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This article presents data suggesting that Americans’ views of policies toward 
immigrants are pertinent to matters of homeland security. “Homeland” is a concept 
shaped partly by how people psychologically differentiate “citizen” from “immigrant.” 
The differentiation of these categories is critical to individuals’ political and social 
identity. Homeland security scholars are unlikely to be aware, however, of this country’s 
substantial majority preference for an alternative to the traditional, yet deeply divided, 
incompatible policies of assimilation and accommodation. Moreover, the publics’ 
appraisal of the threat of terrorism, the priority they assign to homeland security 
institutions, their trust and confidence in homeland security organizations, and their 
support for counter-terrorism measures are linked to their immigration policy 
preference even after accounting for their race/ethnicity and socioeconomic status. 
Homeland security professionals would do well to consider the potential implications of 
these preferences. 

Practitioners and researchers in the domain of security have been engaged for several 
decades in an important debate concerning the relative merits of a “realist” versus a 
“human security” approach.1 The realist approach focuses primarily on military security, 
and represents the dominant school in the domain of security studies. The human 
security approach is newer and involves an emphasis on health security, food security, 
shelter security, and other “humanitarian” concerns that are argued to be a priority for 
ordinary people in their everyday lives. Although the debate between the realist and 
human security camps has been constructive, there is a danger that both approaches are 
being left behind by new challenges created by accelerating globalization. Among the 
most important of these challenges is rapid and large-scale movement of people around 
the world bringing about “sudden” intergroup contact.2 

Humans have always been migrating, starting from Africa to reach all the major 
landmasses by about 10,000 years ago.3 But until fairly recently, migrations were 
relatively slow. The human groups in interaction had more time to adapt to one another. 
In the modern era, using jet planes and rapid trains, large numbers of people can move 
long distances in a relatively short time. The availability of rapid transportation systems 
has been coupled with the globalization of the economy, so that a demand for cheaper 
labor in one part of the world can be met with a speedy supply of cheaper labor from 
other parts of the world. Consequently, in the last few decades there has been a rapid 
increase of South Asians in the United Kingdom, North Africans in France, and Turks in 
Germany, with the result that there are now about twenty million Muslims in the 
European Union.  

Rising intergroup contact in recent decades has created new tensions in the European 
Union, and these tensions have been further intensified by a series of terrorist attacks. 
The most well-publicized of these attacks are the March 11, 2004, bomb explosions on 
trains in Madrid which resulted in close to 200 deaths and over 1,000 serious injuries, 
and the July 7, 2005, bomb explosions on the London public transportation system, 
which also resulted in multiple fatalities and serious injuries. An outcome of terrorist 
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attacks has been a re-examination of policies for managing diversity; Europeans have 
been forced to ask, are we integrating minorities the best way? For example, Andrew 
Jakubowicz assessed reactions to the London terrorist bombings in this way: “The 
updraft from the bombings carried a message about the critical importance of working 
out what ‘multiculturalism’ could continue to mean.”4 This question was brought into 
sharp focus when the Dutch filmmaker Theo Van Gogh was brutally murdered in 
Amsterdam by an Islamic fanatic on November 2, 2004. Van Gogh’s “crime” was that he 
had, in collaboration with the Dutch Muslim feminist Ayaan Hirsi Ali, made a short film, 
Submission, critical of the treatment of women in Islamic societies. Van Gogh’s murder 
put the spotlight on the Muslim fanatics in Europe, and forced Europeans to critically 
re-think their policies for managing diversity. Similarly, the threat of home-grown 
terrorism in the United States, highlighted by the case of about twenty young Somali-
Americans apparently recruited by violent Islamic fanatics, has fueled a debate about 
the best policies for managing diversity in the United States, as well as the threat of 
terrorism, trust in government, and related security issues.   

Two main policies have been used to manage cultural and linguistic diversity:  
assimilation, the washing away of intergroup differences, and multiculturalism, the 
highlighting, strengthening, and celebration of intergroup differences.5 Both these 
policies are founded on psychological assumptions, some of which are questionable.6 An 
assumption underlying assimilation policy, for example, is that intergroup differences 
can be washed away through contact, to eliminate any important basis for group-based 
divisions.  But social identity research using the minimal group paradigm demonstrates 
that group members can use even trivial criteria as a basis for intergroup differentiation 
and ingroup favoritism.7 By implication, no matter how similar the members of a society 
become through assimilation, it will be possible to manufacture dissimilarity, even on 
seemingly trivial criteria. Some of the key psychological assumptions underlying 
multiculturalism are also questionable, including the multiculturalism hypothesis, the 
idea that confidence in one’s own ethnic heritage will lead one to be open and accepting 
toward the outgroup members. Empirical evidence does not provide solid support for 
this hypothesis,8 nor do historical examples, such as the Nazis, who arguably showed 
high confidence in their ingroup heritage, but were not open and accepting toward 
outgroups (although there is support for some interpretations of multiculturalism, 
particularly among minorities).9  

There is continued debate between supporters of multiculturalism and assimilation,10 
and some efforts to compare the two policies using empirical evidence.11 However, given 
that the psychological assumptions underlying both policies are in important ways 
flawed, we should also explore alternative policies that are already an implicit part of 
psychological discussions of intergroup relations.12 Muzafer Sherif’s concept of 
superordinate goals,13 and Gaertner and Dovidio’s Common Group Identity Model both 
suggest a third alternative policy, whereby groups emphasize commonalities such as 
identities and goals.14 This third alternative is reflected in the policy of omniculturalism, 
which proposes a two-stage process in the socialization of individuals: during stage one, 
the focus is on human commonalities; during stage two, intergroup differences and 
distinctiveness are introduced.15 The objective of omniculturalism is to establish a solid 
basis of commonality between people within the framework of a primary identity, before 
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adding an emphasis on how people also belong to groups that in some respects differ 
from one another. 

The present study examines three research questions. The first concerns the extent to 
which Americans would support omniculturalism, as compared with multiculturalism 
and assimilation. The second concerns the support of majority and minority group 
members for the different policies. Some previous research has demonstrated that 
African Americans and other minorities show stronger support for multiculturalism, 
whereas white Americans show stronger support for assimilation policy.16 A third set of 
research questions – the central focus of this article – concern possible differences in 
the attitudes of supporters of assimilation, multiculturalism, and omniculturalism, 
toward homeland security threats, how America should react to such threats, and the 
extent to which individuals trust authorities to do the right thing.  

In summary, terrorist attacks in Western democracies, such as the United States, the 
United Kingdom, and Spain, have resulted in a re-assessment of multiculturalism and 
other policies for managing diversity.17 Because assimilation has been endorsed to a 
greater degree by majority groups (primarily of western European descent), and because 
terrorist attacks are perceived as arising from minority (primarily Middle Eastern) 
communities, we expected support for assimilation to be associated with greater 
concern about future terrorist attacks, as well as stronger American reactions to terrorist 
attacks. Growing concerns about the possibility of  “home grown” terrorism may 
increase the salience of these issues for American security practitioners and researchers, 
especially in light of current population projections, which suggest that by 2050 whites 
will represent a minority and one out of five Americans will be an immigrant.18 

Methods 

Participants in this research were a nationally representative probability sample of 
4,000 adults age eighteen and older selected randomly from an internet-enabled panel 
maintained by Knowledge Networks (KN) in November 2008. KN panel members are 
recruited through a random digit telephone dialing system based on a sample frame 
covering the entire United States. In contrast to “opt-in” Web surveys, which recruit 
participants of unknown characteristics via “blind” Internet solicitations, KN panel 
members are selected on the basis of known, non-zero probabilities. Individuals are not 
permitted to volunteer or self-select for participation in the KN panel. In addition, 
individuals who lack either computers or Internet access are provided equipment or 
access without charge. KN panel-based surveys have demonstrated acceptable 
concordance with a variety of “benchmark” large-scale surveys.19 

In the present study, the response rate to invitations to participate was 71 percent. To 
reduce the effects of potential non-response and non-coverage bias, post-stratification 
sample weights,20 incorporating the probability of participant selection based on age, 
gender, race, and ethnicity benchmarks from the most recent available Census Bureau 
Current Population Survey and supplements were employed in all statistical analyses 
using algorithms modified for complex survey designs in the statistical software 
packages STATA.21 
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MEASURES 

Cultural policy preferences. Participants were grouped into one of three 
perspectives on cultural differences policies according to participants’ response to the 
following question: 

“Which statement below best fits your view about immigration to the United States: 
When people come to America, 
 1. People should set aside their cultural differences and “melt into” the American 

mainstream; 
 2. People should maintain and celebrate their distinct group culture 
 3. People should first recognize and give priority to what they have in common with 

all other Americans, and then at a second stage celebrate their distinct group 
culture.” 

We label responses 1 thru 3 Assimilation, Multiculturalism, and Omniculturalism, 
respectively.  Participants could also choose not to declare any preference. 

Political ideology. Participants identified their favored political ideology as 
“extremely liberal,” “liberal,” “somewhat liberal,” “moderate or middle of the road,” 
“slightly conservative,” “conservative,” or “extremely conservative.” In the following 
analyses, participants were grouped into three categories: liberal (extremely liberal or 
liberal), conservative (extremely conservative or conservative), or other (all other 
responses). 

Terrorism risk perceptions. Participants rated the probability over the next five 
years of terrorist attacks using an anchored scale from zero (“totally unlikely to occur”) 
to 100 (“absolutely certain to occur”) and assessed the probability of acts of terror within 
the country  (risk to nation – “How likely do you feel a terrorist attack is somewhere 
within the United States?”), as well as attacks directly involving the participant (risk to 
self – “How likely do you feel that you personally will directly experience an act of 
terrorism?”).  An additional dichotomous indicator variable was included representing 
participants who reported that they were “very concerned” or “extremely concerned” 
about terrorism (“How concerned or worried are you about a terrorist attack happening 
in the area of the country where you live sometime during the next 12 months?”). 

Emotional response to the threat of terrorism. Following the instructions, 
“Please help us to understand how you feel when you think about threats of terrorism 
using the following scale,” participants completed the Positive and Negative Affect 
Schedule – Expanded Form,22 which requires participants to rate sixty emotional 
adjectives on a five-point scale from one (“slightly or not true of your feelings”) to five 
(“extremely true of your feelings”).  Composite subscales assessing the degree of fear 
and anger were employed in the present study. These subscales have demonstrated good 
psychometric properties in other samples and have been significantly correlated with 
public perceptions about terrorism and support for various counterterrorism policies.23 

Confidence in government, preparedness, counterterrorism measures, and 
security priorities. Participants were also asked whether they “agreed,” “strongly 
agreed,” “disagreed,” or “strongly disagreed” with a series of statements related to 



MOGHADDAM AND BRECKENRIDGE, HOMELAND SECURITY AND PREFERRED DIVERSITY POLICIES 

     

 

HOMELAND SECURITY AFFAIRS, VOLUME VI, NO. 3 (SEPTEMBER 2010) WWW.HSAJ.ORG  

5 

terrorism and terrorism policies. To simplify the presentation of results, responses were 
collapsed into categories indicating either agreement or disagreement. Statements 
assessed confidence in certain government organizations (i.e., the federal and state 
governments, the Immigration and Customs Enforcement agency, the Border Patrol, in 
response to the statement “This organization will do a good job carrying out its role in 
fighting terrorism”), community terrorism preparedness (“I believe my community is 
sufficiently prepared for a terrorist attack if it happened here”), and the importance of 
revenge (“It is important for United States to take revenge on the people and countries 
responsible for terrorist acts against this country”). In addition, participants were asked 
whether they agreed that in order to “protect against terrorism” the government should 
adopt certain measures, including “Engage in racial or ethnic profiling,” “Restrict the 
rights of non-citizens and foreign visitors,” or “Require all Americans to have a national 
identification card.” Finally, participants were asked to rank terrorism-versus disaster-
related activities as the top “homeland security priority for the United States.” 

RESULTS 

More than three out of five American adults preferred omniculturalism.24 Among those 
who preferred another policy, more favored assimilation over multiculturalism (Table 
1). Gender, age, race and ethnicity, education, income, political ideology, and urban 
residential status distributions within policy preference groups are listed in Table 2.  

Cultural View Percent 95% C.I. 

Assimilation 
“People should set aside their cultural differences and 
‘melt into’ the American mainstream.” 

19.67% (18.19 – 21.24) 

Multiculturalism 
“People should maintain and celebrate their distinct 
group culture.” 

13.81 (12.43 – 15.30) 

Omniculturalism 
“People should first recognize and give priority to what 
they have in common with all other Americans, and 
then at a second stage celebrate their distinct group 
culture.” 

62.71 (60.77 – 64.61) 

Elected not to respond 3.81 (3.04 – 4.77) 

Table 1:	
  Distribution of Endorsements 

Though most members of each sociodemographic category preferred omniculturalism, 
distinct sociodemographic profiles differentiated proponents of assimilation or 
multiculturalism. Significantly greater proportions of women, adults under age forty-
five, members of non-white races or ethnicities, urban residents, or political liberals, 
characterized multicultralists. Conversely, white non-Hispanics, older adults over age 
fifty-nine, individuals with annual household incomes from $10,000 to $20,000, and 
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political conservatives were more prevalent among assimilationists. Assimilationists 
were also more apt to have partial or full high school educations, but were less likely to 
have pursued or completed college educations.	
  

Cultural Policy Preference 

Variable Assimilation 
(19.7%) 

Multiculturalism 
(13.8%) 

Omniculturalism 
(62.7%) 

Total 
Sample 

 
(100%) 

Gender      
 Female 47.5% 60.8% a 49.5% 51.3% 
Age      
 18-29 15.4 32.0 a 21.4 21.7 
 30-44 24.3 31.4 a 26.7 26.9 
 45-59 30.1 25.5 28.3 28.3 
 60+ 30.2 11.1 a 23.6 23.2 
Race/Ethnicity     

 
White, Non-

Hispanic (NH) 77.7 56.9 a 75.9 73.5 

 Black (NH) 8.6 12.9 a 8.8 9.4 
 Other (NH) 3.6 8.6 a 4.1 4.6 
 Hispanic 9.2 20.6 a 10.1 11.4 

 
Multiple 

Race/Ethnicities 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1 

Education      
 < High School 16.6 b 14.1 9.9 11.9 
 High School 38.6 b 25.6 29.6 30.9 
 Some College 24.1 b 31.4 29.4 28.6 
 B.A. or higher 20.7 b 28.9 31.1 28.7 
Income      

 
< $10,000 

($10k) 6.3 5.3 4.9 5.3 

 $10k - $19k 12.9 b 6.3 8.7 9.2 
 $20k - 39k$ 25.9 25.1 22.5 23.6 
 $40k - $59k 20.1 23.6 20.0 20.6 
 $60k - $99k 23.4 25.8 26.8 26.0 
 $100k -$174k 9.0 11.6 14.0 12.6 
 $175k + 2.4 2.4 3.0 2.8 
Urban-Rural Classification     
 Urban 81.3 86.9 a 82.3 82.8 
Political Ideology     

Conservative 26.1 b 13.6 22.5 21.9 
Liberal 11.6 24.8 a 16.0 16.2 

Table 2: Distribution of Sociodemographic Variables by Policy Preference 
a  Differs significantly from Assimilation and Omnicultural groups   p < .005 (two-tailed) 
b  Differs significantly from Multicultural and Omnicultural groups  p < .003 (two-tailed) 
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Average predicted probabilities of a terrorist attack on the nation or against the self, 
as well as average levels of fear and anger experienced in response to terrorism within 
each group are shown in Figure 1. Responses for the omnicultural group closely tracked 
the average national response. Assimilationists reported the most elevated appraisals of 
the probability of attacks against the nation or self, as well as the greatest degree of 
anger in response to terrorism. Omniculturalists, however, reported significantly less 
fear than either assimilationists or multiculturalists, but averaged significantly higher 
appraisals than multiculturalists of the likelihood of a terrorist attack on the nation.  
 
 

	
  
Figure 1: Average Perceived Threat and Emotional Response by Cultural Policy Preference 

(Vertical axis indicates deviation from national averages as a percentage of one standard deviation. 
Differences are significant at p < .01) 
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Participants’ priorities and support for particular responses to the threat of terrorism 
reflected these divergent views of threat and emotional response (Table 3).  Intense 
worries about terrorism were least common among multiculturalists and most prevalent 
among assimilationists. Significantly more assimilationists – in contrast to significantly 
fewer multiculturalists – viewed terrorism as the top homeland security priority, and 
also asserted the importance of seeking revenge against terrorist actions. Moreover, 
support for modifying civil liberties to prevent terrorism – racial profiling, restricting 
the rights of non-citizens, and requiring a national identity card – was most prevalent 
among assimilationists  and once again, least prevalent among multiculturalists. While 
more assimilationists had confidence in the federal government’s capacity to counter 
terrorism, more multiculturalists had confidence in the Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement. Omniculturalists were more likely to view disaster preparedness as the 
top homeland security priority and to judge their communities as better prepared for 
crises.   

 
Cultural Policy Preference Variable 

Assimilation Multiculturalism Omniculturalism 
“Very” or “extremely” worried 
about terrorism 26.7% b 12.8% a 22.6% 

Top priority for Homeland 
Security:    

Terrorism 77.7 b 64.4 a 68.5 
Disasters 11.6 12.7 18.8 c 

Confidence in:    
Federal Government 71.1 b 65.9 65.9 

Immigration & Customs 
Control  53.3 61.2 a 53.2 

Border Patrol 66.4 65.6 59.9 c 
State Government 66.1 65.6 66.8 

Views community as 
unprepared for terrorist attack 60.5 61.2 66.7 c 
Believes it is important for 
U.S. to seek revenge 75.1 b 54.1 a 64.7 

In order to prevent terrorism, 
supports:    

Racial profiling 46.9 b 21.8 a 35.2 
Restrict rights of non-citizens 

and foreign visitors 78.2 b 54.7 a 70.5 

Require national ID card 68.6 b 49.6 a 56.4 
 

Table 3: Terrorism Concerns, Priorities, Confidence & Support for Aggressive 
Measures by Cultural Policy Preference 

a  Differs significantly from Assimilation and Omnicultural groups   p < .001 (two-tailed) 
b  Differs significantly from Multicultural and Omnicultural groups  p < .001 (two-tailed) 
c  Differs significantly from Multicultural and Assimilation groups   p < .001 (two-tailed)  
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With respect to security priorities and responses, omniculturalism was situated 
between the extremes of the alternative cultural policy preferences. Moreover, when 
multivariate procedures were employed to adjust statistically for sociodemographic 
differences among cultural preference groups, the differences among omniculturalists, 
multiculturalists, and assimilationists in perceived threat, emotional response, security 
priority, confidence in government, perceived community preparedness, and support for 
aggressive responses to terrorism were sustained. 

DISCUSSION 

The objective of this study was to explore attitudinal support among Americans for the 
traditional policies of assimilation and multiculturalism, as well as the new policy of 
omniculturalism. A second research question focused on the support of majority and 
minority groups for the different policies. Third, we explored the relationship between 
support for different policies for managing cultural diversity and security issues, 
specifically related to the threat of terrorist attacks, how America should react to attacks, 
feelings about the possibility of terrorist attacks, and trust in authorities to do the right 
thing in response to terrorist attacks. 

With respect to support for different cultural diversity policies, omniculturalism 
represented a clear majority preference across all sociodemographic groups, although 
there were some sub-group differences: whites, men, and older adults were more 
prevalent among assimilationists; non-whites, women, and younger adults were more 
prevalent among multiculturalists. Consequently, any future exploration of the 
omnicultural perspective must also attend to the generational and diversity differences 
that underlie dissenting perspectives among a significant portion of the population. That 
such differences predicted the roughly 4 percent of participants who declined to state a 
cultural preferences, as well as the 29 percent of those who declined to participate in 
this survey further,25 underscores the need for careful scrutiny of the pattern of minority 
preferences identified in the present study. 

Preferences for cultural policies were correlated significantly with terrorism threat 
perceptions and emotional responses, as well as attitudes towards homeland security 
priorities, confidence in certain governmental organizations’ capacities to carry out their 
counterterrorism missions, and willingness to modify civil liberties to prevent terrorism. 
Although assimilationists did not differ from multiculturalists in reported fear, 
assimilationists expressed the highest levels of anger, an affective response associated 
strongly with support for aggressive counterterrorism policies in other studies.26 Indeed, 
support for aggressive measures was most common among assimilationists, a group 
which also judged the likelihood of future attacks as more probable than those who 
endorsed alternative cultural policies, and least prevalent among multiculturalists, a 
group which appraised national threats of terrorism as less likely than other groups. In 
several respects, the attitudes towards homeland security among omniculturalists 
represented a middle ground between the divergent views of assimilationists and 
multiculturalists. 

Omniculturalism arises in part out of well-researched ideas in the social psychology 
of intergroup relations. Both the earlier field research of Sherif and the more recent 
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experimental research of Gaertner and Dovidio have demonstrated that the re-
categorization of the members of different groups as a single group can reduce the 
original intergroup biases.27 The applied benefits of superordinate goals have been 
demonstrated in culturally and ethnically diverse classrooms.28 The Common Ingroup 
Identity Model has taken the further step of carefully exploring potential antecedents, 
consequences, and mediating processes of re-categorization that results in a 
superordinate category.29 However, missing from this picture has been empirical 
evidence to suggest that a “third alternative” along these lines would be supported 
among the general population. 

This study presented participants a third alternative, omniculturalism, with two 
steps: First, recognizing what is common to all Americans, second, celebrating distinct 
group cultures. Endorsement of this alternative policy represents positive feedback for 
research exploring the path of re-categorization, but it also highlights a need for 
additional research on developmental questions. In particular, at what age should the 
education of children emphasize what is common to everyone, and at what age should 
the focus be on distinct group cultures? Input from developmental science should guide 
schools and other socialization agents on this question. In future research, more 
attention also needs to be given to the difference in support shown by majority and 
minority group members for the three policies for managing diversity. An important 
limitation to the present study is that perspectives on cultural policy were measured by a 
single item. Future studies should include multiple measures, as well as, perhaps, 
comparisons among each pair of alternatives. Our statistical analyses utilized post-
stratification weights to adjust for sampling biases. Nevertheless, the sociodemographic 
factors we found associated with a preference for assimilation or multiculturalism in 
this study also tended to characterize individuals in the KN panel who declined to 
participant. Thus, the magnitude of support for omniculturalism – albeit, considerable 
(i.e., 60 percent) – could well have been attenuated if all invited participants had been 
recruited successfully for the survey. 

We believe that the alternative policy of omniculturalism also has potential to both 
gain support from diverse populations internationally and serve as an effective policy at 
the international level. This is because omniculturalism presents opportunities for 
groups to both find common ground in shared human characteristics and establish their 
own special (and perhaps unique) characteristics at a secondary level. A challenge in 
future research is to further explore these possibilities internationally.   

Support for different policies for managing diversity was systematically associated 
with different patterns of attitudes toward security issues. Support for assimilation was 
associated with greater concern and anger about the possibility of a terrorist attack, as 
well as support for stronger reactions in the case of an attack. This included greater 
willingness to seek revenge, to carry out racial and ethnic profiling, and to restrict the 
civil liberties of foreigners in case of a terrorist attack. In contrast, supporters of 
multiculturalism policy downplayed the possibility of a terrorist attack and were least 
likely to seek revenge and agree to racial and ethnic profiling, as well as to impose 
restrictions on the civil liberties of foreigners as a protection against terrorism. We 
believe this pattern of results is explained in part by the fact that support for 
multiculturalism was most prevalent among minority groups, whereas support for 
assimilation was most prevalent among majority groups. At the same time, terrorist 
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attacks have been seen as emanating from Islamic communities (within and outside 
Western societies), and the target of such attacks have often been major urban centers 
in the West, such as New York, London, and Madrid. Thus, majority groups support 
assimilation of minorities into mainstream society, and perceive terrorism (emanating 
from minority communities) as a greater threat and something to be angry about and 
avenged.   

The pattern of distrust toward authorities shown by supporters of assimilation and 
multiculturalism was also different. Whereas supporters of assimilation expressed 
greater confidence in the counterterrorism capacity of the federal government, 
supporters of multiculturalism expressed greater trust and confidence in the present 
capabilities of Immigration and Customs Enforcement. These differences might be 
attributed to controversy regarding illegal immigration. Multiculturalists’ confidence in 
the status quo perhaps reflects a reluctance to support strengthening immigration 
controls; conversely, assimilationists’ lack of confidence might reflect greater 
willingness to strengthen immigration controls. 

The finding that support for different policies for managing cultural diversity was 
systematically related to attitudinal differences toward security issues reflects back in 
important ways on the traditional debate between the two main sides in debates about 
security, suggesting an interactive link between factors identified by realists and human 
security advocates. On the one hand, the large-scale movement of people and sudden 
contact between human groups can result in “host” majority groups feeling threatened, 
desiring the minority to assimilate, and wanting revenge for terrorist attacks.30 
Furthermore, in this context the majority seems to have less confidence in federal and 
immigration authorities to do the right thing. These trends are no doubt to some extent 
associated with the majority groups perceiving the influx of “aggressive” minorities as 
increased competition for scarce resources. However, more than material resources are 
involved: minority groups support multiculturalism and seem to want to maintain their 
distinct identities. They are less fearful about terrorist attacks and do not support 
America “avenging” such attacks. Clearly, both material factors, identified by realists, 
and “soft” factors such as identity, identified by advocates of human security, are 
involved in these intergroup processes.  

Since the 1990s there has been increased focus on the approximately 12-15 million 
illegal immigrants believed to be in the United States. For many, illegal immigrants 
represent a “threat” that requires an immediate solution. However, even if the 
“problem” of illegal immigration is solved, the far greater challenge of managing an 
increasingly diverse population of United States citizens looms ahead of us. In the long 
term, even if all 12-15 million illegal immigrants either become legal or leave the country 
(an unlikely event), effective policies are still urgently required for managing inter-
group relations among the enormously diverse population of over 300 million 
Americans, which today includes 37 million legal first-generation immigrants. Such 
policies must receive greater attention from authorities, researchers, and others 
concerned with homeland security. The findings of this study highlight the value of 
exploring alternative policies for managing diversity, as well as critically re-thinking 
links between both alternative and traditional policies and homeland security. 
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