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Abstract

The success of populist radical right parties (PRRPs) in Europe has, in part, been attributed to growing immigration, but previous
findings have found an inconsistent relationship between immigration and voting for PRRPs. We address previous inconsistencies
by suggesting a time-focused perspective on intergroup relations. We disentangle short-term from longer term immigration
trends and argue that a recent increase in immigration should predict PRRP support. With time, however, citizens will adapt to
these demographic changes and voting for PRRPs could decline. We drew on official immigration records and representative data
from the European Social Survey, capturing the voting behavior of 75,874 individuals from |5 European countries between 2002
and 2014. We found that a recent increase in immigration predicted more PRRP voting, and this relationship was strengthened
under conditions of higher economic strain and inequality. In contrast, sustained immigration in the longer term was not related

with PRRP votes.
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During the first decades of the 21st century, immigration
increased in all European countries (Eurostat, 2019) and popu-
list radical right parties (PRRPs), who highlight the topic of
immigration (Norris, 2005), increased their influence in
national parliaments (European Parliament, 2017). Scholarly
work has shown, however, that the association between immi-
gration and PRRP endorsement is not consistent, with some
studies finding positive (e.g., Arora, 2019), but others finding
negative (e.g., Biggs & Knauss, 2011) correlations. In the pres-
ent study, we aim to reconcile conflicting results by proposing
a time-focused perspective. We argue that the effects of immi-
gration can be better understood by conceptualizing intergroup
relations as dynamic. That is, while initial immigration can cre-
ate a novel situation demanding reactions that are often
exploited by PRRPs, with time individuals adjust to these
changes and the appeal of PRRPs’ anti-immigration narratives
diminishes. We tested this idea with a multicountry analysis of
12 years of nationally representative data in Europe, including
multiple robustness checks considering the role of key modera-
tors such as adverse economic conditions and social
inequalities.

Immigration and Votes for PRRPs

PRRPs endorse beliefs in popular sovereignty, anti-elitism, and
anti-pluralism. Populist actors claim to give a voice to “the peo-
ple” (Mudde, 2010) and characterize the so-called elite or

establishment as evil and corrupt (Jagers & Walgrave, 2007).
Within this broad agenda, PRRPs granted native citizens privi-
leges and framed nonnatives as a threat (Arzheimer, 2015),
responsible for increased criminality and the loss of national
identity (Rydgren, 2008).

A Lack of Consensus About the Association Between
Immigration and Support for PRRPs

Research on this topic has been multidisciplinary, with most
work emerging from social psychology and political science.
Previous studies found that the presence of ethnic minorities
in municipalities or districts is associated with anti-immigrant
attitudes (e.g., Green et al., 2010; Wagner et al., 2006). This
is consistent with other research showing that voting for PRRPs
across Europe is predicted by an increase in the size of
the immigrant population (e.g., Arora, 2019; Coffé et al.,
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2007; Halla et al., 2017; Patana, 2018). Although these findings
have been supported mostly by electoral and municipal data,
scholars have also found a positive association between immi-
gration and PRRP support in multicountry comparative
research on voting behavior (Arzheimer, 2009; Arzheimer &
Carter, 2006; Kessler & Freeman, 2005; Lubbers et al.,
2002). Despite the significance of this body of work, conflict-
ing results have been found. For example, parallel research has
shown that the percentage of ethnic minorities in Germany is
associated with less prejudice (Wagner et al., 2006). It has been
similarly documented that the presence of more immigrants in
a community or country predicts lower support for PRRPs (e.g.,
Biggs & Knauss, 2011; Charitopoulou & Garcia-Manglano,
2018; Della Posta, 2013; van der Waal et al., 2013). Further,
Stockemer and Amengay (2015) failed to find an association
between immigration and voting for the Front National (the
PRRP party in France). Similar studies found no significant
relationship between immigration and voting for parties endor-
sing anti-immigration beliefs (e.g., Arzheimer & Carter, 2006;
Lubbers & Scheepers, 2010). In fact, a recent meta-analysis by
Amengay and Stockemer (2019) revealed that the significance
and direction of the relationship between immigration and
PRRP voting is inconsistent. This has also been found in
Pottie-Sherman and Wilkes’s (2017) meta-analysis focusing
on immigration and anti-immigrant prejudice. This lack of con-
sensus suggests that current models are not adequate to explain
PRRP voting (for a similar argument, see Arzheimer, 2009).

A Time-Focused Perspective

To address the discrepancies above, we sought to improve
understanding of the outcomes of intergroup relations by con-
sidering the dynamic relationships between groups over time
(MaclInnis & Page-Gould, 2015; Ramos et al., 2019). Immigra-
tion is typically approached as a variable having a linear asso-
ciation with outcomes, but reactions to immigration might
change as native citizens adapt to these changes. For example,
there is the perspective that individuals prefer to be among
those who are similar to them (i.e., homophily; McPherson
et al., 2001) and have a predisposition to endorse homogeneity
and stability (Caporael, 1997). Research has also shown that
people may approach out-groups with caution (Stephan & Ste-
phan, 2000) and, at least initially, intergroup interactions are
characterized by increased stress, anxiety, and outgroup avoid-
ance (for a meta-analysis, see Toosi et al., 2012). These per-
spectives suggest an ingroup orientation, which indicates that
individuals may tend to react negatively to newcomers, along
the lines defined by studies showing that immigration is asso-
ciated with PRRPs and anti-immigration support.

A strong ingroup orientation is, however, incompatible with
the demographic changes occurring in modern societies and it
requires adaptation from individuals (Crisp & Meleady, 2012).
And indeed, despite the ingroup orientation highlighted above,
individuals may be motivated to engage in contact with
out-groups (i.e., xenophilia; Stiirmer et al., 2013). In fact, when
this outgroup orientation results in increased intergroup

contact, it allows access to more diverse resources and knowl-
edge (Bar-Yosef, 2002), while improving intergroup relations
(Allport, 1954; Christ et al., 2014). Thus, increasing immigra-
tion should provide increased opportunities for natives to have
contact with other groups, which is expected to lead to more
trust and social cohesion (Schmid et al., 2014).

A few recent studies have now recognized the significance
of correlates of ingroup and outgroup orientations in explaining
the association between immigration and PRRP support (e.g.,
Green et al., 2016; Savelkoul et al., 2017). These studies, how-
ever, do not consider the evolving nature of intergroup relations
in this context. Here, we argue that an ingroup orientation may
be triggered immediately, while an outgroup orientation will
take longer, requiring a certain degree of adaptation from
majority groups. This is because some negative mechanisms
stemming from an ingroup orientation (e.g., perceived threat)
are likely to be triggered only by recent increases in immigra-
tion rather than stable levels of immigration. Moreover, the
beneficial effects of an outgroup orientation should only be
apparent in the long run, after short-term challenges have been
negotiated. This reasoning is consistent with work by Ramos
and colleagues (2019) showing that, in Europe, short-term
increases in religious diversity were associated with a dip in
well-being, but 6-8 years afterward these initial negative
effects were mitigated. Immigration creates new demands and
natives require time to adapt.

The Present Study

We propose that after a recent increase in immigration (i.e., a
short-term immigration trend), members of majority groups are
more vulnerable to the PRRPs’ political agenda and will show
greater endorsement of these parties. This will be in line with
studies showing a positive association between immigration
and support for PRRPs (e.g., Arora, 2019; Patana, 2018). How-
ever, the PRRPs’ focus on immigration should become less
appealing, with time, once majority groups have adapted to
these demographic changes and then PRRPs will lose support.
This prediction gleans support from studies showing either no
association or a negative association between immigration and
PRRP support (e.g., Della Posta, 2013).

Immigration has been found to be the most significant predic-
tor of PRRP voting, but other factors such as unemployment,
country wealth, and social inequalities have also been high-
lighted in the literature (e.g., Amengay & Stockemer, 2019;
Arzheimer & Carter, 2006; Mols & Jetten, 2016; Stockemer &
Amengay, 2015). Some authors have considered the interaction
of these factors with immigration in the pursuit of more predic-
tive power in their models. For example, Stockemer and Amen-
gay (2015) predicted that immigration would be more strongly
associated with PRRP voting during economic recession.
Golder (2003) found an interaction between immigration and
unemployment, revealing that PRRP voting increases the most
when there are high levels of both unemployment and immigra-
tion (see also, Arzheimer, 2009). Social inequalities, which are
associated with greater social distance and higher status anxiety
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(Sanchez-Rodriguez et al., 2018), and reluctance to distribute
welfare to immigrants (van Der Waal et al., 2013), might also
interact with immigration to impact on PRRP voting. By testing
the interaction of immigration with unemployment, country
wealth, and social inequalities, we offer a more thorough test
of our argument that short-term effects of immigration should
differ from its longer term effects. This is because short-term
increases in immigration should be associated with PRRP voting
in contexts of both greater structural strain (i.e., lower country
wealth and higher social inequalities) and unemployment.
Given that, in the longer-term, we predict either a negative or
no association between immigration and PRRP support, the
moderation effects above should not be significant for longer
term trends in immigration.

To test these predictions, we conducted secondary analysis
of extensive cross-national European survey data. We advance
the literature that has relied largely on cross-sectional attitudi-
nal data by performing a multiwave analysis of voting behavior
with seven waves of data, covering a 12-year period. With this
approach, we are able to test the effects of short-term increases
in immigration and compare them with longer trends compris-
ing more than a decade of data.

Method

We relied on data of national representative samples that were
collected for the European Social Survey (ESS, 2019). The ESS
follows a cross-sectional multiwave design and we drew on
seven waves of ESS data (2002—-2014). Given that we were inter-
ested in examining change over time, we excluded from our
analysis countries without multiple waves of data. Moreover,
scholars have advised that including data from countries with
extremely low support for PRRPs will bias results (Arzheimer
& Carter, 2006; Lubbers et al., 2002). Including data from coun-
tries where PRRPs have struggled to gain traction will provide
no variability and is likely to introduce floor effects. To address
this issue, we followed a common procedure in the voting liter-
ature and included data only from countries in which at least one
PRRP had received more than 0.5% of votes in each wave (see
Werts et al., 2013). Applying these criteria, our analyses were
based on data from N = 75,874 residents in 15 countries, sug-
gesting our analysis were sufficiently powered. Sample charac-
teristics for each country are provided in Table 1.

For our analysis, we only drew on data from individuals who
had voted in the past elections and, therefore, individuals who
were 18 years old or older. Our models focused on the perspec-
tives of majority group members and not the views of immi-
grants. Immigrants were not sufficiently numerous for a
subsample analysis (5% of the total sample).

Measures

Voting for PRRPs. Respondents specified which party they had
voted for in their country’s previous election. Votes for PRRPs
were coded as “1”” and votes for any other party as “0.” All “don’t
know,” “refuse to answer,” and “no responses” were recorded as

missing values (the proportion of these responses was below 1%
and the total percentage of missing values was 5%).

PRRPs were identified following Werts and colleagues’
(2013) research. Since Werts et al.’s work, some more recent
PRRPs were established and were included in our analyses.
These included the “Alternative for Germany” in Germany, the
“Congress of the New Right” and “Law and Justice” in Poland,
the “True Finns” in Finland, and “Fidez” in Hungary. In total,
we examined votes for 28 PRRPs across 15 countries (see
Online Supplementary Material, Table S1).

Immigration. Information about the number of immigrants was
combined with population size in each country to calculate the
proportion of immigrants in the 15 countries and seven waves
of ESS data. The number of immigrants were retrieved from
Eurostat data (Eurostat, 2019), reporting yearly numbers of
incoming migrants from European and non-European coun-
tries. Population size for each country and wave was taken from
the World Bank Repository (2019). These data are summarized
in Online Supplementary Material, Table S2. The distinction
between short-term and longer term immigration was achieved
with our modeling strategy described below.

Country-level controls and moderators. To specify the countries’
level of economic strain at each measuring point, we relied
on data indicating the gross domestic product (GDP, per capita
in current US$) as well as the unemployment rate. This infor-
mation was extracted from the World Bank Data Repository
(2019; Online Supplementary Material, Tables S3 and S4).
We operationalized the level of social inequality in each coun-
try using ESS data about respondents’ education distributions.
To correct for sampling bias within the ESS and guarantee that
the distributions of educational attainment were nationally rep-
resentative, we relied on the statistical weights provided by the
survey. Social inequality was then computed using a dissimilar-
ity index (Massey & Denton, 1988), in which “0” indicates
maximum equality and “1” indicates maximum inequality
(Online Supplementary Material, Tables S5). We computed our
own measure, successfully used previously (e.g., Ramos et al.,
2019), which preserves the full sample of countries rather than
other measures of social inequality (e.g., the GINI index) which
are not available in several countries and waves in our data set.

Individual-level controls. We controlled for the following
individual-level demographic characteristics: gender
(1 = female, 0 = male), age, employment status
(1 = self-employed, 2 = other, with the reference category
“employee”), number of years of education, whether respon-
dents lived in an urban or rural environment (1 = a big city
to 5 = farm or home in the countryside), and belonging to a
religious faith (1 = yes, 0 = no; see Arzheimer & Carter,
2006). In addition, we took into account two factors that have
been previously associated with support of PRRPs: individuals’
perceived deprivation (Mols & Jetten, 2016; Pettigrew, 2017),
operationalized as respondents’ perceptions of their current
income (1 = living comfortably to 4 = finding it very difficult),
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and levels of generalized trust (Berning & Ziller, 2017; 0 = you
can’t be too careful about others to 10 = most people can be
trusted). We also included a measure of political interest
(1 = very interested to 4 = not at all). Answers to perceived
economic status, interest in politics, and living environment
were all reverse coded, so that higher scores reflected higher
values of these measures.

Results
Analytical Approach

As in ESS each wave includes a new set of randomly drawn
respondents, we performed a repeated cross-sectional proce-
dure and accounted for the different waves in which countries
were surveyed by fitting a three-level multilevel linear regres-
sion model (see Equation a). Respondents (i) were nested
within waves (¢), which, in turn, were nested within countries
(/). The number of immigrants, x, was considered as a charac-
teristic of specific country waves indexed as 7.

vig = Bo+ Bixig + Boxgy + BsX; + i+, +ew. ()

Our predictions were assessed at the country level and we
used the structural equation modeling framework to create a
latent dependent variable at the country level based on
individual-level responses. This dependent variable is a latent
continuous variable and, as such, results at the country level are
reported using regression coefficients. At the individual level,
the dependent variable is dichotomous and odds ratios are
reported. The independent variable was decomposed into two
parts. First, we calculated the mean score of proportion of immi-
grants, x;, across all ESS waves (from 2002 to 2014) for each
country. This procedure provides a between-country coefficient
that is time-invariant and taps into the role of long-term immi-
gration trends that differ between countries (x;). Second, we sub-
tracted countries’ number of immigrants in a specific wave (x;),
from the mean number of immigrants in the respective country
across the study period, which yields a longitudinal component
x4 This within-country coefficient captures time-variant
dynamics, that is, recent changes in immigration that indicate
how much each country has changed in each wave from its over-
all levels (i.e., the means across all waves) of immigration. The
between-country coefficient represents the average proportion
of immigrants across the 12 years of data and it is used in our
analysis as a time-invariant component, representing sustained
levels of immigration over this longer period of time (for an
identical methodological approach, see Easterlin et al., 2010).
In Equation a, x;; represents individual-level control variables,
1, and ; denote country and country-wave specific heterogene-
ities, and e;;; reflects an error term.

Analyses

We performed our analyses with Mplus 8.0 (Muthén & Muthén,
1998-2017) and used full information maximum-likelihood esti-
mates with robust standard errors to better deal with missing data

and deviations from a normal distribution. We estimated random
intercepts and all country-level variables were group-mean cen-
tered. Effect sizes are reported as the proportion of unexplained
variance.

We tested our main prediction that increases in immigration
are associated with PRRP voting in the short term, but not in the
longer term, using two models. In our first model (Model 1), we
allowed PRRP votes to be predicted by both within-country
changes in immigration (time-variant component) and
between-country immigration (time-invariant component), with
within-country changes indicating short-term changes and
between-country immigration indicating sustained levels of
immigration over the 12-year period of the analyzed data. This
model was tested again with a quadratic term of between-
country immigration predicting an inverted U-shape (Model
1a). This tested whether an increase in immigrants is associated
with more PRRP voting, but, after a certain point, receiving
more immigrants will be associated with fewer PRRP voting.
Evidence of an inverted U-shaped curve would provide support
for the prediction that countries having sustained high levels of
immigration for a longer period would show a negative associ-
ation between immigration and PRRP support. In Model 2, we
examined whether high levels of immigration in the past attenu-
ate the positive relationship between short-term increases in
immigration and PRRP votes. We tested this model by allowing
the between-country and within-country coefficients to interact.
Finding that high sustained levels of immigration attenuate the
association between short-term immigration and PRRP would
provide support for our argument. It would suggest that in soci-
eties that already contain a relatively larger proportion of immi-
grants, native citizens may have already adapted to these
changes and are not sensitive to the PRRP political agenda.
Finally, we tested the interactions of short-term changes in
immigration with GDP (Model 3), unemployment (Model 4),
and social inequalities (Model 5). The code to reproduce our
analyses is available online (https://osf.io/jfbpz/?view_
only=cdf1d0d9b1d548d7988bd1afde79b27f). The contextual-
level data are available in the online appendix (Tables S1-S5)
and the individual-level data is available from the ESS website
upon registration. Table S6 in the Online Appendix provides the
zero-order correlations between our key variables.

Main analysis. In our first model, we introduced the
between-country (time-invariant, longer term trends) and
within-country (time-variant, short-term changes) coefficients
of immigration as predictors of voting for PRRPs (Model 1,
Table 2). A short-term increase in immigration within countries
was associated with more PRRP voting, B = 0.16, SE = .065,
p = .016, 95% CI [.05, .26] (Figure 1, Panel A). Longer term
trends of immigration were not statistically related with votes
for PRRPs, B = 0.14, SE = .188, p = .465, 95% CI [—.17,
.45]. This pattern of results was robust considering
individual-level covariates as well as average country wealth,
level of unemployment, and social inequality. To provide fur-
ther support for our results, we conducted a series of robustness
checks, controlling for country-level variables that could
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Table 2. The Relation Between Recent Changes and Long-Term Trends in Immigration and Populist Radical Right Party Votes.

No Controlsf (SE),

Model 10dds Ratio (OR)/

Coefficients Variables 95% Cl (SE), 95% ClI Model 1aOR/ (SE), 95% Cl
Individual-level Sex —_ 0.663 [0.59, 0.75]
coefficients Age — 0.991 [0.99, .1.00]
Education — 0.930 [0.92, 0.95]
Size of town —_ 0.925 [0.89, 0.96]
Generalized trust — 0.891 [0.86, 0.93]
Subjective income —_ 0.888 [0.81, 0.98]
Political interest — 0.862 [0.81, 0.92]
Religion belonging — 0.872 [0.71, 1.07]
Employment (ref: employee) —
Self-employed — 1.063 [0.89, 1.27]
Other — 1.008 [0.90, I.13]
Country-level Immigration (between-country) 272 (.115)% [.08, 46] 0.137 (.188) [-0.17, 0.45] 0.119 (.192) [-0.20, 0.43]
coefficients Immigration (within-country) 172 (.071)% [.06,.29] 0.156 (.065)* [0.05, 0.26] 0.391 (.118)** [0.20, 0.59]
Gross domestic product (GDP; — 0.298 (.193) [-0.02, 0.61] 0.311 (.183) [0.01, 0.61]
between-country)
GDP (within-country) — —0.020 (.053) [-0.11,0.07] —0.006 (.056) [—0.10, 0.09]
Inequality (between-country) — 0.076 (.131) [-0.14, 0.29] 0.076 (.128) [-0.13, 0.29]
Inequality (within-country) — —0.022 (.041) [-0.09, 0.05]  0.001 (.046) [—0.08, 0.08]
Unemployment (between-country) — —0.006 (.241) [-0.40, 0.39]  0.007 (.242) [-0.39, 0.41]
Unemployment (within-country) — —0.203 (.199) [-0.53,0.13] —0.206 (.196) [—0.53, 0.12]
Immigration (between-country)? — —_ —0.247 (.123)* [-0.45, —0.05]
Unexplained .896 (.062) 0.787 (.117) 0.778 (.111)
variance
Fit indicators Loglikelihood 2.1904 5.6401 5.3182
Akaike information criterion 42,199 40,034 40,035
Bayesian information criterion 42,236 40,219 40,229
Sample size Countries; country I5; 6777,011 I5; 6775,874 15; 6775,874

waves respondents

Note. Model la extends Model | by including the quadratic term of long-term immigration trends. ORs are reported at the individual-level, together with
confidence intervals. At the country level, standardized regression coefficients are reported, together with standard errors and confidence intervals.

*p < 050. #p < .010. #kp < 001,

potentially interfere with our findings. These include govern-
ment stability, inflation, and migrant integration policies. In
addition, to address the potential issue of having a limited num-
ber of countries in our multilevel model, we fitted a multilevel
model with individuals nested in country waves, controlling for
country with dummy variables. In all these analyses, our results
were maintained (for more details, see Online Supplementary
Material, Table S7).

Next, we introduced the squared product of the
between-country coefficient of immigration as a predictor vari-
able (Model la, Table 2). Results highlighted a significant
quadratic regression term, B = —0.25, SE = .123, p = .045,
95% CI [—0.45, —0.05]. That is, higher levels of immigration
over the study period were initially positively associated with
voting for PRRPs, but after a certain level of immigration, the
relationship was negative (Figure 1, Panel B) such that higher
long-term levels of immigration predicted fewer PRRP votes.

Additional moderation analyses. In Model 2 (Table 3), we included
the interaction term between long-term (between-country coeffi-
cient) and short-term (within-country coefficient) immigration
trends as a predictor, which was significant, B = —0.25,

SE = .123, p = .055, 95% CI [—0.45, —0.05]. Multilevel simple
slope analysis (Bauer & Curran, 2005) indicated that for countries
with high average levels of past immigration (i.e., 1 standard
deviation [SD] above the mean), a recent increase in immigration
was not significantly associated with more PRRP votes, b = .23,
p = .814. Conversely, for countries with low average levels of
past immigration (i.e., 1 SD below the mean), a larger recent
increase in the immigrant population predicted more voting for
PRRPs, b = .46, p <.001 (Figure 2, Panel A). We then tested our
models with interactions with country wealth (GDP), unemploy-
ment, and social inequalities (Models 3—5, Table 3). These addi-
tional models should provide a robustness check of our main
prediction by considering the role of significant country charac-
teristics. Model 3 demonstrated that the interaction term between
changes in the size of the immigrant population and average coun-
try GDP was significant, p = —0.29, SE = .146, p = .050, 95% CI
[—0.53, —0.05]; and the direction of the results (Figure 2, Panel
B) was in line with our predictions. That is, when the average GDP
was high (i.e., 1 SD above the mean), there was no association
between a recent increase in immigration and PRRP voting,
b = —.16, p = .640. In contrast, when the GDP was low (i.e., 1
SD below the mean), there was a positive correlation between
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PRRP votes

Within-country coefficient of immigration

Between-country coefficient of immigration

Figure I. Linear (Panel A) and quadratic (Panel B) relationships between changes in immigration (within-country), as well as average levels of

immigration (between-country) and populist radical right party votes.

short-term increases in immigration and support for PRRPs,
b= .97, p = .026. In Model 4, a significant interaction between
changes in immigration and average unemployment in a country,
B=0.26,SE=.116,p =.024,95% CI[0.07, 0.45], indicated that
in countries where unemployment was high (i.e., 1 SD above the
mean), a recent rise in immigration predicted stronger support for
PRRPs, b =.71, p <.001. Where unemployment was low (i.e., 1
SD below the mean), the relationship between short-term immi-
gration and voting for PRRPs did not differ significantly from
zero, b = .16, p = .566 (Figure 2, Panel C).

Finally, a significant interaction term between changes in
immigration and the level of social inequality in a country
(Model 5), B = 1.73, SE = .805, p = .032, 95% CI [0.40,
3.05], showed that in countries where levels of social inequality
were high (i.e., 1 SD above the mean), a recent increase in
immigration was associated with more PRRP votes, b = .42,
p <.001. Where the level of social inequality was low (i.e., one
1 SD below the mean), there was no significant relationship
between short-term immigration and voting for PRRPs,
b = .32, p = .080 (Figure 2, Panel D). In Models 2-5, the
between-country coefficient did not predict PRRP voting and
did not interact with GDP, unemployment rate, and social
inequalities (ps > .121).

Discussion

With an analysis of the voting behavior of citizens from 15
European countries, over a 12-year period, we found support
for our dynamic perspective. While initial immigration creates
a novel situation evoking reactions that are manifested in sup-
port for PRRPs, with time, the political agendas of these parties
lose traction. Evidence supporting these findings was four-fold.
The first analysis showed that PRRP voting is associated with
short-term increases in immigration, but not with longer term
sustained levels of immigration. This was further supported,
in a subsequent analysis, by a significant quadratic coefficient
revealing that support for PRRPs is associated with immigra-
tion until a certain tipping point after which countries with

higher sustained levels of immigration start showing less sup-
port for these parties. A second model provided further evi-
dence by indicating that short-term increases in immigration
are associated with PRRP support in countries with lower aver-
age immigration, but not in countries having higher sustained
levels of immigration. Finally, the third analysis showed that
the effect of short-term increases in immigration on support for
PRRPs is stronger under conditions of economic hardship and
social inequalities. Longer term levels of immigration did not
predict PRRP voting.

With these findings, we reconcile conflicting results found
in a recent meta-analysis (e.g., Amengay & Stotckemer,
2019). We do so by showing that different effects of immigra-
tion on PRRP support depend on the specific snapshot of time
being captured in a study. That is, if researchers capture a
recent increase in immigration, then support for PRRPs may
be observed, but a scenario of a sustained trend in immigra-
tion may be reflected in a lack of support for PRRPs. Indeed,
tendencies for homophily (McPherson et al., 2001) and
ingroup protection (Bowles, 2009) may initially lead to nega-
tive reactions toward newcomers, especially immigrants from
unknown groups. This is in line with the work of Major et al.
(2018) demonstrating that when White Americans were
informed that non-White groups would become the majority
in the future, participants reported stronger support for
Donald Trump and anti-immigrant policies. As immigration
increases, perceptions of realistic and symbolic threat may
be enhanced (Outten et al., 2012) and PRRPs appear to offer
effective solutions to deal with these concerns (Green et al.,
2016). These findings are consistent with research showing
that immigration is associated with PRRP voting (e.g.,
Lubbers et al., 2002). However, once there are possibilities for
newcomers to participate in the host society, opportunities for
a more positive outgroup orientation arise. The intergroup
contact opportunities emerging in these contexts are expected
to improve trust and reduce perceptions of threat (Schmid
et al., 2014). This will not, however, be immediate. It will
typically take some time before these contact opportunities
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Figure 2. Interactions of changes in immigration with average immigration (Panel A), country wealth (Panel B), unemployment (Panel C), and
social inequality (Panel D). Note. The plotted “low” and “high” values of changes in immigration flow indicate minimum and maximum observed
scores of this variable. ns = nonsignificant slope. *p <.010. **p < .001.

are established and able to provide the basis for meaningful
exchanges between groups in society (Maclnnis &
Page-Gould, 2015). Likewise, Ramos et al. (2019) argued
that, in the context of religious diversity, the benefits of inter-
group contact are only observed after some initial challenges
have been overcome. Apart from intergroup contact, there are
cognitive adjustments that are essential and play a role in the
longer term. Evidence for this notion comes from a longitudi-
nal study in the United States showing that undergraduate stu-
dents attending ethnically diverse colleges changed their
stereotypes about ethnic out-groups, reducing the perceived
difference between groups during their degrees (Bai et al.,
2020). These changes in perceptions should promote an envi-
ronment in which more positive intergroup contacts should
emerge (Allport, 1954). Taken together, these findings are
in line with work showing no association between immigra-
tion and PRRP voting (e.g., Stockemer & Amengay, 2015).
Although the present study emphasizes that PRRP voting is
reduced over time, the impact of a temporary increase in the
support and popularity of PRRPs should not be neglected. On
the one hand, increasing immigration may create the conditions
for perceived threat and elicit support for PRRPs. On the other
hand, politicians often persuade voters to be fearful of certain
societal events and the theme of immigration can be used to
gather support for PRRPs (Rydgren, 2007). Moreover, PRRPs
promote anti-pluralist and nativist narratives that can incite
intergroup conflict as well as inequalities—thus creating an

environment fueling further threat and fear of immigrants.
Such environments may dictate the relationships between
groups and create tensions that are often not easily resolved,
promoting deleterious conditions for immigrant groups (e.g.,
segregation and discrimination). This could be extremely
damaging not only for newcomers but also for societies that
may be entrenching long-term problematic intergroup
relations.

Notwithstanding the robust findings of our study, a limita-
tion of our data is its repeated cross-sectional data structure,
which precludes causal inferences. The potential for reverse
causality—whereby countries in which PRRPs receive more
votes rapidly attract a larger number of immigrants—seems,
however, unlikely and lacks supportive evidence. There is, nev-
ertheless, the possibility that countries that have more PRRP
votes have characteristics that might attract immigrants (e.g.,
higher GDP), but we controlled for these variables (see also
Online Supplementary Material, Table S7). Moreover, our
study examines the specific association between immigration
and PRRP voting. Although previous scholarship has suggested
that immigration is the most significant predictor of PRRP vot-
ing, to more broadly understand and predict PRRP voting,
research should focus on a wider range of variables and per-
spectives (e.g., analysis capturing the interplay between the
reasons why people become attracted to PRRPs and the actions
of PRRPs to increase support for their political aims; see Mols
& Jetten, 2020).
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Conclusion

The relationship between immigration and voting for PRRPs
changes over time. While initial changes can be associated with
support for these parties, with time this support declines and the
appeal of PRRPs’ strong anti-immigration narratives loses
strength. This finding emphasizes the vulnerability of majority
groups—contexts of increasing immigration become relevant
for majority groups and PRRPs capitalize on this opportunity.
With time, however, these parties lose support, but one should
never underestimate the societal effects of narratives inciting
hatred between groups.

Authors’ Note

The views expressed are those of the authors and not necessarily those
of the funders of this research.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to
the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support for
the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article: This
research was supported by a Nuffield Foundation Grant WEL/43108
awarded to Miguel R. Ramos and Miles Hewstone. The views
expressed are those of the authors and not necessarily those of who
have funded this research.

ORCID iD

Miguel R. Ramos @ https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6821-3692

Supplemental Material

The supplemental material is available in the online version of the
article.

References

Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Perseus Publishing.

Amengay, A., & Stockemer, D. (2019). The radical right in Western
Europe: A meta-analysis of structural factors. Political Studies
Review, 17, 30-40.

Arora, M. (2019). Immigrant opposition in a changing national demo-
graphic. Political Research Quarterly, 73, 340-351.

Arzheimer, K. (2009). Contextual factors and the extreme right vote in
Western Europe, 1980-2002. American Journal of Political
Science, 53, 259-275.

Arzheimer, K. (2015). The AfD: Finally a successful right-wing populist
Eurosceptic party for Germany? West European Politics, 38, 535-556.

Arzheimer, K., & Carter, E. (2006). Political opportunity structures
and right-wing extremist party success. European Journal of
Political Research, 45, 419-443.

Bai, X., Ramos, M. R., & Fiske, S. (2020). As diversity increases, people
paradoxically perceive social groups as more similar. Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences, 117, 12741-12749.

Bar-Yosef, O. (2002). The upper Paleolithic revolution. Annual
Review of Anthropology, 31, 363-393.

Bauer, D. J., & Curran, P. J. (2005). Probing interactions in fixed and
multilevel regression: Inferential and graphical techniques.
Multivariate Behavioral Research, 40, 373-400.

Berning, C. C., & Ziller, C. (2017). Social trust and radical right-wing
populist party preferences. Acta Politica, 52, 198-217.

Biggs, M., & Knauss, S. (2011). Explaining membership in the British
National Party: A multilevel analysis of contact and threat.
European Sociological Review, 28, 633—646.

Bowles, S. (2009). Did warfare among ancestral hunter-gatherers
affect the evolution of human social behaviors? Science, 324,
1293-1298.

Caporael, L. R. (1997). The evolution of truly social cognition: The
core configurations model. Personality and Social Psychology
Review, 1, 276-298.

Charitopoulou, E., & Garcia-Manglano, J. (2018). Fear of small num-
bers? Immigrant population size and electoral support for the popu-
list radical right in Switzerland. Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies, 44, 849-869.

Christ, O., Schmid, K., Lolliot, S., Swart, H., Stolle, D., Tausch, N., Al
Ramiah, A., Wagner, U., Vertovec, S., & Hewstone, M. (2014). Con-
textual effect of positive intergroup contact on outgroup prejudice.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 111, 3996-4000.

Coffe, H., Heyndels, B., & Vermeir, J. (2007). Fertile grounds for
extreme right-wing parties: Explaining the Vlaams Blok’s electoral
success. Electoral Studies, 26, 142—155.

Crisp, R. J., & Meleady, R. (2012). Adapting to a multicultural future.
Science, 336, 853—855.

Della Posta, D. J. (2013). Competitive threat, intergroup contact, or
both? Immigration and the dynamics of Front National voting in
France. Social Forces, 92, 249-273.

Easterlin, R. A,McVey, L. A., Switek, M., Sawangfa, O., & Zweig, J. S.
(2010). The happiness—income paradox revisited. Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences, 107, 22463-22468.

European Parliament. (2017). Asylum and migration in the EU: Facts
and figures. http://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/headlines/
society/20170629STO78630/eu-migrant-crisis-facts-and-figures

European Social Survey. (2019). Methodology overview. https://
www.europeansocialsurvey.org/methodology/

Eurostat (2019). https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database

Golder, M. (2003). Explaining variation in the success of extreme right par-
ties in Western Europe. Comparative Political Studies, 36, 432—466.

Green, E. G., Fasel, N., & Sarrasin, O. (2010). The more the merrier?
The effects of type of cultural diversity on exclusionary immigra-
tion attitudes in Switzerland. International Journal of Conflict and
Violence, 4, 177-190.

Green, E. G., Sarrasin, O., Baur, R., & Fasel, N. (2016). From stigma-
tized immigrants to radical right voting: A multilevel study on the
role of threat and contact. Political Psychology, 37, 465—480.

Halla, M., Wagner, A. F., & Zweimiiller, J. (2017). Immigration and
voting for the far right. Journal of the European Economic
Association, 15, 1341-1385.

Jagers, J., & Walgrave, S. (2007). Populism as political communica-
tion style: An empirical study of political parties’ discourse in
Belgium. European Journal of Political Research, 46, 319-345.


https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6821-3692
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6821-3692
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6821-3692
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/headlines/society/20170629STO78630/eu-migrant-crisis-facts-and-figures
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/headlines/society/20170629STO78630/eu-migrant-crisis-facts-and-figures
https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/methodology/
https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/methodology/
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database

Ramos et al.

Kessler, A. E., & Freeman, G. P. (2005). Support for extreme right-
wing parties in Western Europe: Individual attributes, political atti-
tudes, and national context. Comparative European Politics,
3,261-288.

Lubbers, M., Gijsberts, M., & Scheepers, P. (2002). Extreme right-
wing voting in Western Europe. European Journal of Political
Research, 41, 345-378.

Lubbers, M., & Scheepers, P. (2010). Divergent trends of Euroscepti-
cism in countries and regions of the European Union. European
Journal of Political Research, 49, 787-817.

Maclnnis, C. C., & Page-Gould, E. (2015). How can intergroup inter-
action be bad if intergroup contact is good? Exploring and recon-
ciling an apparent paradox in the science of intergroup relations.
Perspectives on Psychological Science, 10, 307-327.

Major, B., Blodorn, A., & Major Blascovich, G. (2018). The threat of
increasing diversity: Why many White Americans support Trump
in the 2016 presidential election. Group Processes & Intergroup
Relations, 21, 931-940.

Massey, D. S., & Denton, N. A. (1988). The dimensions of residential
segregation. Social Forces, 67, 281-315.

McPherson, M., Smith-Lovin, L., & Cook, J. M. (2001). Birds of a
feather: Homophily in social networks. Annual Review of
Sociology, 27, 415-444.

Mols, F., & Jetten, J. (2016). Explaining the appeal of populist right-
wing parties in times of economic prosperity. Political Psychology,
37,275-292.

Mols, F., & Jetten, J. (2020). Understanding support for populist
radical right parties: Toward a model that captures both demand-
and supply-side factors. Frontiers in Communication, 5, 557561.

Mudde, C. (2010). The populist radical right: A pathological nor-
malcy. West European Politics, 33, 1167-1186.

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998-2017). MPlus user’s guide.
8th ed. Muthén & Muthén.

Norris, P. (2005). Radical right: Voters and parties in the electoral
market. Cambridge University Press.

Outten, H. R., Schmitt, M. T., Miller, D. A., & Garcia, A. L. (2012).
Feeling threatened about the future: Whites’ emotional reactions to
anticipated ethnic demographic changes. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 38, 14-25.

Patana, P. (2018). Changes in local context and electoral support for
the populist radical right: Evidence from Finland. Party Politics,
26, 718-729.

Pettigrew, T. F. (2017). Social psychological perspectives on Trump sup-
porters. Journal of Social and Political Psychology, 5, 107-116.
https://jspp.psychopen.eu/index.php/jspp/article/view/750/html

Pottie-Sherman, Y., & Wilkes, R. (2017). Does size really matter? On
the relationship between immigrant group size and anti-immigrant
prejudice. International Migration Review, 51, 218-250.

Ramos, M. R., Bennett, M. R., Massey, D. S., & Hewstone, M. (2019).
Humans adapt to social diversity over time. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences, 116, 12244—12249.

Rydgren, J. (2007). The sociology of the radical right. Annual Review
of Sociology, 33, 241-262.

Rydgren, J. (2008). Immigration sceptics, xenophobes or racists? Rad-
ical right-wing voting in six West European countries. European
Journal of Political Research, 47, 7137-765.

Sanchez-Rodriguez, A., Willis, G. B., Jetten, J., & Rodriguez-Bailon,
R. (2018). Economic inequality enhances inferences that the
normative climate is individualistic and competitive. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 49, 1114-1127.

Savelkoul, M., Laméris, J., & Tolsma, J. (2017). Neighbourhood eth-
nic composition and voting for the radical right in The Netherlands.
The role of perceived neighbourhood threat and interethnic neigh-
bourhood contact. European Sociological Review, 33, 209-224.

Schmid, K., Ramiah, A. A., & Hewstone, M. (2014). Neighborhood
ethnic diversity and trust: The role of intergroup contact and per-
ceived threat. Psychological Science, 25, 665—674.

Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (2000). An integrated threat theory
of prejudice. In S. Oskamp (Ed.), Reducing prejudice and discrim-
ination (pp. 23—45). Erlbaum.

Stockemer, D., & Amengay, A. (2015). The voters of the FN under
Jean-Marie Le Pen and Marine Le Pen: Continuity or change?
French Politics, 13, 370-390.

Stiirmer, S., Benbow, A. E., Siem, B., Barth, M., Bodansky, A. N., &
Lotz-Schmitt, K. (2013). Psychological foundations of xenophilia:
The role of major personality traits in predicting favorable attitudes
toward cross-cultural contact and exploration. Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology, 105, 832—851.

Toosi, N. R., Babbitt, L. G., Ambady, N, & Sommers, S. R. (2012).
Dyadic interracial interactions: A meta-analysis. Psychological
Bulletin, 138, 1-27.

van Der Waal, J., De Koster, W., & Van Oorschot, W. (2013). Three
worlds of welfare chauvinism? How welfare regimes affect support
for distributing welfare to immigrants in Europe. Journal of Com-
parative Policy Analysis: Research and Practice, 15, 164—181.

Wagner, U., Christ, O., Pettigrew, T. F., Stellmacher, J., & Wolf, C.
(2006). Prejudice and minority proportion: Contact instead of
threat effects. Social Psychology Quarterly, 69, 380-390.

Werts, H., Scheepers, P., & Lubbers, M. (2013). Euro-scepticism and
radical right-wing voting in Europe, 2002-2008: Social clea-
vages, socio-political attitudes and contextual characteristics
determining voting for the radical right. European Union Politics,
14, 183-205.

World Bank Data Repository. (2019). https://data.worldbank.org/

Author Biographies

Miguel R. Ramos is an associate professor at the University of Bir-
mingham, United Kingdom. His research investigates the impact of
social diversity on outcomes including intergroup contact, well-
being, and health.

Sandy Schumann is a lecturer at University College London, United
Kingdom. Her research focuses on risk factors of radicalization,
extreme political attitudes, and hate crime prevention in diverse and
digital societies.

Miles Hewstone is an emeritus professor at the University of Oxford,
United Kingdom. He has published extensively in the field of inter-
group relations with a particular focus on intergroup contact.

Handling Editor: Danny Osborne


https://jspp.psychopen.eu/index.php/jspp/article/view/750/html
https://data.worldbank.org/

	The Role of Short-Term and Longer Term Immigration Trends on Voting for Populist Radical Right Parties in Europe
	Immigration and Votes for PRRPs
	A Lack of Consensus About the Association Between Immigration and Support for PRRPs

	A Time-Focused Perspective
	The Present Study
	Method
	Measures
	Voting for PRRPs
	Immigration
	Country-level controls and moderators
	Individual-level controls


	Results
	Analytical Approach
	Analyses
	Main analysis
	Additional moderation analyses


	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Authors’ Note
	Declaration of Conflicting Interests
	Funding
	ORCID iD
	Supplemental Material
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


