Supplementary Materials
Comparisons of Means by Ethnicity
Welch’s t-tests were conducted to investigate any significant mean differences in variables between White students and other U.S. students. We used Holm’s step-down procedure to adjust p-values for multiple t-tests. Table S1 presents the results from the t-tests and adjusted p-values.
Table S1. Comparisons of Means by Ethnicity
	
	M
	t
	df
	p
	adj. p

	
	Other U.S. students
	White students
	
	
	
	

	MPP
	3.73
	3.75
	-0.31
	322.2
	.759
	1.000

	MC
	4.03
	3.95
	0.86
	340.4
	.392
	1.000

	MI
	3.84
	4.06
	-2.84
	324
	.005
	0.047

	Realistic Threat
	2.06
	1.81
	2.88
	312.7
	.004
	0.047

	Symbolic Threat
	2.23
	2.04
	2.25
	312.1
	.025
	0.227

	Zero Sum Beliefs
	2.02
	1.91
	1.14
	323
	.255
	1.000

	Inclusion
	3.59
	3.75
	-1.76
	294.2
	.080
	0.641

	Attitudes
	3.82
	4.09
	-4.06
	314.2
	<.001
	<.001

	Happiness
	2.90
	2.87
	0.37
	309.3
	.713
	1.000

	Flourishing
	5.33
	5.45
	-0.94
	321.4
	.348
	1.000

	Life satisfaction
	4.38
	4.58
	-1.18
	314
	.238
	1.000

	Positive Affect
	3.25
	3.31
	-0.63
	312.7
	.530
	1.000



Direct Effects of Covariates on Threat and Attitudes towards International Students 
Table S2 presents the direct effects of both predictors and covariates on threat and attitudes towards international students in the corresponding SEM model. Age had a statistically significant and positive direct effect on threat (β = .15, p = .012), while being white had a statistically significant and positive direct effect on attitudes toward international students (β = .11, p = .007).
Table S2. Direct Effects on Threat and Attitudes towards International Students
	
	b
	SE
	z
	p
	95% CI
	β

	
	
	
	
	
	LL
	UL
	

	Threat
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  MPP
	0.12
	0.09
	1.42
	.156
	-0.05
	0.29
	.09

	  MC
	0.02
	0.09
	0.18
	.858
	-0.16
	0.20
	.01

	  MI
	-0.52
	0.11
	-4.78
	<.001
	-0.75
	-0.32
	-.34

	  Age
	0.01
	0.01
	2.51
	.012
	0.003
	0.03
	.15

	  Ethnicity
	-0.20
	0.12
	-1.68
	.094
	-0.45
	0.03
	-.10

	Attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Inclusion
	-0.35
	0.03
	-12.62
	<.001
	-0.40
	-0.30
	-.60

	  MPP
	0.08
	0.04
	1.83
	.068
	-0.008
	0.16
	.09

	  MC
	0.02
	0.04
	0.50
	.616
	-0.06
	0.10
	.03

	  MI
	0.17
	0.05
	3.26
	.001
	0.07
	0.27
	.19

	  Age
	0.002
	0.002
	1.13
	.259
	-0.002
	0.007
	.04

	  Ethnicity
	0.14
	0.05
	2.72
	.007
	0.04
	0.23
	.11


Note. Ethnicity (0 = other U.S. students, 1 = White students); CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
Direct Effects of Covariates on Sense of Inclusion and Psychological Well-being
Table S3 presents the direct effects of both predictors and covariates on sense of inclusion and psychological well-being in the corresponding SEM model. Age had a statistically significant and positive direct effect on sense of inclusion (β = .15, p  < .001) and psychological well-being (β = .14, p  = .001), while ethnicity did not have any significant direct effects on the predicted variables.
Table S3. Direct Effects on Sense of Inclusion and Psychological Well-being
	
	b
	SE
	z
	p
	95% CI
	β

	
	
	
	
	
	LL
	UL
	

	Inclusion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  MPP
	0.28
	0.06
	4.74
	<.001
	0.16
	0.40
	.27

	  MC
	0.05
	0.06
	0.74
	.462
	-0.08
	0.17
	.05

	  MI
	0.32
	0.08
	4.03
	<.001
	0.17
	0.49
	.29

	  Age
	0.01
	0.003
	4.09
	<.001
	0.006
	0.02
	.15

	  Ethnicity
	0.05
	0.08
	0.59
	.555
	-0.11
	0.20
	.03

	Psychological Well-being
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Inclusion
	1.08
	0.16
	6.80
	<.001
	0.82
	1.45
	.61

	  MPP
	0.22
	0.12
	1.87
	.062
	-0.003
	0.46
	.12

	  MC
	-0.11
	0.10
	-1.02
	.309
	-0.31
	0.09
	-.06

	  MI
	0.07
	0.13
	0.52
	.601
	-0.19
	0.33
	.03

	  Age
	0.02
	0.006
	3.23
	.001
	0.008
	0.03
	.14

	  Ethnicity
	-0.13
	0.13
	-1.02
	.310
	-0.38
	0.12
	-.05


Note. Ethnicity (0 = other U.S. students, 1 = White students); CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.


