[Universal 

Humanisation] 

 

P65 (legal): ‘Ik ben vrijwilliger bij vluchtelingenwerk en ben daar maatschappelijk begeleider van 

statushouders. Dat heeft mijn perspectief gekleurd, ik heb gemotiveerde en vriendelijke mensen 

begeleid’ 
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P67 (legal): ‘I could not answer the questions about M, as I feel I need so much more information and 

context so I answered with a neutral neither agree or disagree.’ [Insufficient Information] 

 

P70 (legal): ‘Bij de vragen of iemand vriendelijk, impulsief etc kon ik geen antwoord geven omdat het 

te generaliserend is ’ [Insufficient Information] 

 

P71 (legal): ‘Ik probeer me zoveel mogelijk in anderen te verplaatsen. Ik denk niet dat je zomaar naar 

een ander land gaat en je familie achterlaat. Dat is met een reden.’ [Empathic Threat] 

 

P73 (legal): ‘I didn’t understand the part of the questionaire about characterisation of immigrants- was 

this about how I personally thought M would be or immigrants like M or was it how I think they are 

characterised by the external world ’ [Insufficient Information] 

 

P76 (legal): ‘"Bij de vraag over een imigrant die het moeilijk heeft herinnerde ik mij een verhaal op de 

NOS. Hierin werdt verteld over imigranten die werden uitgebuid en in slechte omstandigheden leefden. 

Eigenlijk moderne slavernij maar dan in Nederland."’ [Empathic Concern] 

 

P78 (legal): ‘Mensen laten alles achter voor een kans op een beetje geld om hun familie te onderhouden. 

Ze komen hier om het werk te doen waar wij ons te goed voor voelen onder erbarmelijke 

omstandigheden, leven ver bij alles wat ze kennen vandaan en hebben weinig zekerheid. Nederlanders 

hoeven dergelijke offerbereidheid nooit te tonen. En ondanks dit alles hebben sommigen het lef om hen 

het probleem te noemen? Ik kan daar heel boos en verdrietig van worden.’ [Economic Threat], [Lack of 

Threat], [Empathic Concern] 

 

P79 (legal): ‘If I see people struggling on the news, I tend to worry. ’ [Empathic Concern] 

 

P82 (legal): ‘Het is een lastig onderwerp. Er zijn zoveel mitsen en maren dat het lastig is om de vragen 

goed te beantwoorden.’ [Insufficient information] 

 

P85 (legal): ‘Migranten worden te vaak als zondebok beschouwd. Gezien het toenemende 

personeelstekort zouden we er beter aan doen migranten geschikt te maken voor nuttige 

werkzaamheden.’ [Lack of threat], [Economic Threat], [Legal framing] 

 

P87 (legal): ‘We hebben geen idee over hoe het is om in een ander land weer een bestaan op te bouwen 

en tegelijkertijd je waardigheid te bewaren.’ [Empathic Concern] 

 

P89 (legal): ‘Kijken vanuit mijn eigen perspectief’ 
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P92 (legal): ‘M lijkt iemand die in contact is met zijn omgeving en zijn familie van herkomst. Het lijkt 

mij een prettig persoon al heb ik nog weinig informatie. ’ [Insufficient Information] 

 

P95 (legal): ‘Het is zijn keuze om hier te wonen, ik voel daar weinig emotie bij. Ze zijn van harte welkom 

als ze zich nuttig maken in de maatschappij en zich aanpassen aan onze normen en waarden.’ [Economic 

Threat], [Cultural Threat] 

 

P97 (legal): ‘Ik heb bij alle vragen over persoonskenmerken neutraal ingevuld omdat dat van een 

persoon afhangt en niet van het feit of iemand wel of niet uit dit land komt. Dat is ook wat ik hier aan 

overhoudt, net als bij mensen die uit Nederland komen, is iedereen anders, met zijn eigen verhaal. ’ 

[Universal Humanisation] 

 

P101 (legal): ‘Precies zoals staat in de vragen voor het onderzoek: ik probeer me in de schoenen van 

een ander te verplaatsen en van daaruit te redeneren. Daarnaast probeer ik een mening te vormen op 

basis van feiten of eigen ervaringen en niet op basis van beelden van anderen. ’ [Empathic Concern] 
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APPENDIX C: FULL R CODE 

install.packages("tidyverse") 

library(tidyverse) 

install.packages("psych") 

install.packages("car") 

install.packages("mediation") 

install.packages("interactions") 

library(psych) 

library(car) 

library(mediation) 

library(interactions) 

setwd("~/GRL UCF/Year 3/Semester 2 UCF/Thesis - Bachelor 

Scriptie/Milestones/Thesis Final Draft - Milestone 3/Data Analysis") 

data <- read.csv("CSVThesisFile.csv", header = TRUE) 

data <- data[-c(1,2), ] 

head(data) 

str(data) 

dim(data) 

library(tidyverse) 

 

# Step 1 - reimport the data 

data <- read.csv("CSVThesisFile.csv", header = TRUE) 

data <- data[-c(1,2), ] 

 

# Step 2 - create condition variable FIRST before anything else 

data <- data %>% mutate(condition = ifelse(FL_12_DO == "MigrantPerceptions-

LegalScenario", "legal", "illegal")) 

 

# Step 3 - now remove the _DO columns 

data <- data %>% select(-ends_with("_DO")) 

 

# Step 4 - convert scale columns to numeric 

data <- data %>% mutate(across(c(Universalism_1, Universalism_2, 

Universalism_3, 

                                 Egalitarism_1, Egalitarism_2, 

Egalitarism_3,  

                                 Egalitarism_4, Egalitarism_5, 

Egalitarism_6, 

                                 ManipCheck...IL_1, ManipCheck...IL_2, 

ManipCheck...IL_3, 

                                 Threat...IL_1, Threat...IL_2, 

Threat...IL_3, 

                                 Threat...IL_4, Threat...IL_5, 

Threat...IL_6, 

                                 Threat...IL_7, Threat...IL_8, 

Threat...IL_9, 

                                 Dehum...IL_1, Dehum...IL_2, Dehum...IL_3, 

                                 Dehum...IL_4, Dehum...IL_5, Dehum...IL_6, 

                                 Dehum...IL_7, Dehum...IL_8, Dehum...IL_9, 

                                 Empathy...IL_1, Empathy...IL_2, 

Empathy...IL_3, 
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                                 Empathy...IL_4, Empathy...IL_5), 

as.numeric)) 

colnames(data) 

# Check dimensions 

dim(data) 

 

# Check condition variable worked correctly 

table(data$condition) 

 

# Check first few rows look correct 

head(data) 

# Remove unnecessary metadata columns 

data <- data %>% select(-c(StartDate, EndDate, Status, IPAddress,  

                           RecordedDate, ResponseId, RecipientLastName,  

                           RecipientFirstName, RecipientEmail,  

                           ExternalReference, LocationLatitude,  

                           LocationLongitude, DistributionChannel)) 

 

# Check how many columns remain 

ncol(data) 

 

# Step 1 - Remove participants who completed less than 90% of the survey 

data$Progress <- as.numeric(data$Progress) 

data <- data %>% filter(Progress >= 90) 

 

# Check how many remain 

nrow(data) 

 

# Check condition variable worked correctly 

table(data$condition) 

 

# Step 2 - Remove participants who failed attention check 1 

# Correct answer for Egalitarism_5 is 2 

data <- data %>% filter(Egalitarism_5 == 2) 

nrow(data) 

 

# Step 3 - Remove participants who failed attention check 2 

# Correct answer for Dehum...IL_7 is 6 

data <- data %>% filter(Dehum...IL_7 == 6) 

nrow(data) 

 

# Step 4 - Remove participants who failed manipulation check 

# For legal condition: first two should be 16 (true), third should be 17 

(false) 

# For illegal condition: first two should be 17 (false), third should be 16 

(true) 

 

data <- data %>% filter( 

  (condition == "legal" & ManipCheck...IL_1 == 16 &  

     ManipCheck...IL_2 == 16 &  

     ManipCheck...IL_3 == 17) | 

    (condition == "illegal" & ManipCheck...IL_1 == 17 &  

       ManipCheck...IL_2 == 17 &  
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       ManipCheck...IL_3 == 16) 

) 

 

nrow(data) 

 

# Check how many failed only the manipulation check 

# Check how many failed only one attention check 

# Check how many failed both 

 

table(data$condition) 

# Reverse score Egalitarianism items 2 and 4 (7-point scale: 8 minus score) 

data <- data %>% mutate( 

  Egalitarism_2 = 8 - Egalitarism_2, 

  Egalitarism_4 = 8 - Egalitarism_4 

) 

 

# Reverse score Dehumanisation items 1, 2, 5 and 6 (7-point scale: 8 minus 

score) 

data <- data %>% mutate( 

  Dehum...IL_1 = 8 - Dehum...IL_1, 

  Dehum...IL_2 = 8 - Dehum...IL_2, 

  Dehum...IL_5 = 8 - Dehum...IL_5, 

  Dehum...IL_6 = 8 - Dehum...IL_6 

) 

# Universalism composite score (items 1, 2, 3) 

data <- data %>% mutate( 

  Universalism = rowMeans(select(., Universalism_1, Universalism_2, 

Universalism_3),  

                          na.rm = TRUE)) 

 

# Egalitarianism composite score (items 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 - item 5 was attention 

check) 

data <- data %>% mutate( 

  Egalitarianism = rowMeans(select(., Egalitarism_1, Egalitarism_2, 

Egalitarism_3,  

                                   Egalitarism_4, Egalitarism_6),  

                            na.rm = TRUE)) 

 

# Threat composite score (items 1-9) 

data <- data %>% mutate( 

  Threat = rowMeans(select(., Threat...IL_1, Threat...IL_2, Threat...IL_3, 

                           Threat...IL_4, Threat...IL_5, Threat...IL_6, 

                           Threat...IL_7, Threat...IL_8, Threat...IL_9),  

                    na.rm = TRUE)) 

 

# Dehumanisation composite score (items 1-6, 8, 9 - item 7 was attention 

check) 

data <- data %>% mutate( 

  Dehumanisation = rowMeans(select(., Dehum...IL_1, Dehum...IL_2, 

Dehum...IL_3, 

                                   Dehum...IL_4, Dehum...IL_5, Dehum...IL_6, 

                                   Dehum...IL_8, Dehum...IL_9),  

                            na.rm = TRUE)) 
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# Empathy composite score (items 1-5) 

data <- data %>% mutate( 

  Empathy = rowMeans(select(., Empathy...IL_1, Empathy...IL_2, 

Empathy...IL_3, 

                            Empathy...IL_4, Empathy...IL_5),  

                     na.rm = TRUE)) 

# Universalism composite score (items 1, 2, 3) 

data <- data %>% mutate( 

  Universalism = rowMeans(select(., Universalism_1, Universalism_2, 

Universalism_3),  

                          na.rm = TRUE)) 

 

# Egalitarianism composite score (items 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 - item 5 was attention 

check) 

data <- data %>% mutate( 

  Egalitarianism = rowMeans(select(., Egalitarism_1, Egalitarism_2, 

Egalitarism_3,  

                                   Egalitarism_4, Egalitarism_6),  

                            na.rm = TRUE)) 

 

# Threat composite score (items 1-9) 

data <- data %>% mutate( 

  Threat = rowMeans(select(., Threat...IL_1, Threat...IL_2, Threat...IL_3, 

                           Threat...IL_4, Threat...IL_5, Threat...IL_6, 

                           Threat...IL_7, Threat...IL_8, Threat...IL_9),  

                    na.rm = TRUE)) 

 

# Dehumanisation composite score (items 1-6, 8, 9 - item 7 was attention 

check) 

data <- data %>% mutate( 

  Dehumanisation = rowMeans(select(., Dehum...IL_1, Dehum...IL_2, 

Dehum...IL_3, 

                                   Dehum...IL_4, Dehum...IL_5, Dehum...IL_6, 

                                   Dehum...IL_8, Dehum...IL_9),  

                            na.rm = TRUE)) 

 

# Empathy composite score (items 1-5) 

data <- data %>% mutate( 

  Empathy = rowMeans(select(., Empathy...IL_1, Empathy...IL_2, 

Empathy...IL_3, 

                            Empathy...IL_4, Empathy...IL_5),  

                     na.rm = TRUE)) 

 

# Check composite scores look reasonable 

summary(data$Universalism) 

summary(data$Egalitarianism) 

summary(data$Threat) 

summary(data$Dehumanisation) 

summary(data$Empathy) 

 

# Use psych:: explicitly to tell R which package to use 



56 

 

psych::alpha(data[, c("Universalism_1", "Universalism_2", 

"Universalism_3")]) 

 

psych::alpha(data[, c("Egalitarism_1", "Egalitarism_2", "Egalitarism_3",  

                      "Egalitarism_4", "Egalitarism_6")]) 

 

psych::alpha(data[, c("Threat...IL_1", "Threat...IL_2", "Threat...IL_3", 

                      "Threat...IL_4", "Threat...IL_5", "Threat...IL_6", 

                      "Threat...IL_7", "Threat...IL_8", "Threat...IL_9")]) 

 

psych::alpha(data[, c("Dehum...IL_1", "Dehum...IL_2", "Dehum...IL_3", 

                      "Dehum...IL_4", "Dehum...IL_5", "Dehum...IL_6", 

                      "Dehum...IL_8", "Dehum...IL_9")]) 

 

psych::alpha(data[, c("Empathy...IL_1", "Empathy...IL_2", "Empathy...IL_3", 

                      "Empathy...IL_4", "Empathy...IL_5")]) 

cat("Universalism alpha:", psych::alpha(data[, c("Universalism_1", 

"Universalism_2", "Universalism_3")])$total$raw_alpha, "\n") 

 

cat("Egalitarianism alpha:", psych::alpha(data[, c("Egalitarism_1", 

"Egalitarism_2", "Egalitarism_3", "Egalitarism_4", 

"Egalitarism_6")])$total$raw_alpha, "\n") 

 

cat("Threat alpha:", psych::alpha(data[, c("Threat...IL_1", "Threat...IL_2", 

"Threat...IL_3", "Threat...IL_4", "Threat...IL_5", "Threat...IL_6", 

"Threat...IL_7", "Threat...IL_8", "Threat...IL_9")])$total$raw_alpha, 

"\n") 

 

cat("Dehumanisation alpha:", psych::alpha(data[, c("Dehum...IL_1", 

"Dehum...IL_2", "Dehum...IL_3", "Dehum...IL_4", "Dehum...IL_5", 

"Dehum...IL_6", "Dehum...IL_8", "Dehum...IL_9")])$total$raw_alpha, 

"\n") 

 

cat("Empathy alpha:", psych::alpha(data[, c("Empathy...IL_1", 

"Empathy...IL_2", "Empathy...IL_3", "Empathy...IL_4", 

"Empathy...IL_5")])$total$raw_alpha, "\n") 

data %>% group_by(condition) %>%  

  summarise( 

    Threat_Mean = mean(Threat, na.rm = TRUE), 

    Threat_SD = sd(Threat, na.rm = TRUE), 

    Dehumanisation_Mean = mean(Dehumanisation, na.rm = TRUE), 

    Dehumanisation_SD = sd(Dehumanisation, na.rm = TRUE), 

    Empathy_Mean = mean(Empathy, na.rm = TRUE), 

    Empathy_SD = sd(Empathy, na.rm = TRUE) 

  ) 

# H1 - Test 1: Does legal status affect dehumanisation? 

t.test(Dehumanisation ~ condition, data = data) 

 

# H1 - Test 2: Does legal status affect empathy? 

t.test(Empathy ~ condition, data = data) 

 

# First create subscale scores for each threat dimension 

data <- data %>% mutate( 
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  Cultural_Threat = rowMeans(select(., Threat...IL_1, Threat...IL_2, 

Threat...IL_3),  

                             na.rm = TRUE), 

  Economic_Threat = rowMeans(select(., Threat...IL_4, Threat...IL_5, 

Threat...IL_6),  

                             na.rm = TRUE), 

  Safety_Threat = rowMeans(select(., Threat...IL_7, Threat...IL_8, 

Threat...IL_9),  

                           na.rm = TRUE) 

) 

 

# H2 - Test 1: Does legal status affect cultural threat? 

t.test(Cultural_Threat ~ condition, data = data) 

 

# H2 - Test 2: Does legal status affect economic threat? 

t.test(Economic_Threat ~ condition, data = data) 

 

# H2 - Test 3: Does legal status affect safety threat? 

t.test(Safety_Threat ~ condition, data = data) 

source("process.R") 

 

# Convert condition to numeric (legal = 0, illegal = 1) 

data <- data %>% mutate(condition_num = ifelse(condition == "illegal", 1, 0)) 

 

# Check it worked 

table(data$condition_num) 

# H3 - Mediation analysis 1: Threat mediates legal status -> Dehumanisation 

process(data = data,  

        y = "Dehumanisation",  

        x = "condition_num",  

        m = "Threat",  

        model = 4,  

        boot = 5000,  

        seed = 123) 

 

# H3 - Mediation analysis 2: Threat mediates legal status -> Empathy 

process(data = data,  

        y = "Empathy",  

        x = "condition_num",  

        m = "Threat",  

        model = 4,  

        boot = 5000,  

        seed = 123) 

# Standardise both scales first 

data$Universalism_z <- as.numeric(scale(data$Universalism)) 

data$Egalitarianism_z <- as.numeric(scale(data$Egalitarianism)) 

 

# Then create combined UHR score 

data$UHR <- rowMeans(data[, c("Universalism_z", "Egalitarianism_z")], na.rm 

= TRUE) 

 

# Check it worked 

summary(data$UHR) 
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# First create combined UHR score 

# We need to standardise both scales first since they have different maximums 

# Universalism is 1-6 and Egalitarianism is 1-7 

data <- data %>% mutate( 

  Universalism_z = scale(Universalism), 

  Egalitarianism_z = scale(Egalitarianism), 

  UHR = rowMeans(select(., Universalism_z, Egalitarianism_z), na.rm = TRUE) 

) 

 

# H4 - Moderated mediation 1: UHR moderates legal status -> Threat -> 

Dehumanisation 

process(data = data, 

        y = "Dehumanisation", 

        x = "condition_num", 

        m = "Threat", 

        w = "UHR", 

        model = 7, 

        boot = 5000, 

        seed = 123) 

 

# H4 - Moderated mediation 2: UHR moderates legal status -> Threat -> Empathy 

process(data = data, 

        y = "Empathy", 

        x = "condition_num", 

        m = "Threat", 

        w = "UHR", 

        model = 7, 

        boot = 5000, 

        seed = 123) 

 

# How many excluded due to incomplete responses (less than 90%) 

excluded_progress <- 189 - 134 

cat("Excluded due to incomplete responses:", excluded_progress, "\n") 

 

# How many excluded due to failed attention and manipulation checks 

excluded_checks <- 134 - 102 

cat("Excluded due to failed checks:", excluded_checks, "\n") 

 

# Final sample size 

cat("Final sample size:", nrow(data), "\n") 

 

# Age statistics 

data$Age_1 <- as.numeric(data$Age_1) 

cat("Age range:", min(data$Age_1, na.rm = TRUE), "-", max(data$Age_1, na.rm 

= TRUE), "\n") 

cat("Mean age:", round(mean(data$Age_1, na.rm = TRUE), 2), "\n") 

cat("SD age:", round(sd(data$Age_1, na.rm = TRUE), 2), "\n") 

 

# Ethnicity 

data$Ethnicity <- as.numeric(data$Ethnicity) 

cat("Ethnicity distribution:\n") 

print(table(data$Ethnicity)) 
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# Student status 

data$Student <- as.numeric(data$Student) 

cat("Student status:\n") 

print(table(data$Student)) 

 

# Gender 

data$Gender <- as.numeric(data$Gender) 

cat("Gender distribution:\n") 

print(table(data$Gender)) 

# Total sample size 

n <- nrow(data) 

 

# Check what type each variable is 

class(data$Ethnicity) 

class(data$Student) 

class(data$Gender) 

class(data$Age_1) 

 

# Check first few values 

head(data$Ethnicity) 

head(data$Age_1) 

 

# Convert all demographic variables to numeric 

data$Ethnicity <- as.numeric(data$Ethnicity) 

data$Student <- as.numeric(data$Student) 

data$Gender <- as.numeric(data$Gender) 

data$Age_1 <- as.numeric(data$Age_1) 

 

# Total sample size 

n <- nrow(data) 

print(n) 

 

# Ethnicity - White/European (code 1) 

white_n <- sum(data$Ethnicity == 1, na.rm = TRUE) 

white_pct <- round((white_n / nrow(data)) * 100, 1) 

cat("White/European:", white_n, "(", white_pct, "%)\n") 

 

# Student status - Yes (code 1) 

student_n <- sum(data$Student == 1, na.rm = TRUE) 

student_pct <- round((student_n / nrow(data)) * 100, 1) 

cat("Students:", student_n, "(", student_pct, "%)\n") 

 

# Gender 

male_n <- sum(data$Gender == 1, na.rm = TRUE) 

female_n <- sum(data$Gender == 2, na.rm = TRUE) 

nonbinary_n <- sum(data$Gender == 3, na.rm = TRUE) 

selfdescribe_n <- sum(data$Gender == 4, na.rm = TRUE) 

prefernot_n <- sum(data$Gender == 5, na.rm = TRUE) 

 

cat("Male:", male_n, "\n") 

cat("Female:", female_n, "\n") 

cat("Non-binary:", nonbinary_n, "\n") 
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cat("Prefer to self-describe:", selfdescribe_n, "\n") 

cat("Prefer not to say:", prefernot_n, "\n") 

 

# Age 

cat("Age range:", min(data$Age_1, na.rm = TRUE), "-",  

    max(data$Age_1, na.rm = TRUE), "\n") 

cat("Mean age:", round(mean(data$Age_1, na.rm = TRUE), 2), "\n") 

cat("SD age:", round(sd(data$Age_1, na.rm = TRUE), 2), "\n") 

 

# Convert to numeric first 

data$Education <- as.numeric(data$Education) 

data$SES_1 <- as.numeric(data$SES_1) 

data$Religion <- as.numeric(data$Religion) 

data$Religiosity <- as.numeric(data$Religiosity) 

data$Pol_Gen <- as.numeric(data$Pol_Gen) 

 

# Education distribution 

cat("Education distribution:\n") 

print(table(data$Education)) 

 

# SES 

cat("\nSES:\n") 

cat("Mean:", round(mean(data$SES_1, na.rm = TRUE), 2), "\n") 

cat("SD:", round(sd(data$SES_1, na.rm = TRUE), 2), "\n") 

cat("Range:", min(data$SES_1, na.rm = TRUE), "-", max(data$SES_1, na.rm = 

TRUE), "\n") 

 

# Religion distribution 

cat("\nReligion distribution:\n") 

print(table(data$Religion)) 

 

# Religiosity 

cat("\nReligiosity:\n") 

cat("Mean:", round(mean(data$Religiosity, na.rm = TRUE), 2), "\n") 

cat("SD:", round(sd(data$Religiosity, na.rm = TRUE), 2), "\n") 

 

# Political orientation 

cat("\nPolitical orientation:\n") 

cat("Mean:", round(mean(data$Pol_Gen, na.rm = TRUE), 2), "\n") 

cat("SD:", round(sd(data$Pol_Gen, na.rm = TRUE), 2), "\n") 

print(table(data$Pol_Gen)) 

 

# Descriptive statistics for UHR scales by condition 

data %>% group_by(condition) %>% 

  summarise( 

    Universalism_Mean = mean(Universalism, na.rm = TRUE), 

    Universalism_SD = sd(Universalism, na.rm = TRUE), 

    Egalitarianism_Mean = mean(Egalitarianism, na.rm = TRUE), 

    Egalitarianism_SD = sd(Egalitarianism, na.rm = TRUE), 

    UHR_Mean = mean(UHR, na.rm = TRUE), 

    UHR_SD = sd(UHR, na.rm = TRUE) 

  ) 
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# Export open ended responses 

open_ended <- data %>% select(condition, OpenEnded) 

write.csv(open_ended, "open_ended_responses.csv", row.names = FALSE) 

 

# H3 additional - Economic threat as mediator -> Dehumanisation 

process(data = data, 

        y = "Dehumanisation", 

        x = "condition_num", 

        m = "Economic_Threat", 

        model = 4, 

        boot = 5000, 

        seed = 123) 

 

# H3 additional - Economic threat as mediator -> Empathy 

process(data = data, 

        y = "Empathy", 

        x = "condition_num", 

        m = "Economic_Threat", 

        model = 4, 

        boot = 5000, 

        seed = 123) 

 

# H4 additional - Moderated mediation with Economic threat -> Dehumanisation 

process(data = data, 

        y = "Dehumanisation", 

        x = "condition_num", 

        m = "Economic_Threat", 

        w = "UHR", 

        model = 7, 

        boot = 5000, 

        seed = 123) 

 

# H4 additional - Moderated mediation with Economic threat -> Empathy 

process(data = data, 

        y = "Empathy", 

        x = "condition_num", 

        m = "Economic_Threat", 

        w = "UHR", 

        model = 7, 

        boot = 5000, 

        seed = 123) 

 

# Load libraries 

library(tidyverse) 

library(flextable) 

library(officer) 

 

# Set working directory - change to your folder path 

setwd("~/GRL UCF/Year 3/Semester 2 UCF/Thesis - Bachelor 

Scriptie/Milestones/Thesis Final Draft - Milestone 3/Data Analysis") 

 

# Import data 

df <- read.csv("CSVThesisFile.csv", header = TRUE) 
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df <- df[-c(1,2), ] 

 

# Create condition variable 

df <- df %>% mutate(condition = ifelse(FL_12_DO == "MigrantPerceptions-

LegalScenario", "legal", "illegal")) 

 

# Remove DO columns 

df <- df %>% dplyr::select(-dplyr::ends_with("_DO")) 

 

# Remove metadata columns 

df <- df %>% dplyr::select(-c(StartDate, EndDate, Status, IPAddress,  

                              RecordedDate, ResponseId, RecipientLastName,  

                              RecipientFirstName, RecipientEmail,  

                              ExternalReference, LocationLatitude,  

                              LocationLongitude, DistributionChannel)) 

 

# Convert progress and apply exclusions 

df$Progress <- as.numeric(df$Progress) 

df <- df %>% filter(Progress >= 90) 

df$Egalitarism_5 <- as.numeric(df$Egalitarism_5) 

df$Dehum...IL_7 <- as.numeric(df$Dehum...IL_7) 

df$ManipCheck...IL_1 <- as.numeric(df$ManipCheck...IL_1) 

df$ManipCheck...IL_2 <- as.numeric(df$ManipCheck...IL_2) 

df$ManipCheck...IL_3 <- as.numeric(df$ManipCheck...IL_3) 

df <- df %>% filter(Egalitarism_5 == 2) 

df <- df %>% filter(Dehum...IL_7 == 6) 

df <- df %>% filter( 

  (condition == "legal" & ManipCheck...IL_1 == 16 &  

     ManipCheck...IL_2 == 16 &  

     ManipCheck...IL_3 == 17) | 

    (condition == "illegal" & ManipCheck...IL_1 == 17 &  

       ManipCheck...IL_2 == 17 &  

       ManipCheck...IL_3 == 16)) 

 

# Convert demographic variables to numeric 

df$Age_1 <- as.numeric(df$Age_1) 

df$Gender <- as.numeric(df$Gender) 

df$Ethnicity <- as.numeric(df$Ethnicity) 

df$Student <- as.numeric(df$Student) 

df$Education <- as.numeric(df$Education) 

df$SES_1 <- as.numeric(df$SES_1) 

df$Religion <- as.numeric(df$Religion) 

df$Religiosity <- as.numeric(df$Religiosity) 

df$Pol_Gen <- as.numeric(df$Pol_Gen) 

 

# Create demographic summary table 

demo_table <- data.frame( 

  Variable = c("Age (M, SD)",  

               "Gender: Male",  

               "Gender: Female",  

               "Gender: Non-binary", 

               "Gender: Prefer not to say", 

               "Ethnicity: White/European", 
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               "Student: Yes", 

               "Education: High school", 

               "Education: Vocational (MBO)", 

               "Education: HBO associate", 

               "Education: Bachelor", 

               "Education: Master", 

               "Education: Doctorate", 

               "SES (M, SD)", 

               "Religion: Christianity", 

               "Religion: Atheism", 

               "Religion: Other", 

               "Religion: Prefer not to say", 

               "Religiosity (M, SD)", 

               "Political orientation (M, SD)"), 

  Value = c( 

    paste0(round(mean(df$Age_1, na.rm = TRUE), 2), " (", round(sd(df$Age_1, 

na.rm = TRUE), 2), ")"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Gender == 1, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Gender == 

1, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Gender == 2, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Gender == 

2, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Gender == 3, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Gender == 

3, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Gender == 5, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Gender == 

5, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Ethnicity == 1, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Ethnicity 

== 1, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Student == 1, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Student == 

1, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Education == 4, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Education 

== 4, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Education == 5, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Education 

== 5, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Education == 6, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Education 

== 6, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Education == 7, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Education 

== 7, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Education == 8, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Education 

== 8, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Education == 9, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Education 

== 9, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(round(mean(df$SES_1, na.rm = TRUE), 2), " (", round(sd(df$SES_1, 

na.rm = TRUE), 2), ")"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Religion == 2, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Religion 

== 2, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Religion == 7, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Religion 

== 7, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Religion == 9, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Religion 

== 9, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Religion == 10, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Religion 

== 10, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(round(mean(df$Religiosity, na.rm = TRUE), 2), " (", 

round(sd(df$Religiosity, na.rm = TRUE), 2), ")"), 
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    paste0(round(mean(df$Pol_Gen, na.rm = TRUE), 2), " (", 

round(sd(df$Pol_Gen, na.rm = TRUE), 2), ")") 

  ) 

) 

 

# Create APA style flextable 

apa_table <- flextable(demo_table) %>% 

  set_header_labels(Variable = "Variable", Value = "N (%) or M (SD)") %>% 

  bold(part = "header") %>% 

  hline_top(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 1.5), part = "header") 

%>% 

  hline(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 1), part = "header") %>% 

  hline_bottom(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 1.5), part = 

"body") %>% 

  autofit() 

 

# Export to Word 

save_as_docx(apa_table, path = "demographic_table.docx") 

 

cat("Table saved successfully!") 

 

# Create better structured demographic table 

demo_table <- data.frame( 

  Variable = c( 

    "Age (M, SD)", 

    "Gender",  

    "   Male", 

    "   Female", 

    "   Non-binary", 

    "   Prefer not to say", 

    "Ethnicity", 

    "   White/European", 

    "   Other", 

    "Student status", 

    "   Yes", 

    "   No", 

    "Education", 

    "   High school (HAVO/VWO)", 

    "   Vocational (MBO)", 

    "   HBO associate", 

    "   Bachelor", 

    "   Master", 

    "   Doctorate", 

    "SES (M, SD)", 

    "Religion", 

    "   Christianity", 

    "   Atheism", 

    "   Agnosticism", 

    "   Other", 

    "   Prefer not to say", 

    "Religiosity (M, SD)", 

    "Political orientation (M, SD)"), 

  Value = c( 
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    paste0(round(mean(df$Age_1, na.rm = TRUE), 2), " (", round(sd(df$Age_1, 

na.rm = TRUE), 2), ")"), 

    "", 

    paste0(sum(df$Gender == 1, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Gender == 

1, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Gender == 2, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Gender == 

2, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Gender == 3, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Gender == 

3, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Gender == 5, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Gender == 

5, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    "", 

    paste0(sum(df$Ethnicity == 1, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Ethnicity 

== 1, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Ethnicity != 1, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Ethnicity 

!= 1, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    "", 

    paste0(sum(df$Student == 1, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Student == 

1, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Student == 2, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Student == 

2, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    "", 

    paste0(sum(df$Education == 4, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Education 

== 4, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Education == 5, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Education 

== 5, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Education == 6, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Education 

== 6, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Education == 7, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Education 

== 7, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Education == 8, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Education 

== 8, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Education == 9, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Education 

== 9, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(round(mean(df$SES_1, na.rm = TRUE), 2), " (", round(sd(df$SES_1, 

na.rm = TRUE), 2), ")"), 

    "", 

    paste0(sum(df$Religion == 2, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Religion 

== 2, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Religion == 7, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Religion 

== 7, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Religion == 8, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Religion 

== 8, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Religion == 9, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Religion 

== 9, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(sum(df$Religion == 10, na.rm = TRUE), " (", round(sum(df$Religion 

== 10, na.rm = TRUE)/nrow(df)*100, 1), "%)"), 

    paste0(round(mean(df$Religiosity, na.rm = TRUE), 2), " (", 

round(sd(df$Religiosity, na.rm = TRUE), 2), ")"), 

    paste0(round(mean(df$Pol_Gen, na.rm = TRUE), 2), " (", 

round(sd(df$Pol_Gen, na.rm = TRUE), 2), ")") 

  ) 

) 
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# Create APA style flextable with bold category headers 

apa_table <- flextable(demo_table) %>% 

  set_header_labels(Variable = "Variable", Value = "N (%) or M (SD)") %>% 

  bold(part = "header") %>% 

  bold(i = c(2, 7, 10, 13, 20, 21, 28), j = 1) %>% 

  hline_top(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 1.5), part = "header") 

%>% 

  hline(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 1), part = "header") %>% 

  hline_bottom(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 1.5), part = 

"body") %>% 

  autofit() 

 

# Export to Word 

save_as_docx(apa_table, path = "demographic_table.docx") 

 

cat("Table saved successfully!") 

 

# Create APA style flextable with bold category headers and group lines 

apa_table <- flextable(demo_table) %>% 

  set_header_labels(Variable = "Variable", Value = "N (%) or M (SD)") %>% 

  bold(part = "header") %>% 

  bold(i = c(2, 7, 10, 13, 20, 21, 28), j = 1) %>% 

  hline_top(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 1.5), part = "header") 

%>% 

  hline(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 1), part = "header") %>% 

  hline_bottom(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 1.5), part = 

"body") %>% 

  hline(i = c(1, 6, 9, 12, 19, 20, 27),  

        border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 0.5)) %>% 

  autofit() 

 

# Export to Word 

save_as_docx(apa_table, path = "demographic_table.docx") 

 

cat("Table saved successfully!") 

 

# Create Table 2 - Means and SDs per condition 

table2 <- data.frame( 

  Variable = c("Universalism",  

               "Egalitarianism", 

               "Perceived Threat", 

               "Cultural Threat", 

               "Economic Threat", 

               "Safety Threat", 

               "Dehumanisation", 

               "Empathic Concern"), 

  Illegal_M = c( 

    round(mean(df$Universalism[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(mean(df$Egalitarianism[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(mean(df$Threat[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 
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    round(mean(df$Cultural_Threat[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(mean(df$Economic_Threat[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(mean(df$Safety_Threat[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(mean(df$Dehumanisation[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(mean(df$Empathy[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2)), 

  Illegal_SD = c( 

    round(sd(df$Universalism[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Egalitarianism[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Threat[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Cultural_Threat[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(sd(df$Economic_Threat[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(sd(df$Safety_Threat[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Dehumanisation[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Empathy[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2)), 

  Legal_M = c( 

    round(mean(df$Universalism[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(mean(df$Egalitarianism[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(mean(df$Threat[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(mean(df$Cultural_Threat[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(mean(df$Economic_Threat[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(mean(df$Safety_Threat[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(mean(df$Dehumanisation[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(mean(df$Empathy[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2)), 

  Legal_SD = c( 

    round(sd(df$Universalism[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Egalitarianism[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Threat[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Cultural_Threat[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Economic_Threat[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Safety_Threat[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Dehumanisation[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Empathy[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2)) 

) 

 

# Create APA style flextable 

table2_ft <- flextable(table2) %>% 

  set_header_labels(Variable = "Variable",  

                    Illegal_M = "M",  

                    Illegal_SD = "SD", 

                    Legal_M = "M", 

                    Legal_SD = "SD") %>% 

  add_header_row(values = c("", "Illegal condition", "Legal condition"), 

                 colwidths = c(1, 2, 2)) %>% 

  bold(part = "header") %>% 
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  hline_top(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 1.5), part = "header") 

%>% 

  hline(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 1),  

        i = 1, part = "header") %>% 

  hline(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 0.5), 

        i = c(2, 6), part = "body") %>% 

  hline_bottom(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 1.5), part = 

"body") %>% 

  autofit() 

 

# Export to Word 

save_as_docx(table2_ft, path = "table2_descriptives.docx") 

 

cat("Table 2 saved successfully!") 

 

# Convert scale columns to numeric first 

df <- df %>% mutate(across(c(Universalism_1, Universalism_2, Universalism_3, 

                             Egalitarism_1, Egalitarism_2, Egalitarism_3,  

                             Egalitarism_4, Egalitarism_5, Egalitarism_6, 

                             Threat...IL_1, Threat...IL_2, Threat...IL_3, 

                             Threat...IL_4, Threat...IL_5, Threat...IL_6, 

                             Threat...IL_7, Threat...IL_8, Threat...IL_9, 

                             Dehum...IL_1, Dehum...IL_2, Dehum...IL_3, 

                             Dehum...IL_4, Dehum...IL_5, Dehum...IL_6, 

                             Dehum...IL_7, Dehum...IL_8, Dehum...IL_9, 

                             Empathy...IL_1, Empathy...IL_2, Empathy...IL_3, 

                             Empathy...IL_4, Empathy...IL_5), as.numeric)) 

 

# Reverse scoring 

df <- df %>% mutate( 

  Egalitarism_2 = 8 - Egalitarism_2, 

  Egalitarism_4 = 8 - Egalitarism_4, 

  Dehum...IL_1 = 8 - Dehum...IL_1, 

  Dehum...IL_2 = 8 - Dehum...IL_2, 

  Dehum...IL_5 = 8 - Dehum...IL_5, 

  Dehum...IL_6 = 8 - Dehum...IL_6) 

 

# Composite scores 

df <- df %>% mutate( 

  Universalism = rowMeans(dplyr::select(., Universalism_1, Universalism_2, 

Universalism_3), na.rm = TRUE), 

  Egalitarianism = rowMeans(dplyr::select(., Egalitarism_1, Egalitarism_2, 

Egalitarism_3, Egalitarism_4, Egalitarism_6), na.rm = TRUE), 

  Threat = rowMeans(dplyr::select(., Threat...IL_1, Threat...IL_2, 

Threat...IL_3, Threat...IL_4, Threat...IL_5, Threat...IL_6, 

Threat...IL_7, Threat...IL_8, Threat...IL_9), na.rm = TRUE), 

  Dehumanisation = rowMeans(dplyr::select(., Dehum...IL_1, Dehum...IL_2, 

Dehum...IL_3, Dehum...IL_4, Dehum...IL_5, Dehum...IL_6, Dehum...IL_8, 

Dehum...IL_9), na.rm = TRUE), 

  Empathy = rowMeans(dplyr::select(., Empathy...IL_1, Empathy...IL_2, 

Empathy...IL_3, Empathy...IL_4, Empathy...IL_5), na.rm = TRUE), 

  Cultural_Threat = rowMeans(dplyr::select(., Threat...IL_1, Threat...IL_2, 

Threat...IL_3), na.rm = TRUE), 
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  Economic_Threat = rowMeans(dplyr::select(., Threat...IL_4, Threat...IL_5, 

Threat...IL_6), na.rm = TRUE), 

  Safety_Threat = rowMeans(dplyr::select(., Threat...IL_7, Threat...IL_8, 

Threat...IL_9), na.rm = TRUE)) 

 

# Check it worked 

summary(df$Dehumanisation) 

summary(df$Empathy) 

 

# Export to Word 

save_as_docx(table2_ft, path = "table2_descriptives.docx") 

 

cat("Table 2 saved successfully!") 

 

# Check if data exists 

cat("Illegal Dehumanisation M:", mean(df$Dehumanisation[df$condition == 

"illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), "\n") 

cat("Legal Dehumanisation M:", mean(df$Dehumanisation[df$condition == 

"legal"], na.rm = TRUE), "\n") 

cat("Illegal Economic Threat M:", mean(df$Economic_Threat[df$condition == 

"illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), "\n") 

 

# Check if composite scores exist and have data 

cat("Dehumanisation mean:", mean(df$Dehumanisation, na.rm = TRUE), "\n") 

cat("Empathy mean:", mean(df$Empathy, na.rm = TRUE), "\n") 

cat("Economic threat mean:", mean(df$Economic_Threat, na.rm = TRUE), "\n") 

cat("Condition table:\n") 

print(table(df$condition)) 

 

# Create Table 2 data 

table2 <- data.frame( 

  Variable = c("Universalism",  

               "Egalitarianism", 

               "Cultural Threat", 

               "Economic Threat", 

               "Safety Threat", 

               "Dehumanisation", 

               "Empathic Concern"), 

  Illegal_M = c( 

    round(mean(df$Universalism[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(mean(df$Egalitarianism[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(mean(df$Cultural_Threat[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(mean(df$Economic_Threat[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(mean(df$Safety_Threat[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(mean(df$Dehumanisation[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(mean(df$Empathy[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2)), 

  Illegal_SD = c( 

    round(sd(df$Universalism[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 
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    round(sd(df$Egalitarianism[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Cultural_Threat[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(sd(df$Economic_Threat[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(sd(df$Safety_Threat[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Dehumanisation[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Empathy[df$condition == "illegal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2)), 

  Legal_M = c( 

    round(mean(df$Universalism[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(mean(df$Egalitarianism[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(mean(df$Cultural_Threat[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(mean(df$Economic_Threat[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 

2), 

    round(mean(df$Safety_Threat[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(mean(df$Dehumanisation[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(mean(df$Empathy[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2)), 

  Legal_SD = c( 

    round(sd(df$Universalism[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Egalitarianism[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Cultural_Threat[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Economic_Threat[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Safety_Threat[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Dehumanisation[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2), 

    round(sd(df$Empathy[df$condition == "legal"], na.rm = TRUE), 2)) 

) 

 

# Print to check data is there 

print(table2) 

 

# Create APA style flextable 

table2_ft <- flextable(table2) %>% 

  set_header_labels(Variable = "Variable",  

                    Illegal_M = "M",  

                    Illegal_SD = "SD", 

                    Legal_M = "M", 

                    Legal_SD = "SD") %>% 

  add_header_row(values = c("", "Illegal Condition", "Legal Condition"), 

                 colwidths = c(1, 2, 2)) %>% 

  bold(part = "header") %>% 

  hline_top(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 1.5), part = "header") 

%>% 

  hline(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 1),  

        i = 1, part = "header") %>% 

  hline(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 0.5), 

        i = c(2, 5), part = "body") %>% 

  hline_bottom(border = fp_border(color = "black", width = 1.5), part = 

"body") %>% 

  autofit() 

 

# Export to Word 

save_as_docx(table2_ft, path = "table2_descriptives.docx") 
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cat("Table 2 saved successfully!") 

 

# Cronbach's alpha for each threat dimension separately 

cat("Cultural Threat alpha:") 

psych::alpha(df[, c("Threat...IL_1", "Threat...IL_2", 

"Threat...IL_3")])$total$raw_alpha 

 

cat("Economic Threat alpha:") 

psych::alpha(df[, c("Threat...IL_4", "Threat...IL_5", 

"Threat...IL_6")])$total$raw_alpha 

 

cat("Safety Threat alpha:") 

psych::alpha(df[, c("Threat...IL_7", "Threat...IL_8", 

"Threat...IL_9")])$total$raw_alpha 

 

 

 

 


