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A B S T R A C T   

This study combines insights from contact theory and social capital literature to study how ethnic 
diversity at work is associated to ethnic tolerance. It is argued that workplace ethnic diversity is 
related to ethnic tolerance in two ways: through interethnic contact and through interethnic 
social resources. The interrelation between these two mechanisms is also considered. The study 
relies on unique workplace survey data from the Netherlands (N = 3800) with information on 
ethnic tolerance, measured as support for immigrant entitlements. The results show that ethnic 
diversity in the workplace is positively related to interethnic contact and interethnic resources at 
work, and both of these are positively related to ethnic tolerance. However, the initial positive 
effect of interethnic contact on support for immigrant entitlements is mediated by interethnic 
resources, thereby showing that the interethnic resources mechanism is more insightful as to how 
ethnically diverse workplaces matter for ethnic tolerance.   

Introduction 

Over the past decades, ethnic diversity in workplaces in western European countries has increased, mainly because of the 
recruitment of migrant workers from countries surrounding the Mediterranean Sea (Martin, 1997; Oerlemans et al., 2008). In the last 
decade, workplaces have rapidly further diversified, mostly due to an increase in migrant workers from Eastern European countries 
(Constant, 2011). Even though the extent of workplace ethnic diversity may differ depending on sector or job skills required, as a 
general trend, workplaces in western European countries have become more ethnically diverse over time (Oerlemans et al., 2008). In 
this contribution it is studied how and to what extent ethnically diverse workplaces are related to ethnic tolerance, broadly defined as 
the beliefs, behaviour orientations and affect that people have towards ethnic outgroup members (cf. Jackman, 1977). Within this 
broad concept, we focus on the political dimension of ethnic tolerance (cf. Thomsen, 2012; see also Côté & Erickson, 2009), specifically 
support for immigrant entitlements. This is the idea that ethnic outgroup members should have access to social and citizenship rights, 
such as social benefits and the right to vote in national elections. Increased labour migration has especially sparked societal debate on 
this aspect of ethnic tolerance, which makes the political dimension of ethnic tolerance especially relevant to study in the context of 
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workplace ethnic diversity. 
Generally speaking, most social interactions outside of people’s intimate circle take place at work. Contacts within the intimate 

circle tend to be homogeneous due to contact homophily, i.e. the idea that people have contact with and bond with people who are 
similar to themselves (De Souza Briggs, 2007; McPherson et al., 2001). In contrast, at the workplace interactions are more difficult to 
avoid, leaving less room for practicing contact homophily. Interactions at work are thus less likely to suffer from self-selection bias. 
Diverse workplaces are therefore more likely to induce interactions with others who have different backgrounds, views and opinions 
(cf. Mutz & Mondak, 2006), and are considered an important source of interethnic contact (Eisnecker, 2019; Estlund, 2005). Given that 
interethnic contact is associated with increased ethnic tolerance (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), it is important to study how ethnically 
diverse workplaces matter for ethnic tolerance. 

Previous studies on interethnic contact often focused on having interethnic contacts, without studying it in the work-context. The 
few empirical studies that do study workplace interethnic contacts typically rely on the European Social Survey (Kokkonen et al., 2014, 
2015; Sønderskov and Thomsen, 2015) or single-country surveys (Eisnecker, 2019; Escandell & Ceobanu, 2009). Having interethnic 
colleagues turned out to be associated with social trust (Kokkonen et al., 2014), positive interethnic relations outside work (Kokkonen 
et al., 2015), and reduced anti-foreigner sentiments (Sønderskov and Thomsen, 2015; although not in Escandell & Ceobanu, 2009). 
Also, frequency of interethnic contact at work was shown to positively affect ethnic tolerance (Klein et al., 2019; Thomsen, 2012). 
Others, however, emphasize the role of negative contact that occurs in the workplace (Freitag & Kijewski, 2017; Laurence et al., 2018). 
Further studies on contact in the workplace, as included in the meta-analysis from Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) as well as more recent 
studies (e.g., Darr, 2018; Novak & Rogan, 2010; Pagotto et al., 2010; Rydgren & Sofi, 2011; Schaafsma, 2008) are typically small-scale 
studies in a specific workplace or city (Harris & Valentine, 2016; Piekut & Valentine, 2017). Most of these workplace studies neglect 
the role played by contacts that simultaneously co-exist outside the work setting. As an exception, Freitag and Rapp (2013) show the 
role of contacts at work and outside work. In their Swiss study. contacts at work specifically moderate relations between perceptions of 
ethnic threat and ethnic tolerance. Our contribution adds to the limited evidence of large-scale tests of the relationship between 
workplace interethnic contact and ethnic tolerance, while simultaneously accounting for neighbourhood interethnic contact. 

In addition to this empirical contribution, we propose to make a theoretical contribution. Workplaces stimulate cooperation and 
often rely on structures of interdependence (cf. De Souza Briggs, 2007; Goldschmidt et al., 2017). Several scholars have therefore 
argued that the workplace may be of special importance for the formation of social ties that bridge ethnic boundaries (Manevska et al., 
2018; De Souza Briggs, 2007; Eisnecker, 2019; Estlund, 2005; Kokkonen et al., 2015; McPherson et al., 2001). We develop a theoretical 
argument on how these bridging social ties take shape at the workplace in the form of interethnic resources. We define interethnic 
resources as the access to resources of an ethnic outgroup member. We argue that interethnic resources are related to ethnic tolerance 
through a reciprocity-based mechanism. This reciprocity-based mechanism can be distinguished from the empathy-based mechanism 
that is often thought to underly the relationship between interethnic contact and ethnic tolerance (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008). 

This contribution thus studies to what extent workplace ethnic diversity is related to ethnic tolerance through both workplace 
interethnic contact and workplace interethnic resources. As such, it improves upon previous research in three ways. First, by providing 
an in-depth study of the association between workplace ethnic diversity and ethnic tolerance. This is done by theorizing on and testing 
the role of workplace interethnic resources as an additional explanation, next to, and as a specification of, workplace interethnic 
contact. Second, the hypotheses are tested using unique data from a sample of 3800 individuals in the Netherlands. The dataset en-
compasses measures of workplace ethnic diversity, the frequency of interethnic contact both within and outside of work, as well as 
access to interethnic resources within and outside of the workplace. Hence, we are able to study the relationship between ethnic 
diversity at work and ethnic tolerance, while simultaneously accounting for interethnic contact outside work. The Netherlands is a 
particularly relevant context for such an analysis given its history of recruitment of migrant workers from countries surrounding the 
Mediterranean Sea as well as an increase in labour migration from Eastern European countries (Stanojevic et al., 2022). This brings us 
to a third contribution: by focusing on the political dimension of ethnic tolerance, specified as support for immigrant entitlements, this 
study contributes to relevant societal debates on labour migration and social support for immigrants in western European countries 
such as the Netherlands (Brouwer & Boros, 2010; Schaafsma, 2008; Stanojevic et al., 2022). 

Workplace interethnic contact 

Numerous studies exhibit supportive evidence for the positive relationship between interethnic contact and ethnic tolerance (cf. 
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). However, interethnic contact’s implication for interethnic relations in ethnically diverse societies is 
potentially limited, given that interethnic contacts are more likely to be formed by people who are open to ethnic diversity (cf. Eis-
necker, 2019; Manevska et al., 2018; Manevska, 2014). This is also known as the problem of self-selection bias in interethnic contact 
research (Manevska et al., 2018; Dixon, 2006; McLaren, 2003), meaning that people are more likely to select into interethnic contact 
the more ethnically tolerant they are. Researchers therefore argued that contact should occur in ‘structurally constraining interaction 
spaces’ (Rydgren et al., 2013) to overcome this common tendency towards homophily in the formation of social ties. The workplace 
enables such a structurally constrained space, and people are usually part of this over a prolonged time period. As such, ethnically 
diverse workplaces facilitate the creation of repeated patterns of interethnic interaction, even for people who might normally avoid 
interethnic contact if they had the choice (cf. Paolini et al., 2018). Therefore, it can be expected that there is more interethnic contact 
the more ethnically diverse a workplace is. 

In line with Allport’s contact hypothesis (Allport, 1979[1954]), ethnically diverse workplaces facilitate frequent interethnic in-
teractions under some of the optimal conditions for meaningful contact distinguished by Allport: ethnic interactions at work take place 
in a social space that is generally conducive to cooperation; stimulates feelings of shared goals and interests; and usually depends on 
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institutional support in terms of cooperation and collaboration among workers. Of course, there might be differences in this respect, 
especially in the case of highly competitive workplaces with low levels of cooperation and collaboration (Allport, 1979). However, in 
general, and following the logic of contact theory, it is likely that interethnic contact at work provides the opportunity to acquire more 
knowledge about ethnic outgroups, which is generalized into greater understanding of and more empathy for ethnic outgroups 
(McLaren, 2003; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008, 2011). 

The empathy for ethnic outgroups formed through workplace interethnic contact can be connected to support for immigrant en-
titlements. Studies on support for immigrant entitlements often emphasize the dimension of “identity” as one of the most important 
factors that underly support for welfare entitlements, specifically for immigrants. The more people perceive immigrants as an out- 
group, the less likely they are to support immigrant entitlements (Van Oorschot & Roosma, 2017). The empathy formed through 
interethnic contact would be generalized to the ethnic outgroup as a whole and reduce the strength of ethnic boundaries. Such lowered 
ethnic boundaries will stimulate support for immigrant entitlements. As an example of this process, Côté and Erickson (2009: 1665) 
theoretically link the knowledge about ethnic outgroups and greater understanding for the problems they face to support of policies 
helpful to outgroups. We therefore derive the following expectations: 

H1. : The more ethnically diverse a workplace is, the more workplace interethnic contact people have. 

H2. : The more workplace interethnic contact people have, the higher their level of support for immigrant entitlements. 

Workplace interethnic resources 

In addition to facilitating interactions, the workplace is known to facilitate social capital (Manevska et al., 2022; Helliwell & Huang, 
2010; Putnam, 2000). In this section, we argue that a social capital lens can provide an alternative understanding of the relationship 
between workplace ethnic diversity and ethnic tolerance. We are not the first to link ethnic diversity and ethnic tolerance through the 
concept of social capital. Actually, one of social capital theory’s most prominent hypotheses is that ethnic diversity negatively affects 
social capital and social cohesion (Putnam, 2007). According to Putnam, people ‘pull in like a turtle’ (Putnam, 2007: 149) in ethnically 
diverse settings, suggesting that people in such settings withdraw from social interaction. However, many studies have empirically 
nuanced or even refuted this hypothesis (Tolsma & Van der Meer, 2018; Van der Meer & Tolsma, 2014). The literature on the asso-
ciation between ethnic diversity and social capital is furthermore critiqued because it does not consider the workplace as a potential 
site of building bridging social capital (cf. Rydgren et al., 2013; Manevska et al., 2022). Bridging social capital connects people across 
societal cleavages, in this case the ethnic divide, thus creating interethnic social capital. The omission of workplace-generated 
interethnic social capital in theories on the relationship between ethnic diversity and social capital is surprising, given that “[w] 
orkplaces generally promote weak ties and create opportunities for repeated, horizontal interaction focused on tasks that promote 
interdependent relationships” (Pickering, 2006: 84). It is thus likely that ethnically diverse workplaces facilitate the formation of 
interethnic social capital. 

Before proceeding to explain how interethnic social capital formed at work influences ethnic tolerance, we need to explain how we 
understand social capital in the context of our study. This is important, since social capital is an umbrella concept and some would 
argue that workplace contact is a form of social capital itself. We approach social capital from the perspective of the ends and goals that 
are achieved by social contacts (cf. Coleman, 1988); i.e., the resources that are extracted from the contacts (Van der Meer & Tolsma, 
2014; cf. Van Der Gaag & Snijders, 2005). These social resources can differ widely in nature, from helping with practical problems (e. 
g., purchasing groceries in case of sickness) to giving advice on how to address a problem. In the context of our study, having social 
capital thus means having access to social resources. 

The workplace is a suitable context to form access to social resources. By cooperating at work, workers obtain information about 
who has the resources necessary for the completion of certain tasks. Furthermore, workers get a sense of whom they can count on and 
trust whenever there is a problem to be solved or a goal to be achieved (Manevska et al., 2022; McClurg, 2003; Ostrom, 2003). Such 
experiences with support and trust form the basis of social resources (Podolny & Baron, 1997). The very structure of the workplace thus 
generates experiences in which workers learn whether they can rely on their co-workers. This ‘relying’ on co-workers can concern both 
work-related issues, such as getting advice on how to deal with a work conflict and private issues, such as borrowing some money. In 
both types of cases, access to social resources is formed at work. 

Having access to social resources is usually accompanied by commitment to a norm of reciprocity towards the person that holds the 
resource. What this means, simply put, is that if people believe that someone will help when asked them to do so, they will be inclined 
to help them in return, and they will feel responsible not to inflict harm on them. As such, having access to social resources creates 
commitment to a norm of reciprocity, which is positively related to care for the other’s interest (Onyx & Bullen, 2000). 

In ethnically diverse workplaces, the formation of access to social resources between workers from different ethnic groups is 
facilitated (Gundelach and Traunmüller, 2014). For understanding how this relates to ethnic tolerance, we focus on natives who have 
access to social resources of ethnic outgroup members. For shorthand, we refer to this as ‘interethnic resources’. When native workers 
have access to interethnic resources, commitment to a norm of reciprocity towards ethnic outgroup co-workers is established. As 
argued above, this norm of reciprocity entails that natives with interethnic resources will be inclined to help the ethnic outgroup 
member who holds the resource, and will care for that ethnic outgroup member’s interest. As such, through interethnic resources, 
reciprocity-based links are established between native workers and ethnic outgroup workers. 

Analogous to the process of generalization through which empathy for one ethnic outgroup member formed through interethnic 
contact is generalized to the ethnic outgroup as a whole, we argue that the reciprocity established through interethnic resources will be 
generalized to the ethnic outgroup as a whole. This will result in a willingness to help the ethnic outgroup as a whole and a care for the 
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interests of the ethnic outgroup as a whole. 
Previous research on understanding support for immigrant entitlements already hints at the importance of reciprocity, next to 

contact theory’s empathy explanation. Immigrants are often seen as least deserving when it comes to social and civic entitlements 
(Reeskens & Van der Meer, 2019). In addition to the role of identity described before, (Van Oorschot & Roosma, 2017), reciprocity 
seems to play a role in the lower perceived deservingness of immigrants (Kootstra, 2016; Van Oorschot, 2008; Van Oorschot & Roosma, 
2017), and therefore a lack of support for welfare state arrangements for immigrants (León, 2012; Petersen et al., 2011; Reeskens & 
Van der Meer, 2019). Natives tend to think that immigrants contribute less to the country they live in than natives do (Van Oorschot, 
2008). As a consequence, natives may think that immigrants have a ‘reciprocal deficit’, they do not comply with the norm of reci-
procity that would entitle them to be cared for. When natives have interethnic resources, this perception would be reversed, which 
helps overcome the ‘penalty’ that ethnic out-group members experience when it comes to social and civic entitlements (Kootstra, 
2016). Based on the former we expect: 

H3. : The more ethnically diverse a workplace is, the more workplace interethnic resources people have. 

H4. : The more workplace interethnic resources people have, the higher their level of support for immigrant entitlements. 

The interplay between interethnic contact and interethnic resources 

So far, workplace interethnic contact and workplace interethnic resources were considered here separately. We argued that having 
more interethnic contacts is associated with more empathy for ethnic outgroups and will therefore result in more support for immi-
grant entitlements, while having more interethnic resources is associated with more reciprocity towards ethnic outgroups and hence 
more support for immigrant entitlements. However, it is to be expected that workplace interethnic contact and workplace interethnic 
resources are interconnected, in the sense that having more interethnic contact at work increases the chances of gaining access to 
interethnic resources at work. Theoretically, one can gain access to social resources without previously having engaged in contact. This 
might especially be the case for certain types of social resources, such as having someone whom you can approach in case of a problem 
at work, i.e., a counsellor or a union member. However, for other types of interethnic resources contact is almost a prerequisite. Taking 
this interdependency into account, it might be the case that workplace interethnic contact is related to more ethnic tolerance through 
the access to interethnic resources at work it provides. If so, workplace interethnic resources should mediate the positive relationship 
between workplace interethnic contact and support for immigrant entitlements. We therefore hypothesize: 

H5. : The positive relationship between workplace interethnic contact and support for immigrant entitlements is mediated by 
workplace interethnic resources. 

Data and measurements 

Data 

This study uses the Work and Politics Study, a recent data set on worker voice from the Netherlands (Akkerman et al. 2017). The 
data were collected from July to September 2017. These data are part of a larger research project on workplace political socialization 
studying how experiences at work affect people’s political attitudes and behaviors. It includes measurements for worker voice, su-
pervisor and co-worker responses to worker voice, as well as other workplace experiences, such as workplace interethnic contact and 
workplace interethnic resources. Furthermore, it contains information on worker values, such as worker voice entitlement and 
protestant work ethic. In addition to these workplace measurements, the tailor-made survey contains measurements of various po-
litical attitudes and behaviours, including support for immigrant entitlements, as well as interethnic contact and interethnic resources 
outside work. All newly developed measurement instruments for this study, such as the measurement of interethnic resources, were 
based on existing literature and feedback by experts from the field. Furthermore, we conducted a pilot study (N = 440) to ensure that 
the newly developed measurement instruments were understood by respondents and did not result in non-response issues. 

The data collection was conducted by Kantar Public with the TNS NIPObase. This online panel contains approximately 235,000 
respondents from 145,000 households in the Netherlands. Panel members are recruited using random sampling, ensuring that each 
member of society has a chance to be selected. This approach circumvents self-selection of respondents into the panel. Respondents 
receive a small reimbursement for their participation in a study. In total, 12,013 respondents from the Dutch labour force, aged be-
tween 16–67 years and representative in terms of gender, region and level of education, were selected and invited to participate in the 
online survey. In total, 7599 respondents completed the questionnaire, yielding a response rate of 64%. We do not have information on 
respondents who refused to fill out the survey. However, comparison of our sample with benchmarks from the Dutch Bureau of 
Statistics did not give reason for any concerns of non-response bias with respect to age, gender, level of education and occupational 
status (Hilhorst, 2017). 

Respondents who currently work in an organization, which includes solo self-employed, volunteers and trainees working in the 
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organization, were selected. Next, we selected Dutch natives1 and focus on their interethnic relations with Turkish and Moroccan 
people,2 the largest ethnic minority group in the Netherlands. We thus follow the perspective of the native majority, which allows for 
clearer interpretations of the findings. From the total of 6336 native Dutch workers that we have information on, 2492 Dutch natives 
did not have any Turkish and Moroccan co-workers. Since those respondents could by definition not have any workplace interethnic 
contact or workplace interethnic resources, they were excluded from the sample. This further reduced the sample to 3844 respondents. 
Due to missing values on one of the control variables (EGP occupational class), the final sample used in the analyses consists of 3800 
respondents. Studies based on representative samples of the population have sample sizes of 1000–2000. For the Work and Politics 
Study we deliberately used a larger sample size such that we would still have enough statistical power even if a large part of our sample 
would not be able to have a certain work experience, such as, in the case of this study, having interactions with ethnic outgroup 
members at work. 

Measurements 

The survey measures the dependent variable, support for immigrant entitlements, as well as workplace ethnic diversity, workplace 
interethnic contact, and workplace interethnic resources for three ethnic groups that are typically perceived as ethnic outgroups by 
Dutch natives: Eastern European, Turkish/Moroccan and other non-Western migrants.3 Since the analyses are focused on Turkish and 
Moroccans as the largest ethnic minority group in the Netherlands, the measurements presented here only contain information for this 
outgroup. 

To capture support for immigrant entitlements, respondents were asked to indicate whether Turkish/Moroccan people should be 
allowed to: (1) come and live in the Netherlands; (2) vote in local elections; (3) vote in national elections; (4) run as a candidate in elections; (5) 
claim the same labour rights as native Dutch individuals; and (6) claim the same welfare benefits as native Dutch individuals. Respondents 
indicated whether Turkish/Moroccans should be entitled to each of the six items (1 =yes, 0 =no). 

We calculated a sum score; higher scores indicate a preference for more entitlements for Turkish and Moroccan people in the 
Netherlands. We performed Mokken scale analysis, using the MSP command in Stata, on the items to test whether it is justified to 
assume that this sum scale reflects an underlying latent variable. The scale is considered strong when the H-coefficient of the scale is 
equal or above 0.50, furthermore, the item-H (Hi) should be above 0.30 and the correlation between the items (Hij) should be greater 
than zero (Mokken, 1971). All indicators in the analysis are well above the common thresholds indicating a strong Mokken scale (H=

0.82; Hi 0.77–0.86; Hij ≥ 0.77, see Appendix Table A1). This warrants the conclusion that the use of a sum-scale, as indicative of an 
ordinal underlying variable that measures support for entitlements for Turkish and Moroccan people in the Netherlands, is supported. 

Ethnic diversity in the workplace was measured by asking respondents for a rough estimate of the percentage of workers within their 
organization. As such, perceived rather than actual ethnic diversity is measured. This is not ideal given that previous studies showed 
that people, especially those highly prejudiced, tend to overestimate ethnic diversity (e.g., Herda, 2010; Van Assche et al., 2016). 
However, this bias was reduced by first asking respondents how many people work in their organization, thus priming them to think in 
terms of actual numbers. Thereafter, respondents were asked to indicate how many people of each ethnic group, including Dutch 
natives, are in their organization, offering the following answer categories: none; almost none; about a quarter; about half; about 
three-quarters; and almost everyone. This should stimulate rationalized, i.e., mathematical, rather than emotional responses to this 
question. Examining the frequencies of the five categories showed that the highest score, ‘almost everyone’, was rarely mentioned. This 
was therefore combined with the second-highest score. Furthermore, since we excluded respondents without Turkish and Moroccan 
co-workers, none of the respondents in our sample scored on the category ‘none’. As such, we worked with a measurement with four 
categories indicating almost none; about a quarter; about half; and about three quarters or more Turkish and Moroccan co-workers in 
the organization. This variable was turned into four dummies, with the dummy for ‘almost none’ as the reference category in the 
analyses. 

Workplace interethnic contact was measured by asking how often respondents have contact with co-workers, emphasizing that this 
concerns both face-to-face contact and other types of contact, such as by phone or through e-mail. As such, this measurement of 
workplace interethnic contact is not intended to mimic measurements of interethnic contact used in other types of research. Instead, 
the measurement was tailored to the work context. The variable workplace interethnic contact ranges from zero to five, with the 
following categories: (0) no contact; (1) less than once a year; (2) once or several times a year; (3) monthly; (4) weekly; and (5) (almost) 
daily. These categories were transposed such that they measure the number of contact experiences per year, given a five-day workweek 
(no contact=0, less than once a year=0.5, once or several times a year=2, monthly=12, weekly=52, and (almost) daily=208). 

For measuring interethnic resources at work, respondents were asked whether they had co-workers whom they could easily 
approach, e.g., whose name they know, with whom they sometimes talk, or whom they think they can ask for help, for each of the 
following five issues: (1) addressing or solving a source of discontent at work; (2) discussing politics; (3) borrowing a hundred euros; (4) 
purchasing some groceries in case the respondent is sick; and (5) helping with transport, e.g., when respondent is sick or the car is broken. For 
each of these items, respondents indicated whether they do (1) or do not (0) have access to it. For the Dutch natives in this study, 

1 That is, respondents were selected whose parents are born in the Netherlands and thus exclude second generation migrants.  
2 Interethnic relations with Eastern Europeans were examined in additional analyses. The outcomes of these analyses were similar to the ones 

presented here, resulting in similar conclusions. Results are available upon request.  
3 The measurement of the ‘other’ categories differs by variable: for workplace ethnic diversity, ‘other’ entails Surinamese/Antillean, Middle 

Eastern and ‘other’; for workplace interethnic contact, it signifies ethnicities other than Dutch, Eastern-European or Turkish/Moroccan. 
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having access to social resources from Turkish/Moroccan co-workers represents an interethnic social resource. The variable interethnic 
resources at work was computed as the sum of the scores on the five items for Turkish/Moroccan co-workers. A higher score on the 
variable indicates more interethnic resources. 

Before running the analyses, the dependency between workplace interethnic contact and workplace interethnic resources was 
explored through a cross-tabulation of interethnic contact and each of the five types of interethnic resources, as well as the full 
interethnic resource scale. The results thereof can be found in the Appendix, Table A2. The cross-tabulation shows that people who 
have more contact with Turkish and Moroccan colleagues are more likely to have interethnic resources. However, it also shows that 
interethnic contact is not a prerequisite for interethnic resources in all cases. 

In the analyses, we controlled for respondent background characteristics, namely, sex (male=1, female=0), age (logged, ranging 
from 0 to 3.97), and level of education in three categories (low, middle, and high). Furthermore, we included a measurement for 
occupation type using a shortened version of the EGP class scheme (higher professionals, lower professionals, routine non-manual 
employees, self-employed/farmers, and workers). We excluded 44 respondents who had a missing value on this variable from the 
analyses. In addition, we controlled for workplace characteristics, namely the size of the organization (in seven categories, ranging 
from less than 11 employees to more than 500 employees) and the average number of hours worked per week, as well as interethnic 
contact outside work and interethnic resources outside work. Both variables are measured in the same way as their workplace 
equivalent. We explicitly specified that respondents should not include co-workers in their reports of contacts and social resources 
outside work. Instead, respondents were asked to think of family, friends, and acquaintances. The descriptive statistics are presented in  
Table 1. A correlation matrix can be found in the appendix, Table A3. 

Results 

OLS regression analysis is applied to test the hypotheses. Tables 2 and 3 present the outcomes of these analyses, and Figs. 1 and 2 
provide graphical representations of the regression models in Table 2. Before interpreting the results, we examined the model di-
agnostics to determine whether the models suffered from multicollinearity. All VIF values stayed well within the accepted margins 
(Field, 2013), thus indicating no signs of multicollinearity. 

Hypothesis 1 reads that there is a positive relation between ethnic diversity at work and workplace interethnic contact. This hy-
pothesis is tested in the first model of Table 2. Even though interethnic contact is almost naturally the lowest in workplaces with almost 
no immigrants, it is striking that the further increase in ethnic diversity, beyond a quarter, does not further increase interethnic contact 
(‘about a quarter’ (b=44.30); ‘about half’ (b=53.78), ‘about three quarters or more’ (b=52.93). The first hypothesis is thus only partly 
supported: while in workplaces with a quarter of Turkish and Moroccans immigrants there is significantly more contact than in 
workplaces with almost no Turkish/Moroccan workers, the interethnic contact in workplaces with a quarter of Turkish/Moroccan 
workers is not significantly less than in workplaces with higher shares. However, very few respondents work in workplaces with more 
than 25% Turkish/Moroccan workers (‘about half’=2%; ‘about three quarters or more’=1%). This might play a role in the lack of 
contrast between these three categories of ethnic diversity. 

From the control variables in this model, we highlight that people experience less workplace interethnic contact in larger orga-
nizations than in smaller organizations. This negative relationship is significant starting from organizations with over a hundred 
employees. The effect can indicate that employees working in larger organizations have less workplace contact in general, or that it is 
easier to avoid interethnic contact in such organizations, compared to organizations with less employees.4 Furthermore, we see that 
having interethnic contact (b=0.34, p < 0.001) and resources outside work (b=7.78, p < 0.001) are positively related to workplace 
interethnic contact. Hence, people who meet and mingle with Turkish and Moroccan people outside work also have more contact with 
Turkish and Moroccan people at work. 

Next, following the reciprocity-driven mechanism, it was expected that ethnic diversity at work is positively related to interethnic 
resources at work (Hypothesis 3). This hypothesis is tested in the second model of Table 2. As predicted, higher levels of ethnic di-
versity are related to more interethnic resources. Compared to having almost no Turkish and Moroccan colleagues in the organization, 
having a share of about a quarter (b=0.35, p < 0.001), about half (b=0.56, p < 0.001) and about three quarters or more (b=0.81, 
p < 0.01) are positively related to interethnic resources. The level of interethnic resources increases with every higher category of 
workplace ethnic diversity. These findings thus support the third hypothesis. Looking at the controls in this model, we see that 
educational level, number of weekly work hours, and having interethnic resources outside work are positively related to interethnic 
resources at work, but there is no effect of interethnic contact outside work. The educational effect is particularly strong and might 
indicate three things: 1) the higher educated people are, the more likely they are to gain access to social resources; 2) the higher 
educated people are the more likely they are to work with ethnic outgroup members who have resources to offer; and 3) the higher 
educated people are, the more likely they are to translate interethnic interactions into interethnic resources. Further research is needed 
to flesh out these possible interpretations. 

Finally, the last model in Table 2 explains immigrant entitlements. It was expected that workplace interethnic contact (Hypothesis 
2) and workplace interethnic resources (Hypothesis 4) are positively related to immigrant entitlements. The last model in Table 2 
shows no support for Hypothesis 2: there is no significant relation between interethnic contact at work and immigrant entitlements. 

4 Our data suggest that the first line of reasoning does not find empirical support. We ran analyses to test the effect of the size of the organization 
on contact with Dutch co-workers – and thus intra-ethnic contact - and found that Dutch workers have more contact with Dutch co-workers in larger 
organizations. 
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Table 1 – 
Descriptive statistics (N = 3800).   

mean/% sd min max 

Immigrant entitlements  3.25  2.54  0.00  6.00 
Ethnic diversity         

Almost none  69%    0.00  1.00 
About a quarter  29%    0.00  1.00 
About half  2%    0.00  1.00 
About three quarters or more  1%    0.00  1.00 

Workplace interethnic contact  77.66  91.49  0.00  208.00 
Interethnic resources at work  0.94  1.53  0.00  5.00 
Control variables         
Sex (female = ref.)  53%    0.00  1.00 
Age (logged)  3.17  0.62  0.00  3.95 
Educational level         

Lower  8%    0.00  1.00 
Middle  47%    0.00  1.00 
Higher  45%    0.00  1.00 

EGP occupational classes         
Higher professionals  21%    0.00  1.00 
Lower professionals  32%    0.00  1.00 
Routine non-manual  26%    0.00  1.00 
Self-employed/farmers  1%    0.00  1.00 
Workers  20%    0.00  1.00 

Working hours  31.60  9.47  1.00  40.00 
Size of Organization         

< 11 employees  2%    0.00  1.00 
11 to 25 employees  4%    0.00  1.00 
26 to 50 employees  7%    0.00  1.00 
51 to 100 employees  9%    0.00  1.00 
101 to 250 employees  14%    0.00  1.00 
251 to 500 employees  14%    0.00  1.00 
more than 500 employees  50%    0.00  1.00 

Interethnic contact outside work  12.06  36.36  0.00  208.00 
Interethnic resources outside work  0.59  1.31  0.00  5.00  
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This model does show supportive evidence for Hypothesis 4: people who have more interethnic resources at work are also more 
supportive of immigrant entitlements (b=0.24, p < 0.001). 

Interestingly, the effects of interethnic contact and resources outside work mimic the effects of their equivalents at work: inter-
ethnic contact outside work is also unrelated to immigrant entitlements, while there is a significant effect of interethnic resources 
outside work on immigrant entitlements (b=0.19, p < 0.001). The effect of interethnic resources outside work seems somewhat 
smaller than that of interethnic resources at work (beta is .10 and .14 respectively). This underlines the importance of focusing on 
workplace ethnic diversity, and especially workplace interethnic resources, as a source of ethnic tolerance. Further, working in more 
ethnically diverse workplaces, once the effects of workplace interethnic contact and workplace interethnic resources are accounted for, 
is associated with lower levels of support for immigrant entitlements. However, this is only significant when the share of the outgroup 
in the organization is about 50% (b=− 0.65, p < 0.05). 

In an additional step, we examined whether the ethnic diversity and interethnic contact and resources at work were similarly 
related to immigrants’ entitlements for people with and without interethnic contact and resources outside work. To do so, we split our 
sample into respondents with no interethnic contact and interethnic resources outside work (N = 2128), and respondents with 
interethnic contact and/or interethnic resources outside work (N = 1672). We reran our analyses on each of these subsets. The out-
comes of these analyses are presented in Appendix B, Tables B1 and B2 respectively. By and large, these analyses yielded the same 

Table 2 
Regression Analyses of Workplace Interethnic Contact, Interethnic Resources at Work and Immigrant Entitlements (N = 3800).   

Workplace Interethnic 
Contact 

Interethnic 
Resources at Work 

Immigrant 
Entitlements  

b  s.e. beta b  s.e. beta b  s.e. beta 

Ethnic diversity                     
Almost none reference category reference category reference category 
About a quarter 43.92 ***  3.17  0.22  0.35 ***  0.05  0.10  -0.15   0.09  -0.03 
About half 53.64 ***  10.46  0.08  0.55 **  0.17  0.05  -0.67 *  0.30  -0.04 
About three quarters or more 52.55 **  17.51  0.05  0.83 **  0.28  0.04  -0.75   0.49  -0.02 

Workplace interethnic contact               0.00   0.00  0.01 
Interethnic resources at work               0.24 ***  0.03  0.14 
Control variables                     
Sex (female = ref.) -4.67   3.17  -0.03  0.03   0.05  0.01  -0.17   0.09  -0.03 
Age (logged) 5.73 *  2.33  0.04  -0.05   0.04  -0.02  0.05   0.07  0.01 
Educational level                     

Lower reference category reference category reference category 
Middle -0.12   5.33  -0.00  0.34 ***  0.09  0.11  0.49 **  0.15  0.10 
Higher -3.69   5.75  -0.02  0.45 ***  0.09  0.15  1.45 ***  0.16  0.29 

EGP Occupational classes                     
Higher professionals reference category reference category reference category 
Lower professionals -0.29   3.93  -0.00  0.07   0.06  0.02  -0.14   0.11  -0.03 
Routine non-manual -1.06   4.51  -0.01  -0.09   0.07  -0.03  -0.12   0.13  -0.02 
Self-employed/farmers -24.07   13.11  -0.03  -0.33   0.21  -0.02  -0.26   0.37  -0.01 
Workers 3.82   4.89  0.02  -0.08   0.08  -0.02  -0.49 ***  0.14  -0.08 

Working hours 1.66 ***  0.17  0.17  0.01 ***  0.00  0.07  -0.01   0.01  -0.02 
Size of Organization                     

less than 11 employees reference category reference category reference category 
11 to 25 employees 1.96   12.12  0.00  -0.03   0.19  -0.00  0.63   0.34  0.05 
26 to 50 employees 1.92   11.19  0.01  -0.04   0.18  -0.01  0.44   0.31  0.04 
51 to 100 employees -19.73   10.95  -0.06  -0.04   0.18  -0.01  0.62 *  0.31  0.07 
101 to 250 employees -23.66 *  10.62  -0.09  -0.18   0.17  -0.04  0.75 *  0.30  0.10 
251 to 500 employees -32.85 **  10.60  -0.13  -0.30   0.17  -0.07  0.58   0.30  0.08  
more than 500 employees -36.26 ***  10.18  -0.20  -0.26   0.16  -0.09  0.68 *  0.29  0.13 

Interethnic contact outside work 0.33 ***  0.04  0.13  0.00   0.00  -0.01  0.00   0.00  0.00 
Interethnic resources outside work 8.22 ***  1.11  0.12  0.49 ***  0.02  0.42  0.19 ***  0.03  0.10 
Intercept 16.28   13.32    0.19   0.21    1.74 ***  0.38   
Adjusted R2 0.14       0.21       0.12      

NB: * p < 0.05; * * p < 0.01; * ** p < 0.001, two-tailed test 

Table 3 
OLS Regression Analyses of the Mediation Effect of Interethnic Resources at Work (N = 3800).   

Immigrant Entitlements Interethnic Resources at Work Immigrant Entitlements  

b  s.e. beta b  s.e. beta b  s.e. beta 

Workplace interethnic contact  0.001 **  0.000  0.050  0.004 ***  0.000  0.052  0.000   0.000  0.015 
Interethnic resources at work                0.241 ***  0.030  0.146 
Intercept  1.769 ***  3.380    0.165   0.204    1.804 ***  0.373   
Adjusted R2  0.101       0.276       0.114      

NB: Effects of ethnic diversity and the control variables included but not reported. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001, two-tailed test 
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Fig. 1. Coefficient estimates and 95% confidence intervals for ‘workplace interethnic contact’ and workplace interethnic resources’.  

Fig. 2. Coefficient estimates and 95% confidence intervals for ‘immigrant entitlements’.  
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results as the ones presented in Table 2, thus indicating that the reciprocity-based mechanism also works for people who – for whatever 
reason – do not have interethnic ties outside work. 

Finally, it was hypothesized that the positive relationship between workplace interethnic contact and support for immigrant en-
titlements is mediated by workplace interethnic resources. This hypothesis is tested in Table 3, using OLS regression analysis. First, the 
effect of workplace interethnic contact on immigrant entitlements is estimated. In the subsequent model, the effect of workplace 
interethnic contact on workplace interethnic resources is estimated. Finally, the effects of both workplace interethnic contact and 
workplace interethnic resources on immigrant entitlements are estimated. Note that the measures for ethnic diversity and the control 
variables are included in all models. The last model is the same model as the Immigrant Entitlements model in Table 2. 

For the mediation hypothesis to hold true three conditions must be met: (1) workplace interethnic contact should have a positive 
relation with immigrant entitlements and with workplace interethnic resources; (2) its relation with immigrant entitlements should be 
reduced or disappear when workplace interethnic resources is included in the last model; and (3) workplace interethnic resources 
should have a positive, significant relation with immigrant entitlements. Table 3 shows that, initially, workplace interethnic contact is 
positively related to immigrant entitlements (b=0.001, p < 0.01). The second model shows that workplace interethnic contact is also 
positively related to workplace interethnic resources (b=0.004, p < 0.001). Finally, after including workplace interethnic resources in 
the third model, workplace interethnic contact is no longer significantly related to immigrant entitlements, while there is a significant 
and positive relation between interethnic resources and immigrant entitlements (b=0.241, p < 0.001). As such, the total effect of 
workplace interethnic contact on immigrant entitlements of 0.001 is fully mediated by the indirect effect that runs through interethnic 
resources (0.004 *0.241 =0.001), leaving the direct effect at 0.000. These findings indicate that the effect of workplace interethnic 
contact is fully mediated by interethnic resources, hence supporting the fifth hypothesis. 

Conclusion and discussion 

This study elaborated and tested two mechanisms of how workplace ethnic diversity matters for support for immigrant entitle-
ments, a political dimension of ethnic tolerance. First, following contact theory, more workplace ethnic diversity was expected to 
increase meeting opportunities and, in turn, contact with outgroup members. This interethnic contact would induce empathy and 
understanding for the entire outgroup, resulting in more ethnic tolerance. Second, based on the idea that social capital is generated at 
work (Manevska et al., 2022; Helliwell & Huang, 2010; Putnam, 2000), it was argued that workplace ethnic diversity generates 
interethnic resources. By cooperating with ethnic outgroup members at work, natives gain access to interethnic social resources, which 
is accompanied by a norm of reciprocity. This norm of reciprocity is generalized towards the ethnic outgroup as a whole, resulting in 
more support for immigrant entitlements. 

The results showed that ethnic diversity at work is indeed positively related to interethnic contact and interethnic resources at 
work, although for interethnic contact more than a quarter share of Turkish/Moroccans does not result in a further increase in 
interethnic contacts. In addition, contrary to the hypothesis derived from contact theory, interethnic contact was not related to support 
for immigrant entitlements, while interethnic resources at work were indeed positively related to support for immigrant entitlements. 
Considering the potential interdependency between interethnic contact and interethnic resources, the results showed that an initial 
positive effect of interethnic contact on support for immigrant entitlements is fully mediated by interethnic resources. Thus, rather 
than having an independent effect on support for immigrant entitlements, interethnic contact has an indirect effect, through inter-
ethnic resources. 

We tentatively conclude that while contact plays a facilitating role, the reciprocity-based mechanisms captured by interethnic 
resources is the most relevant for understanding how ethnically diverse workplaces matter for ethnic tolerance. This reciprocity-based 
mechanism was tested for the political dimension of ethnic tolerance. The findings correspond with the important role of reciprocity as 
described in studies on immigrants’ deservingness of welfare state benefits (Kootstra, 2016; Reeskens & Van der Meer, 2019; Van 
Oorschot & Roosma, 2017). Future studies should test whether this reciprocity-based mechanism is also important for other di-
mensions of ethnic tolerance. If so, the reciprocity-mechanism developed in this study offers further understanding of how interethnic 
contact is related to ethnic tolerance. 

In an influential meta-analysis (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008), three mediating mechanisms that are often used to explain how 
interethnic contact relates to ethnic tolerance were analysed, namely knowledge about ethnic outgroups, reduced anxiety about 
interethnic contact, and empathy. While all proved relevant mediators, the most important one was the empathy-based mechanism. 
Because of the prevalence of this empathy-based mechanism, intimate contacts such as interethnic friendship, that are built on mutual 
empathy, were thought most relevant for ethnic tolerance (McLaren, 2003; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008). Our study adds an alternative 
mediating mechanism, based on norms of reciprocity, that does not necessarily rely on intimate relationships. However, interethnic 
social capital could possibly also contribute to further knowledge, reduced anxiety and increased empathy. Further research is needed 
to disentangle the role of social capital from these other (mediating) explanations of ethnic tolerance. 

The additional analyses showed that the reciprocity-based mechanism not only holds for people who already have interethnic 
relations outside work but also for those who lack these relations. This finding shows that, as previously argued (e.g., Kokkonen et al., 
2015), the workplace is indeed a crucial context for building bridging social capital. Further research should address whether this is 
mostly a matter of opportunity, or of actually countering people’s tendency towards social homophily, while taking into account that 
pre-existing values may condition the formation of interethnic contact and interethnic resources, as well as the likelihood that the 
results of these contacts or resources are generalized to the outgroup as a whole (cf. Manevska et al., 2022). 

There are some limitations to this study that need to be considered when interpreting its findings. First, a cross-sectional dataset 
was used to test the hypotheses. This dataset allowed for testing the correlations between workplace ethnic diversity, interethnic 
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relations and immigrant entitlements, but correlations certainly do not imply causation. Thus, although causation is assumed in the 
theoretical mechanisms, we were not able to test these claims. Although we claim that the workplace is a setting in which there is less 
choice to select on contact, known as the self-selection bias, we cannot completely rule out this issue, even though it is less likely than 
in settings outside the workplace. Overtime tracking of work-place collaborations and interethnic attitudes may address this concern. 

Second, the analyses relied on a general measure of contact, which potentially includes both positive and negative contact (cf. Kros 
& Hewstone, 2020). It is likely that only positive interethnic contact generates interethnic resources. It may therefore be the case that 
the interethnic resources measure captures the subset of contacts that are most positive. To further disentangle contact from resources, 
and to provide an answer to how strong the role of resources is in relation to contact, it is essential that positive and negative contact in 
the workplace is disentangled in future research. 

Third, the data used in this study do not allow for addressing differences between workplaces. It is to be expected that workplaces 
differ in the extent to which these provide opportunities for cooperation, interaction and the like. Future research should address these 
differences and thus study to what extent the theoretical mechanisms elaborated and tested here travel across workplace contexts. 
Given that the size of the organization is important for many processes at work, it is reassuring that including it in our analyses did not 
greatly alter the findings. Nevertheless, more research is needed that includes more workplace characteristics, such as workplace 
hierarchy and competition, to study under which workplace conditions our findings hold. 

Notwithstanding these limitations, the findings from this study underline the importance of considering the workplace, and 
especially the interethnic resources formed therein, as a vital context for the study of interethnic relations. Our findings have relevant 
practical implications. First and foremost, our findings do point to the workplace as a potential source of ethnic tolerance. If receiving 
countries wish to counter ethnic tensions, it seems vital to facilitate labour market participation for (newly arrived) immigrants. 
Moreover, employers can play a part by facilitating contact between employees, especially in ethnically diverse workplaces. A relevant 
question in this respect is which conditions facilitate the formation of interethnic resources at work as well. Given that access to social 
resources is built through cooperation and being able to rely on one another, building interethnic resources might be fostered through 
organizational policies that stimulate and reward teamwork and cooperation. Such could be done, for example, by stimulating migrant 
workers’ membership in work councils. After all, as our findings indicate, when it comes to interethnic relations, much might be gained 
at work. 
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Appendix A  

Table A1 
Mokken scale analysis on the items for ‘support for immigrant entitlements’(N = 3800).  

Item Mean Item H (Hi) 

come and live in The Netherlands  0.62  0.77 
vote in local elections  0.51  0.83 
vote in national elections  0.48  0.84 
present as a candidate for elections  0.47  0.85 
claim the same worker rights’ as natives  0.66  0.86 
claim welfare state benefits  0.52  0.77 

Scale H = 0.82; Hij ≥ 0,77       

Table A2 
Interethnic resources at work by workplace interethnic contact, frequency and column percentages (N = 3800).   

Issue at work Discuss politics Borrow 100 Euros Purchase 
groceries 
when sick 

Help with transport 

No contact  29  32  17  21  27   
3%  4%  3%  5%  4% 

Less than once a year  28  30  19  13  23   
3%  3%  4%  3%  3% 

(continued on next page) 
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Table A3 
Correlation Matrix (N = 3800).  

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) 

(1) Immigrant entitlements -                 
(2) Diversity: almost none 0.04 -                
(3) Diversity: Abt. 1/4 -0.02 -0.94 -               
(4) Diversity: Abt. half -0.05 -0.20 -0.09 -              
(5) Diversity: Abt. ¾ or more -0.02 -0.12 -0.05 -0.01 -             
(6) Workplace Interethnic contact 0.05 -0.24 0.21 0.07 0.04 -            
(7) Workplace interethnic resources 0.20 -0.13 0.12 0.04 0.05 0.33 -           
(8) Sex (female=ref.) -0.06 0.04 -0.04 -0.01 -0.01 0.04 0.02 -          
(9) Age (logged) 0.02 0.00 0.01 -0.04 -0.00 0.03 -0.02 0.08 -         
(10) Educational level: lower -0.15 -0.06 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.02 -0.09 0.06 -0.05 -        
(11) Educational level: middle -0.17 -0.11 0.09 0.04 0.03 0.03 -0.02 0.01 0.01 -0.29 -       
(12) Educational level: higher 0.25 0.14 -0.11 -0.07 -0.05 -0.05 0.07 -0.04 0.01 -0.27 -0.84 -      
(13) EGP: higher professionals 0.10 0.05 -0.04 -0.03 -0.02 0.01 0.04 0.15 0.08 -0.13 -0.20 0.27 -     
(14) EGP: lower professionals 0.08 0.05 -0.04 -0.05 -0.01 0.00 0.06 -0.07 0.05 -0.14 -0.13 0.21 -0.36 -    
(15) EGP: routine non-manual -0.02 -0.03 0.03 0.01 -0.00 -0.04 -0.06 -0.28 -0.06 -0.01 0.18 -0.17 -0.30 -0.41 -   
(16) EGP: self-employed/farmers -0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.01 -0.03 -0.06 -0.08 -0.07 -  
(17) EGP: workers -0.16 -0.08 0.06 0.08 0.04 0.04 -0.05 0.22 -0.08 0.30 0.16 -0.33 -0.26 -0.34 -0.29 -0.06 - 
(18) Working hours 0.02 0.03 -0.02 -0.01 -0.05 0.15 0.08 0.39 0.23 -0.07 -0.08 0.12 0.23 0.09 -0.26 -0.01 -0.04 
(19) Size: < 11 employees -0.04 -0.02 -0.02 0.12 -0.01 0.03 0.02 -0.02 -0.12 0.07 -0.00 -0.04 -0.03 -0.02 0.02 0.10 -0.01 
(20) Size: 11-25 employees -0.01 0.03 -0.03 -0.02 0.02 0.05 0.02 -0.01 -0.10 0.03 0.02 -0.04 -0.05 0.00 -0.00 0.03 0.04 
(21) Size: 26-50 employees -0.03 0.07 -0.07 -0.01 0.02 0.07 0.02 0.02 -0.12 0.03 0.03 -0.05 -0.05 -0.02 0.02 0.02 0.04 
(22) Size: 51-100 employees -0.01 0.08 -0.08 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 0.01 0.03 -0.06 0.04 0.02 -0.05 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03 0.05 0.06 
(23) Size: 101-250 employees 0.02 0.07 -0.07 -0.01 0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.02 0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01 
(24) Size: 251-500 employees -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.03 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.04 0.03 -0.04 0.03 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 0.03 -0.01 -0.03 
(25) Size: 500 + employees 0.03 -0.14 0.15 -0.03 -0.00 -0.05 -0.01 -0.00 0.14 -0.04 -0.05 0.07 0.09 0.01 -0.03 -0.06 -0.06 
(26) Interethnic contact outside work 0.04 -0.11 0.09 0.06 0.03 0.20 0.14 0.01 -0.06 0.04 0.00 -0.03 -0.02 0.01 -0.00 0.01 0.01 
(27) Interethnic resources outside work 0.17 -0.10 0.09 0.01 0.04 0.18 0.44 -0.01 -0.03 -0.05 -0.01 0.04 0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.01 -0.03 
NB: Bold figures indicate significant correlations (p < 0.05) 

(Continued: Correlation Matrix (N = 3800) 

Variables (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) 

(1) Immigrant entitlements           
(2) Diversity: almost none           
(3) Diversity: Abt. 1/4           
(4) Diversity: Abt. half           
(5) Diversity: Abt. ¾ or more           
(6) Workplace Interethnic contact           
(7) Workplace interethnic resources           
(8) Sex (female=ref.)           
(9) Age (logged)           
(10) Educational level: lower           
(11) Educational level: middle           
(12) Educational level: higher           
(13) EGP: higher professionals           
(14) EGP: lower professionals           
(15) EGP: routine non-manual           
(16) EGP: self-employed/farmers           
(17) EGP: workers           

(continued on next page) 
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Table A3 (continued ) 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) 

(18) Working hours -          
(19) Size: < 11 employees -0.11 -         
(20) Size: 11-25 employees -0.07 -0.03 -        
(21) Size: 26-50 employees -0.03 -0.04 -0.05 -       
(22) Size: 51-100 employees -0.02 -0.04 -0.06 -0.08 -      
(23) Size: 101-250 employees 0.01 -0.06 -0.08 -0.11 -0.12 -     
(24) Size: 251-500 employees -0.01 -0.06 -0.08 -0.11 -0.13 -0.16 -    
(25) Size: 500 + employees 0.08 -0.15 -0.20 -0.27 -0.31 -0.41 -0.41 -   
(26) Interethnic contact outside work -0.00 0.03 0.01 0.02 -0.02 0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -  
(27) Interethnic resources outside work 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.01 -0.01 -0.03 0.01 -0.01 0.31 - 

NB: Bold figures indicate significant correlations (p < 0.05).  
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Table A2 (continued )  

Issue at work Discuss politics Borrow 100 Euros Purchase 
groceries 
when sick 

Help with transport 

Once or several times a year  57  63  30  31  60   
6%  7%  6%  7%  8% 

Monthly  80  80  52  47  62   
9%  9%  10%  10%  8% 

Weekly  207  210  110  96  178   
23%  23%  21%  21%  23% 

(Almost) Daily  493  502  285  257  420   
55%  55%  56%  55%  55%   

Appendix B. Robustness checks  

Table B1 
OLS Regression models, only respondents without interethnic contact and interethnic resources outside work (b-coefficients shown, N = 2128).   

Workplace interethnic contact Workplace interethnic resources Immigrant entitlements  

Ethnic diversity           
Almost none           
About a quarter 46.38***  (4.38) 0.34***  (0.06) -0.15  (0.13)  
About half 54.75***  (16.02) 0.23  (0.24) -0.95*  (0.46)  
About three quarters or more 38.97  (30.08) 0.043  (0.44) -0.56  (0.87)  

Workplace interethnic contact       0.00    
Workplace interethnic resources       0.24***    

Control variables           
Sex (female=ref.) -6.06  (4.24) -0.02  (0.062) -0.16  (0.12)  
Age (logged) 3.57  (3.26) -0.05  (0.048) -0.01  (0.09)  
Educational level           

lower           
middle 0.09  (7.05) 0.35***  (0.10) 0.55**  (0.20)  
higher 1.86  (7.62) 0.49***  (0.11) 1.51***  (0.22)  

EGP Occupational classes           
higher professionals           
lower professionals -2.77  (5.25) 0.05  (0.08) -0.08  (0.15)  
routine nonmanual -1.04  (5.98) -0.06  (0.09) -0.08  (0.17)  
self-employed/farmers -23.76  (16.28) -0.39  (0.24) -0.69  (0.47)  
workers 4.89  (6.50) -0.062  (0.09) -0.57**  (0.19)  

Working hours 1.67***  (0.23) 0.01**  (0.00) 0.00  (0.01)  
Size of organization           

less than 11 employees           
10-25 employees 6.40  (17.95) -0.06  (0.26) 0.51  (0.52)  
26-50 employees -3.35  (16.50) -0.19  (0.24) 0.24  (0.48)  
51-100 employees -20.48  (16.27) -0.23  (0.24) 0.42  (0.47)  
101-250 employees -32.01*  (15.90) -0.28  (0.23) 0.59  (0.46)  
251-500 employees -32.93*  (15.80) -0.36  (0.23) 0.31  (0.46)  
500 + employees -37.45*  (15.35) -0.35  (0.23) 0.52  (0.44)  

Intercept 21.03  (19.43) 0.35  (0.29) 1.72**  (0.56)  
adj. R2 0.08   0.03   0.09    

NB: Standard errors in parentheses. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001, two-tailed test.  

Table B2 
OLS Regression models, only respondents with interethnic contact and/or interethnic resources outside work (b-coefficients shown, N = 1672).   

Workplace interethnic contact Workplace interethnic resources Immigrant entitlements 

Ethnic diversity          
Almost none          
About a quarter 44.42***  (4.76) 0.47***  (0.091) -0.18  (0.13) 
About half 56.19***  (14.39) 0.75**  (0.28) -0.56  (0.38) 
About three quarters or more 63.02**  (22.42) 1.49***  (0.43) -0.85  (0.59) 

Workplace interethnic contact       0.00   
Workplace interethnic resources       0.31***   

(continued on next page) 
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Table B2 (continued )  

Workplace interethnic contact Workplace interethnic resources Immigrant entitlements 

Control variables          
Sex (female=ref.) -4.95  (4.96) 0.01  (0.09) -0.24  (0.13) 
Age (logged) 6.98*  (3.47) -0.04  (0.07) 0.14  (0.092) 
Educational level          

lower          
middle -0.82  (8.43) 0.53**  (0.16) 0.40  (0.22) 
higher -11.48  (9.03) 0.67***  (0.17) 1.36***  (0.24) 

EGP Occupational classes          
higher professionals          
lower professionals 3.29  (6.15) 0.07  (0.12) -0.22  (0.16) 
routine nonmanual -0.60  (7.12) -0.17  (0.14) -0.18  (0.19) 
self-employed/farmers -11.16  (22.95) 0.17  (0.44) 0.62  (0.61) 
workers 1.51  (7.69) -0.13  (0.15) -0.39  (0.20) 

Working hours 1.78***  (0.26) 0.02***  (0.00) -0.013  (0.01) 
Size of organization          

less than 11 employees -3.31  (17.12) 0.02  (0.33) 0.71  (0.45) 
10-25 employees 9.48  (15.98) 0.16  (0.31) 0.67  (0.42) 
26-50 employees -22.95  (15.45) 0.06  (0.30) 0.75  (0.41) 
51-100 employees -17.50  (14.84) -0.28  (0.28) 0.80*  (0.39) 
101-250 employees -34.09*  (14.93) -0.24  (0.29) 0.88*  (0.39) 
251-500 employees -37.65**  (14.12) -0.27  (0.27) 0.80*  (0.37) 
500 + employees          

Intercept 33.79  (19.44) 0.43  (0.37) 1.97***  (0.51) 
Adj. R2 0.10   0.04   0.11   

NB: Standard errors in parentheses. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001, two-tailed test. 

References 

Akkerman, A., Manevska, K., Sluiter, R., & Stanojevic, A. (2017). Work and Politics Panel Survey 2017. Nijmegen: Radboud University.  
Allport, G. W. (1979). [1954] The Nature of Prejudice. New York: Basic Books.  
Brouwer, M. A., & Boros, S. (2010). The influence of intergroup contact and ethnocultural empathy on employees’ attitudes toward diversity. Cognition, Brain, 

Behavior, 14(3), 243–260. 
Coleman, J. S. (1988). Social capital in the creation of human capital. American Journal of Sociology, 94, S95–S120. https://doi.org/10.1086/228943. 
Constant, A. F. (2011). Sizing it Up: Labor Migration Lessons of the EU Enlargement to 27. IZA Discussion Paper No. 6119. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1965136. 
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