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Abstract: A substantial literature has emerged examining the relationship between ethnic diversity
due to immigration and social cohesion in the host country. Empirical evidence concerning this
relationship, however, remains inconsistent, if not contradictory. Aside from rare exceptions, the
bulk of evidence is also based on North American and European countries. The present study
focuses on a novel empirical context: Georgia, a country located in the South Caucasus. Based on
multilevel modeling of population-based data, it examines the associations between outgroup contact
and attitude toward immigrants and two measures of social cohesion: generalized trust and civic
engagement. Results show that net of controls at individual and regional levels, a negative orientation
toward foreigners significantly predicts lower trust in generalized others. Frequency of outgroup
contact, on the other hand, is positively related to civic participation. This linkage is also weaker
in geographic areas with higher levels of anti-immigrant attitude. A major policy implication from
this study is to encourage more intergroup contact through effective residential integration, amongst
other measures.
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1. Background

Our contemporary period has been aptly dubbed the “age of migration” (Castells et al. 2014). In the
wake of this global reality, there have been massive efforts to analyze, in particular, the consequences
of transnational human mobility. Perhaps no other issue has been more contested than the one
surrounding immigration and its social impact on the host country. In fact, a voluminous literature
has emerged addressing this politically sensitive and charged topic (Van Der Meer and Tolsma 2014;
Dinesen and Sonderskov 2018). At the center of debate is whether immigration-induced ethnic
diversity and social cohesion (social capital) are incompatible. That is, does the former have a corrosive
effect on the latter, as has been shown (Fieldhouse and Cutts 2010; Helbling et al. 2015; Putnam 2007;
Ziller et al. 2018)?

This debate was stimulated by the so-called ‘hunkering down’ thesis originally proposed by
Putnam (2007). Based the US data, he argued that ethnic heterogeneity has a negative impact on the
social fabric of host countries, at least in the short run, since native members presumably withdraw from
civic duties and activities in the context of growing immigrant population. In short, ethnic diversity
erodes social capital as people tend to trust less and pull away from social interaction. Over the
years, a large volume of work has emerged to empirically validate or refute this controversial claim
(Kaufmann and Goodwin 2018). This literature has evolved to emphasize two diametrically opposing
views provided by the contact and conflict theories (Laurence and Bentley 2018). According to the
former theory, ethnic heterogeneity increases the opportunities for beneficial intergroup contact,
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ultimately creating more positive views and attitudes toward the outgroup members. The latter theory
offers the contradictory view that it causes the native members to feel more threatened, resulting in
more, not less, hostility toward and prejudice against ethnic minorities.

Empirical findings indicate that greater interaction can indeed reduce outgroup prejudice and
hostility, such as fears that immigrants pose a threat (at least among leftist voters) (Homola and
Tavits 2018).). The lack of consensus on when and why ethnic/racial heterogeneity may dampen
associational life (e.g., generalized trust and civic participation) has been attributed to several problems.
Notably, they include the absence of clear definitions and measurements and the inconsistent levels
at which the diversity-cohesion linkage has been tested (for review, see Van Der Meer and Tolsma
2014). Aside from methodological limitations, the current literature suffers from an empirical bias:
findings almost exclusively derive from data on the US, Canada and Europe (Mavridis 2015).1 As a
result, we know relatively little about whether and how the issue under consideration applies to other
(less developed) regions of the world, despite the fact that immigration is no longer a South-to-North
but a universal phenomenon.

The focus of this study is Georgia, an integral part of the South Caucasus referred to as ‘the
new world disorder’ (Cornell 2005) for its ongoing ethno-political disputes and territorial warfare.
The unresolved situation with the two separatist regions, Abkhazia and South Ossetia, exemplifies
the country’s continuing struggle (De Waal 2010). According to the latest government report
(State Commission on State Commission on Migration Issues 2018), immigration to Georgia has
been on the rise from neighboring states, namely Russia, Turkey, Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Ukraine.
Since 2015, the number of residence permits issued to foreigners has tripled. Georgia’s history of
ethnic conflicts and contemporary demographic trends provide a unique opportunity to analyze
the unsettled question of immigration and its reputedly negative effects in a non-western context.
In addition to bridging an empirical gap, this study offers conceptual contributions. Previous research
has largely emphasized the consequences of diversity indices (e.g., ethnic fractionalization) on measures
of cohesion at the individual level (Schaeffer 2013). A limitation of this approach is that it does not
explicitly take into account outgroup contact, which is critical for understanding diversity-cohesion
dynamics (Hewstone 2015).

To the extent that the contact variable is considered, it is often treated as a mediator/moderator
(Savelkoul et al. 2011). Relatedly, other researchers have probed whether interaction with foreigners
magnifies or reduces feelings of ethnic threat (Schlueter and Scheepers 2010). Relatively rare in
the literature are studies that directly investigate contact and attitude as primary predictors of
social cohesion. These two concepts are related yet distinct. Contact refers to actual intergroup
experiences. Attitude does not. One may feel neutral or even favorable toward an ethnic minority
group. Such subjective orientation, however, does not necessarily imply interacting with its members.
Conversely, one may be actively engaged in intergroup contact. But that is not synonymous with
having a positive outgroup attitude, since it is possible that contact stems from necessity, not choice.
Therefore, how a person feels about an immigrant and whether the individual has contact with an
immigrant are separate issues. Given this dichotomy, incorporating both measures into data analysis
would offer a fuller understanding.

Social cohesion is related to two aspects or dimensions of ethnic diversity: objective and subjective
(Van Der Meer and Tolsma 2014). The objective aspect has to do with the sheer size of immigrants or
foreigners. The subjective side concerns how natives feel about them. Concerning the latter, perceived
threat by the existence of a foreign group, for example, can be measured by using survey items that ask
respondents about their attitudes toward its members. And by aggregating this measure at the regional
level, we can examine how the broader context can affect individual-level social cohesion variables

1 According to one of the most highly cited and recent systematic reviews, “research has been most prolific on the United
States (18 studies), the United Kingdom (11), the Netherlands (10), and Canada (7)” (Van Der Meer and Tolsma 2014, p. 466).
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such as organizational participation and trust. The present study shifts the analytic angle to these
very issues: the extent to which outgroup interaction and anti-immigrant orientation are associated
with generalized trust and civic engagement for a nationally representative sample of Georgian adults.
Specifically, this paper is guided by the following questions: How, if at all, are contact with, and attitude
toward, foreigners independently related to social cohesion at individual and regional levels? And how
are these two variables interactively related to social cohesion across the two levels of analysis?

2. Methods

2.1. Sample

Data are drawn from the Caucasus Barometer, an annual survey conducted by the CRRC (Caucasus
Research Resource Center), which was founded in 2003 by Eurasia Partnership Foundation (EPF)
with financial support from the Carnegie Foundation of New York. The present study focuses on
the Caucasus Barometer 2017 Georgia. Caucasus Research Resource Center (CRRC) Georgia, the
latest version, which contains a wealth of demographic, social, economic and political variables
pertaining to a probability sample of adults (N = 2379). Computer-assisted personal interview (CAPI)
method was used to collect data using a multi-stage cluster sampling design. More details on survey
implementations and other documents are available at the online data repository maintained by the
CRRC (www.caucausbarometer.org/en/downloads). Summary statistics for the variables are provided
in Table 1.

Table 1. Summary of Descriptive Statistics.

Mean/Proportion S.D. Min. Max.

Outcome measure
Generalized trust 4.10 2.58 1.00 10.00
Civic engagement 1.23 1.15 0.00 4.00

(Individual-level variables; N = 2379)
Anti_Imm 2.92 0.84 1.00 5.00

Contact 0.26 - 0.00 1.00
Age 51.97 18.52 18.00 102.00

Health 2.97 0.94 1.00 5.00
Income 4.09 1.16 1.00 8.00

Education 5.02 1.47 1.00 8.00
Georgian 0.84 - 0.00 1.00

Male 0.36 - 0.00 1.00
Religiosity 2.99 1.39 1.00 7.00

Married 0.57 - 0.00 1.00
SWB 7.12 2.35 1.00 10.00

(Regional-level variables; N = 194)
Northeast_R 0.12 - 0.00 1.00
Northwest_R 0.13 - 0.00 1.00
Southeas_R 0.09 - 0.00 1.00

Southwest_R 0.07 - 0.00 1.00
Northeast_U 0.04 - 0.00 1.00
Norhwest_U 0.10 - 0.00 1.00
Southeast_U 0.05 - 0.00 1.00
Southwest_U 0.05 - 0.00 1.00

Anti_Imm 2.92 0.42 1.00 4.17
Contact 0.26 - 0.00 1.00

Source: Caucasus Barometer 2017 Georgia. Caucasus Research Resource Center (CRRC).

2.2. Dependent Measures

There are two social cohesion variables: Generalized Trust, one of the most frequently used
(Dinesen and Sonderskov 2018), and Civic Engagement. The former, an attitudinal measure, is based
on the following question coded on a 10-point scale: “Generally speaking, would you say that most

www.caucausbarometer.org/en/downloads
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people in/country/can be trusted, or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?” (10 = “Most
people can be trusted”). The latter, a behavioral measure, is operationalized according to the level
of participation during the last six months in civic activities such as: “Helped clean public space;
“Did volunteer work without expecting compensation”; “Attended a public meeting”; and “Donated
money to a nonreligious charity.” Answers (coded 1 if “Yes”) were merged to create an index ranging
from 0 to 4.

2.3. Main Predictors

Two independent variables gauge people’s attitudes toward foreigners and levels of interaction
with them. Anti_Immgr is derived from the survey item that asks: “How would you characterize your
attitude toward the foreigners who come to Georgia and stay for more than 3 months?” (1 = very
bad, 5 = very good). Responses are reverse-coded, i.e., a higher score equals a greater anti-immigrant
attitude. Contact is measured based on the frequency of outgroup interaction: “Have you had any
form of contact with foreigners who have stayed in Georgia for more than 3 months? Answers are
dichotomized such that having at least some contact (29% of the sample) is coded 1. In models not
shown, intergroup contact was alternatively measured using its original 3-point scale. Main findings
were consistent with the ones presented below.

2.4. Control Variables

A host of confounders are adjusted for, including: age, self-rated health (1 = “very poor,” 5 = “very
good”), household income coded on an 8-point scale, education (1 = “no education,” 8 = “post-secondary
education”), ethnicity (Georgian = 1), gender (male = 1), marital status (married = 1), subjective
wellbeing (SWB) measured using a scale ranging from 1 (“very unhappy”) to 10 (“very happy”), and
religiosity, self-evaluation of the importance of religion (1 = “not very important,” 7 = “very important”).
In addition, at the contextual level, a set of dummy variables control for regional fixed effects- Northeast
Rural, Southwest Rural, Northwest Urban, Southeast Urban, etc. (reference group: Tbilisi). Also included
are aggregate versions of the two main predictor variables, L2 Anti_Immgr and L2 Contact, by averaging
individual responses across 194 primary sampling units (regional clusters).2

2.5. Analytic Strategy

To examine contextual and cross-level interaction (moderation) effects, mixed-effects models
are estimated. The two outcome variables call for different modeling approaches. Generalized Trust
is treated as an interval variable in running multilevel linear regression models.3 Civic Engagement,
in contrast, is a count variable and thus Poisson regression models are run.4 Individual cases are
weighted using the variable provided in the dataset. Statistical analyses are performed using HLM
7.03 (Raudenbush et al. 2011).

2 Caucasus Barometer 2017 Georgia. Caucasus Research Resource Center (CRRC) provides unique numerical identifiers for
these regional clusters, which are used to aggregate individual responses. However, no specific details are given concerning
the population sizes or locations of these regions. As is the case with most surveys, the information is not released in order
to protect the identities of the survey respondents.

3 Multilevel modeling is necessary when data are clustered, which violates the independence assumption critical for
conventional (Ordinary Least Squares) regression analysis. Multilevel models explicitly acknowledge the clustered data
structure and allow for residual components at each level in the hierarchy. In Caucasus Barometer 2017 Georgia. Caucasus
Research Resource Center (CRRC), individual respondents are nested across 194 regional clusters, i.e., individuals in the
same region are more similar with one another than those located in another region. Multilevel analysis addresses this
problem of correlated errors by partitioning the residual variance into a between-region component (the variance of the
region-level residuals) and a within-region component (the variance of the individual-level residuals).

4 Poisson regression coefficients are interpreted as the difference between the log of expected counts. Formally, this is
expressed as: β = log(µx + 1) − log(µx), where β is the regression coefficient, µ is the expected count and the subscripts
represent where the predictor variable, say x, is evaluated at x and x + 1 (implying a one unit change in the predictor variable
x). Since the difference of two logs is equal to the log of their quotient, log(µx + 1) − log(µx) = log( µx + 1/µx), we can also
interpret the parameter estimate as the log of the ratio of expected counts.
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3. Results

For both outcome measures, a null or unconditional model without any covariates is initially
estimated to check for the degree of clustering (data dependence). According to results from Model 1
in Tables 2 and 3, the intraclass correlation (ICC) is 15.6% and 4.8%, respectively.5 For Generalized
Trust, according to Model 2 in Table 2, having at least some contact with foreigners is a positive
predictor (p < 0.05). Model 3 shows that the reverse is true for holding a negative attitude toward
them (p < 0.01). When both predictors are included simultaneously, we find that only Anti_Immgr
remains significant (p < 0.01), i.e., the effect of Contact is fully mediated. Moving onto Civic Engagement,
we turn to the Poisson estimates summarized in Table 3. Interestingly, results are the opposite of what
we saw in Table 2. Being unfavorably disposed to foreigners is no longer related to this (behavioral)
social cohesion measure. Interaction with foreigners, by contrast, emerges as a significant predictor
(p < 0.001), as illustrated in the full model (Model 4). Effect size is expressed as a percent change in the
estimated count. The incident rate ratio (IRR) indicates that those who interact with foreigners have a
rate that is 1.465 times (46.5%) higher for participating in public life.

Table 2. Multilevel Linear Regression Analysis (Caucasus Barometer 2017 Georgia. Caucasus Research
Resource Center CRRC).

DV: Generalized Trust Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Coef (SE) Coef (SE) Coef (SE) Coef (SE)
Constant 4.186 *** (0.104) 4.178 *** (0.105) 4.187 *** (0.105) 4.181 *** (0.105)
Contact 0.324 * (0.154) 0.232 (0.155)

Anti_Immgr −0.267 ** (0.086) −0.243 ** (0.087)
L2 variance (τ) 1.029 *** 1.033 *** 1.042 *** 1.037 ***

L1 variance (σ2) 5.581 5.592 5.563 5.571
Deviance 11,032.64 10,822.97 10,627.73 10,473.48

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. N = 2246 respondents clustered in 194 regional units. p * < 0.05, p ** < 0.01,
p *** < 0.001 (two-tailed tests).

Tables 4 and 5 introduce the background variables (Age, Health, Income, Education, Ethnicity, Male,
Religiosity, Married, and SWB) and contextual-level covariates. Model 1 in Table 4 presents evidence
that, amongst individual-level controls, being unfavorably oriented toward foreigners is negatively
related to trusting others (p < 0.01). This finding remains consistent even after adding regional average
measures of Anti_Immgr and Contact (Model 2) as well as regional dummies (Model 3). To examine
how the two main predictors are further related to Civic Engagement, we proceed with the results
in Table 5. As was the case with the bivariate models, only Contact emerges as a significant factor.
The linkage between outgroup interaction and involvement in civic life remains robust across the first
three models under different specifications (p < 0.001). Lastly, the fourth model (Model 4) reveals
that this association is not constant but varies according to the overall attitude toward foreigners at
the regional level. As indicated by the negative cross-level interaction term (p < 0.01), it is weaker in
more anti-immigrant communities. Figure 1 illustrates this contingent relationship, while holding all
other variables at their numerical means. Among those who had at least some contact with outgroup
members, the average predicted value for civic engagement is greater (1.7 vs. 1.3) if they lived in
a lower-quartile region that was “less” antagonistic to foreigners than in a “more” hostile one, i.e.,
an upper-quartile region.

5 Calculating ICCs is an important step to check whether running multilevel model is warranted in the first place. It is similar
to running one-way ANOVA, results of which show that trust and civic engagement vary significantly across the higher
level unit (regions). At the regional level, the two outcome variables are aggregated and rescaled or standardized into
z-scores with the mean of zero and the standard deviation of one. For trust, 51.5% (100) regions have measures above zero;
for civic engagement, the figure is 51% (99).
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Table 3. Multilevel Poisson Regression Analysis (Caucasus Barometer 2017 Georgia. Caucasus Research Resource Center CRRC).

DV: Civic Engagement Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Coef (SE) IRR Coef (SE) IRR Coef (SE) IRR Coef (SE) IRR
Constant 0.312 (0.043) 1.366 *** 0.312 (0.044) 1.366 *** 0.293 (0.044) 1.340 *** 0.294 (0.044) 1.342 ***

Anti_Immgr −0.041 (0.027) 0.960 −0.003 (0.027) 0.997
Contact 0.379 (0.046) 1.461 *** 0.382 (0.047) 1.465 ***

L2 variance (τ) 0.167 *** 0.167 *** 0.162 *** 0.163 ***
Reliability estimate 0.727 0.719 0.718 0.711

Log likelihood −3544.88 −3415.62 −3134.18 −3033.69

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. IRR = Incidence Rate Ratio. N = 2203 respondents clustered in 194 regional units. p * < 0.05, p ** < 0.01, p *** < 0.001 (two-tailed tests).

Table 4. Multilevel Linear Regression Estimates from Predicting Generalized Trust

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Coef. (SE) Coef. (SE) Coef. (SE)
Constant 4.68 *** (0.31) 4.639 *** (0.333) 4.894 *** (0.398)

(Individual-level)
Contact 0.231 (0.18) 0.228 (0.18) 0.225 (0.18)

Anti_Immgr (Contextual-level)
−0.269 ** (0.088)

−0.271 ** (0.089) −0.273 ** (0.089)

0.472 (0.443) 0.281 (0.471)
L2 Contact

L2 Anti_Immgr −0.01 (0.259) −0.128 (0.263)
Regional dummies No No Yes

L2 variance (τ) 0.927 *** 0.921 *** 0.877 ***
L1 variance (σ2) 5.503 5.5 5.49

Deviance 9172.52 9170.98 9163.67

Data source: Caucasus Barometer 2017 Georgia. Caucasus Research Resource Center (CRRC); L-1 N = 1973, L-1 N = 192. Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Models control for Age,
Health, Income, Education, Ethnicity, Male, Religiosity, Married, and SWB. 8 regional dummies include e.g., Northeast Urban, Northwest Rural, Southeast Rural, and Southwest Urban (Ref.: Tbilisi).
p * < 0.05, p ** < 0.01, p *** < 0.001 (two-tailed tests).
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Table 5. Multilevel Poisson Regression Estimates from Predicting Civic Engagement.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Coef. (SE) IRR Coef. (SE) IRR Coef. (SE) IRR Coef. (SE) IRR
Constant 0.144 (0.119) 1.155 0.090 (0.108) 1.094 0.343 (0.122) 1.41 ** 0.323 (0.124) 1.381 *

(Individual-level)
Anti_Immgr 0.014 (0.03) 1.014 0.012 (0.03) 1.012 0.012 (0.03) 1.012 0.013 (0.029) 1.013

Contact 0.231 (0.051) 1.26 *** 0.227 (0.051) 1.255 *** 0.222 (0.051) 1.249 *** 0.204 (0.051) 1.231 ***
(Contextual-level)

L2 Anti_Immgr −0.230 (0.143) 0.794 −0.269 (0.134) 0.764 * −0.255 (0.138) 0.774
L2 Contact 0.102 (0.259) 1.108 −0.041 (0.24) 0.959 −0.042 (0.242) 0.959

(Cross-level)
Contact x −0.319 (0.122) 0.727 **

L2 Anti_Immgr
Regional dummies No No Yes Yes

L2 variance (τ) 0.148 *** 0.138 *** 0.105 *** 0.106 ***
Reliability estimate 0.666 0.652 0.596 0.598

Log likelihood −2855.07 −2851.17 −2836.16 −2832.88

Data source: Caucasus Barometer 2017 Georgia. Caucasus Research Resource Center (CRRC); L-1 N = 1934, L-2 N = 192. Note: IRR = Incidence Rate Ratio. Standard errors in parentheses.
Models control for Age, Health, Income, Education, Ethnicity, Male, Religiosity, Married, and SWB. 8 regional dummies include, e.g., Northeast Urban, Northwest Rural, Southeast Rural, and
Southwest Urban (Ref.: Tbilisi). p * < 0.05, p ** < 0.01, p *** < 0.001 (two-tailed tests).
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4. Conclusions

Whether diversity leads to less cohesive society has been a highly contentious issue. Since
Putnam (2007) controversial piece based on the US case, many studies have sought to test his so-called
“constrict” argument in other (largely European) settings. Suffice it to say that the accumulated
evidence is inconsistent, if not contradictory. The present study adds to the scholarship by offering
novel findings based on a representative sample from the South Caucasus. Prior studies have largely
measured ethnic diversity at higher-level units (neighborhoods, communities, and countries) and how
this composition is associated with individual measures of social cohesion such as trusting others
and participating in public life. In this line of research, interethnic contact and outgroup attitude are
considered primarily as a mediator or moderator. In a related vein, scholars have also examined how
intergroup contact reduces feelings of ethnic threat. As a result, there is limited discussion on the main
effects of contact with, and attitude toward, immigrants as experienced by native members of society.
This study thus focused on, first, (1) how interaction with immigrants is related to generalized trust
and civic engagement at individual and contextual (regional) levels, second, (2) how negative attitude
toward foreigners is related to generalized trust and civic engagement at individual and contextual
(regional) levels, and, finally, (3) how intergroup contact and outgroup attitude are interactively related
to the two measures of social cohesion across these distinct levels of analysis.

Findings from the multilevel models suggest, first and foremost, that social cohesion is
a “multidimensional concept” (Ariely 2014). Depending on the method of operationalization,
its relationship to outgroup contact and attitude toward foreigners varies significantly. Specifically,
an attitudinal measure (Generalized Trust) was related to a subjective predictor (Anti_Immgr), whereas a
behavioral measure (Civic Engagement) was related to an objective predictor (Contact), a finding that
complements an early study about the importance of conceptual dichotomies in measurement
(Anderson and Paskeviciute 2006). Clearly, social cohesion is “multifaceted” (Laurence 2011).
It encompasses a variety of concepts and related measures, which could vary across empirical
contexts, i.e., different cultural, national and institutional settings. In this study, trust and civic
participation were used as the outcome variables. Future research should incorporate alternative
ways of operationalizing social cohesion for richer analysis. At the same time, social cohesion
must be better conceptualized, so that researchers can more effectively replicate findings based on a
common definition.

Research has systematically demonstrated that contact can reduce outgroup bias (for review, see
Pettigrew and Tropp 2006; Dovidio et al. 2017). As has been pointed out, however, intergroup contact
is often not directly measured in statistical modeling (Hewstone 2015). Rather, it is assumed to take
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place in the context of ethnic diversity. That is, the bulk of existing research analyzes the relationship
between the size of immigrant stock measured at a contextual level (e.g., community, neighborhood,
country) and social cohesion measured at the individual level. In doing so, a critical and problematic
assumption is made: that the presence of foreign population creates intergroup contact. This has
been a major limitation in the literature, one that has been widely recognized (Laurence and Bentley
2018). The present study addresses this thorny issue by explicitly examining its direct effect on social
cohesion. In addition, it offers a more nuanced analysis by incorporating an additional measure:
anti-immigrant attitude. As the results illustrate, contact and attitude are complexly related and have
distinct effects on the two measures of social cohesion. Intergroup contact increases civic participation,
while anti-immigrant attitude diminishes trust in others. Moreover, the bivariate relationship between
contact and trust is fully mediated by negative attitude toward immigrants. Further still, the attitude
variable moderates the association between contact and native members’ engagement in civic activities.

According to findings of this study, one significant and positive consequence of intergroup contact
is that it leads to more civic involvement. It is also important to recognize that the level of analysis
matters (Lancee 2017). The beneficial impact of contact is found to be lower in communities with
higher anti-immigrant sentiments. One policy suggestion is to increase intergroup contact. Studies
have shown that residential segregation is a critical factor that can impede interaction across ethnic
and racial groups (Laurence 2011; Schaeffer 2013). To facilitate contact across ethno-racial boundaries,
therefore, it is critical to better integrate people of different origins. Government-sponsored cultural
exchange programs could produce beneficial results. Removing barriers for ethnic minorities to move
into neighborhoods predominantly occupied by native populations also seems urgent. Empirical
findings indicate that greater interaction can indeed reduce outgroup prejudice and hostility, such as
feelings of fear and threat toward immigrants (Homola and Tavits 2018). Needless to say, finding ways
to encourage and sustain more frequent intergroup interaction is a top priority for all concerned parties.
In Georgia, a country that has traditionally been fraught with interethnic tensions and conflicts, having
a negative attitude toward foreigners not only lowers generalized trust (at the individual level) but
also weakens the strength of association between contact and civic engagement (at the regional level).
This case study has broader implications, both theoretically and empirically. As a recent meta-analysis
makes clear, however, whether contact or conflict hypothesis better explains the association between
diversity and cohesion remains moot (Kaufmann and Goodwin 2018). More comparative studies are
in order to shed further light on this critically urgent matter, one that constitutes the core of current
debate on pros and cons of immigration.
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