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Preliminary results
Before implementing the main analysis, we tested whether threat perceptions and policy preferences differ between national majority members and immigrants in our samples. As we argue that political participation is a form of expressing distinct immigrant positions, as a first step we examined whether immigrant positions are indeed distinct.
	Study 1
In the pooled ESS sample, national majority members (M=4.99) perceived significantly higher levels of threat than immigrants (M=3.95) (t=31.30, p<.001). In addition, national majority members (M=2.42) favored less pro-immigration policies than immigrants (M=2.12) (t=26.37, p<.001). 
	Study 2
In the pooled ESS sample, national majority members (M=4.09) perceived significantly higher levels of threat than immigrants (M=3.78) (t=4.15, p<.001). There were no significant differences between national majority members’ and immigrants in their immigration policy preferences (t=-1.49, p=.14); therefore, analyses were only conducted using threat perceptions.
Results
Study 1
Replication of the main analysis using the Immigrant political participation EUMIDIS-II measure.
Threat perceptions. We found support for Hypothesis 1, in countries where immigrants were more active politically, national majority members perceived lower levels of threat (see Table S3). Furthermore, the model including immigrant political presence and immigrant political participation explained 35 % of the country-level variance in threat perceptions, while the model with only immigrant presence explained just 10% of the country-level variance, suggesting that immigrant political participation greatly contributes to threat perceptions. 
We found support for Hypothesis 3, as the interaction between immigrant political participation and immigrant political presence was significant. In contrast with our expectations, high immigrant participation was related to lower levels of threat than low immigrant participation at both low and high immigrant presence and the effects were stronger at high immigrant presence. Furthermore, high immigrant participation was not related to higher threat perceptions at high as opposed to low immigrant presence (see Figure S1).
Policy preferences. We did not find support for Hypothesis 1, in countries where immigrants political participation was higher, national majority members did not prefer more pro-immigration policies (see Table S4). In addition, the model including immigrant political presence and immigrant political participation explained only 4 % of the country-level variance. 
In addition, as in the previous analysis regarding threat perceptions, we found a significant interaction between immigrant presence and immigrant political participation when testing Hypothesis 3. In contrast with the hypothesis, at high immigrant presence high immigrant participation was related to lower levels of threat than low immigrant participation. Furthermore, at low immigrant presence there was no significant difference in policy preferences as a function of immigrant political participation.
Robustness checks (with ESS measures of political participation)
To check the robustness of our results, we replicated our models testing the main effect of immigrant political participation including immigrants’ political rights, GDP and unemployment rates (see Tables S5 & S6). At the country level in Study 1 we operationalized political rights using the MIPEX political participation rights scale (Huddleston, Thomas; Bilgili, Özge; Joki, Anne-Linde; Vankova, 2015). Data on GDP per country data were taken from the World Bank (The World Bank, 2020). Data on unemployment rates per country were retrieved from the International Labour Organization (ILO - International Labour Organization, 2018). We matched the data to the year of the dependent variables. We implemented these robustness checks with only the ESS measure of political participation used in the main analysis.  We did not implement these robustness checks with the EUMIDIS-II measure of political participation because of the low number of countries in this analysis. The main effect of immigrant participation remained significant over these country-level variables (significant in three sets of analysis out of three both for threat perceptions and for policy preferences). 
Study 2
Replication of the main analysis using the Immigrant political participation MMS measure
Threat perceptions. Supporting Hypothesis 1, higher immigrant political participation was related to lower perceived immigrant threat among national majority members with a marginally significant effect(see Table S7). Furthermore, the model including immigrant presence and immigrant political participation explained 94% of the variance at the cantonal level compared to 86% of the variance explained by the model with only immigrant presence. 
Second, we did not find evidence in the direction of Hypothesis 2, the interaction between national majority members’ political orientation and immigrants’ political participation was not significant. We did not find support for Hypothesis 3 either: the interaction between immigrant presence and immigrant political participation was not significant.
Robustness checks (with both ESS and MMS measures of political participation)
To check the robustness of our results, we replicated the main effect of immigrant participation over immigrants’ political rights, GDP and unemployment rates (see Table S8). We measured immigrants’ political rights with an index of electoral rights per canton from the NCCR SWISSCIT database (Arrighi & Piccoli, 2018). Data on GDP and unemployment rates per canton was retrieved from the Swiss Federal Statistical Office in Study 2 (OFS - Swiss Federal Statistical Office, 2018). We matched the data to the year of the dependent variables. We implemented these robustness checks with both the ESS measure of political participation used in the main analysis and the MMS measure of political participation. The main effect of immigrant participation remained significant or marginally significant over GDP and immigrant rights but not over unemployment rates. 
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Table S1: Study 1. Sample size, DV and IVs per country. National majority sample drawn from ESS 8 or 9 for individual-level dependent variables, immigrant sample drawn from ESS Round 8 and 9 and Eu-MIDIS II for country-level independent variables.
	Country
	National majority sample size
	Threat M
	Threat SD
	Threat α
	Policy preferences M
	Policy preferences SD
	Policy preferences α
	ESS immigrant sample size
	ESS participation mean
	EU-MIDIS immigrant sample size
	EU MIDIS Participation mean

	Austria
	2225
	5.30
	2.20
	0.874
	2.55
	0.79
	0.892
	480
	1.01
	1939
	0.23

	Belgium
	1488
	4.59
	1.76
	0.799
	2.15
	0.71
	0.880
	537
	0.99
	2458
	0.22

	Bulgaria
	2182
	6.01
	2.41
	0.945
	2.84
	0.84
	0.838
	16
	0.25
	
	

	Cyprus
	711
	5.81
	2.04
	0.839
	2.82
	0.58
	0.805
	70
	0.47
	439
	0.23

	Czechia
	2338
	6.15
	1.99
	0.827
	3.06
	0.72
	0.827
	113
	0.9
	
	

	Estonia
	1642
	5.15
	2.01
	0.845
	2.47
	0.68
	0.782
	558
	0.37
	
	

	Finland
	1671
	3.89
	1.86
	0.863
	2.36
	0.66
	0.845
	161
	1.59
	925
	0.62

	France
	1768
	4.91
	2.20
	0.880
	2.24
	0.78
	0.902
	453
	1.31
	2853
	0.42

	Germany
	2054
	4.18
	2.04
	0.851
	1.96
	0.65
	0.835
	599
	1.19
	2305
	0.31

	Hungary
	1669
	6.29
	2.02
	0.885
	3.08
	0.67
	0.672
	45
	0.4
	
	

	Iceland
	825
	5.25
	2.33
	0.851
	2.60
	0.83
	0.714
	55
	2.22
	
	

	Ireland
	1821
	4.02
	2.18
	0.900
	2.20
	0.82
	0.920
	845
	1.09
	623
	0.26

	Israel
	1817
	2.98
	1.71
	0.856
	1.69
	0.65
	0.876
	739
	0.51
	
	

	Italy
	2480
	5.70
	2.33
	0.899
	2.51
	0.85
	0.915
	492
	0.39
	2510
	0.12

	Lithuania
	2067
	5.21
	1.97
	0.861
	2.60
	0.83
	0.869
	55
	0.31
	
	

	Netherlands
	1495
	4.23
	1.53
	0.753
	2.25
	0.72
	0.904
	312
	1.15
	3046
	0.32

	Norway
	1257
	4.02
	1.85
	0.835
	1.91
	0.65
	0.913
	319
	1.99
	
	

	Poland
	1488
	4.36
	2.05
	0.842
	2.66
	0.74
	0.849
	23
	0.65
	547
	0.22

	Portugal
	1172
	4.42
	2.02
	0.795
	2.21
	0.70
	0.876
	98
	1.14
	977
	0.05

	Russian Federation
	2303
	6.46
	1.97
	0.843
	2.76
	0.80
	0.826
	125
	0.69
	
	

	Serbia
	1862
	5.76
	2.79
	0.901
	2.48
	0.93
	0.840
	179
	0.9
	
	

	Slovenia
	1161
	5.60
	2.21
	0.876
	2.37
	0.70
	0.839
	279
	0.52
	527
	0.11

	Spain
	1749
	4.46
	2.14
	0.864
	2.14
	0.89
	0.960
	209
	1.28
	1389
	0.14

	Sweden
	1366
	3.72
	1.98
	0.861
	1.74
	0.62
	0.932
	183
	1.99
	1497
	0.64

	Switzerland
	1116
	4.09
	1.69
	0.782
	2.10
	0.67
	0.873
	846
	0.87
	
	

	United Kingdom
	1905
	4.40
	2.33
	0.911
	2.20
	0.76
	0.919
	565
	1.21
	2116
	0.20





Table S2: Study 2. Sample size, DV and IVs per country. National majority sample drawn from ESS 8 for individual-level dependent variables, immigrant sample drawn from ESS 6-8 and from Migration-Mobility survey for cantonal-level independent variables.
	Canton
	National majority sample size
	Threat M.
	Threat SD
	Threat α
	ESS Immigrant sample size
	ESS participation mean
	MMS Immigrant sample size 
	MMS participation mean

	Aargau
	83
	4.02
	1.46
	0.67
	80
	0.89
	305
	0.55

	Bern
	170
	4.43
	1.82
	0.84
	107
	0.59
	402
	0.62

	Basel-Landschaft
	43
	4.23
	1.99
	0.79
	43
	0.77
	171
	0.56

	Basel-Stadt
	19
	3.26
	1.83
	0.84
	30
	0.57
	344
	0.61

	Fribourg
	47
	3.75
	1.65
	0.83
	37
	1.16
	198
	0.65

	Geneva
	42
	3.11
	1.50
	0.76
	99
	1.41
	597
	0.85

	Grisons
	27
	4.57
	1.39
	0.73
	26
	0.54
	102
	0.46

	Jura
	13
	2.87
	0.91
	0.59
	16
	1.25
	31
	0.52

	Luzern
	56
	4.54
	1.66
	0.71
	41
	0.76
	160
	0.65

	Neuchâtel
	25
	4.03
	1.54
	0.84
	35
	1.80
	158
	0.72

	St. Gallen
	77
	4.60
	1.72
	0.78
	75
	0.47
	205
	0.43

	Solothurn
	33
	4.19
	1.61
	0.79
	25
	0.60
	87
	0.70

	Schwyz
	22
	4.64
	1.45
	0.70
	22
	0.73
	74
	0.61

	Thurgau
	41
	4.38
	1.97
	0.84
	48
	0.63
	91
	0.78

	Ticino
	33
	3.94
	1.40
	0.57
	67
	0.81
	290
	0.53

	Vaud
	92
	3.51
	1.63
	0.84
	178
	0.88
	881
	0.64

	Valais
	44
	4.03
	1.42
	0.77
	38
	1.05
	208
	0.60

	Zug 
	15
	4.24
	1.71
	0.89
	17
	0.59
	139
	0.44

	Zürich
	176
	4.01
	1.70
	0.77
	221
	0.71
	1397
	0.67

	Total
	1058
	 
	 
	 
	1205
	 
	5840
	 


 

Table S3. Study 1. Stepwise models predicting national majority members’ threat perceptions at the individual level as dependent variables using ESS Round 8 or 9 from immigrant political participation at the country level as independent variable using EUMIDIS II. 
	 
	Immigrant participation (H1)
	Immigrant presence interaction (H3)

	INDIVIDUAL LEVEL VARIABLES
	
	

	Age
	.00(.00)**
	.00(.00)**

	Gender
	.04(.03)
	.04(.04)

	Education
	-.07(.00)***
	-.07(.00)***

	Political orientation
	.20(.04)***
	.20(.04)***

	Residual Variance
	3.73(.17)***
	3.73(.17)***

	COUNTRY LEVEL VARIABLES
	
	

	Immigrant %
	-.00(.02)
	.10(.03)**

	Immigrant Participation EUMIDIS-II
	-1.73 (0.66)**
	-2.01 (0.54)***

	Immigrant participation EUMIDIS-II X Political orientation
	
	

	Immigrant participation EUMIDIS-II X Immigrant %
	
	-0.18 (0.06)**

	Residual Variance
	.29(.05)***
	.21(.00)***

	MODEL FIT
	
	

	Nr of parameters
	9
	10

	-2 loglikelihood
	90442.89
	90441.7

	Akaike (AIC)
	90460.89
	90461.7

	Bayesian (BIC)
	90532.78
	90541.57

	Sample-Size Adjusted BIC
	90504.17
	90509.79


Note: † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (2-tailed). Gender: 0=male, 1=female in all the tables


Table S4. Study 1. Stepwise models predicting national majority members’ immigration policy preferences at the individual level as dependent variables using ESS Round 8 or 9 from immigrant political participation at the country level as independent variable using EUMIDIS II.
	 
	Immigrant participation (H1)
	Immigrant presence interaction (H3)

	INDIVIDUAL LEVEL VARIABLES
	
	

	Age
	.01(.00)***
	.01(.00)***

	Gender
	-.03(.01)**
	-.03(.01)**

	Education
	-.02(.00)***
	-.02(.00)***

	Political orientation
	.07(.01)***
	.07(.01)***

	Residual Variance
	.47(.02)***
	.47(.02)***

	COUNTRY LEVEL VARIABLES
	
	

	Immigrant %
	-0.01 (0.01)
	-0.00 (0.01)

	Immigrant Participation EUMIDIS-II
	-0.46 (0.38)
	-0.74 (0.17)***

	Immigrant participation EUMIDIS-II X Political orientation
	
	

	Immigrant participation EUMIDIS-II X Immigrant %
	
	

	Residual Variance
	.05(.02)***
	-0.16 (0.04)***

	MODEL FIT
	
	.06(.02)***

	Nr of parameters
	9
	

	-2 loglikelihood
	45076.91
	10

	Akaike (AIC)
	45094.91
	45071.9

	Bayesian (BIC)
	45166.74
	45091.9

	Sample-Size Adjusted BIC
	45138.14
	45171.714





Table S5. Study 1. Immigrant political participation (using ESS) predicting threat perceptions controlling for GDP, unemployment, MIPEX index of immigrants’ political rights
	
	ESS

	
	GDP
	Unemployment
	MIPEX

	INDIVIDUAL LEVEL VARIABLES
	
	
	

	Age
	.01(.00)***
	.01(.00)***
	.01(.00)***

	Gender
	.00(04)
	.00(.04)
	.02(.03)

	Education
	-.06(.00)***
	-.06(.00)***
	-.06(.00)***

	Political orientation
	.11(.03)***
	.11(.03)***
	.14(.04)***

	Residual Variance
	3.95(.18)***
	3.95(.18)***
	3.77(.16)***

	COUNTRY LEVEL VARIABLES
	
	
	

	Immigrant %
	.01(.02)
	-.02(.02)
	-.01(.02)

	ESS Participation
	-.81(.19)***
	-1.14(.15)***
	-.83(.30)**

	GDP
	-.02(.01)*
	
	

	Unemployment
	
	-.01(.02)
	

	MIPEX
	
	
	-.01(.01)

	Residual Variance
	.27(.08)***
	.30(.09)***
	.22(.08)**

	MODEL FIT
	
	
	

	Nr of parameters
	10
	10
	10

	-2 loglikelihood
	154475.27
	154478.30
	135193.95

	Akaike (AIC)
	154495.27
	154498.30
	135213.95

	Bayesian (BIC)
	154580.37
	154583.39
	135297.82

	Sample-Size Adjusted BIC
	154548.59
	154551.61
	135266.04




Table S6. Study 1. Immigrant political participation (using ESS) predicting immigration policy preferences controlling for GDP, unemployment, MIPEX index of immigrants’ political rights
	 
	ESS

	 
	GDP
	Unemployment
	MIPEX

	INDIVIDUAL LEVEL VARIABLES
	
	
	

	Age
	.01(.00)***
	.01(.00)***
	.01(.00)***

	Gender
	-.04(.01)***
	-.04(.01)***
	-.03(.01)**

	Education
	-.02(.00)***
	-.02(.00)***
	-.02(.00)***

	Political orientation
	.05(.01)***
	.05(.01)***
	.06(.01)***

	Residual Variance
	.50(.02)***
	.50(.02)***
	.48(.02)***

	COUNTRY LEVEL VARIABLES
	
	
	

	Immigrant %
	-.01(.01)
	-.02(.01)**
	-.01(.01)

	ESS Participation
	-.43(.08)***
	-.46(.06)***
	-.26(.10)**

	GDP
	-.00(.00)
	
	

	Unemployment
	
	-.02(.01)*
	

	MIPEX
	
	
	-.01(.00)*

	Residual Variance
	.04(.01)***
	.03(.01)***
	.03(.01)***

	MODEL FIT
	
	
	

	Nr of parameters
	10
	10
	10

	-2 loglikelihood
	78545.29
	78541.92
	67814.59

	Akaike (AIC)
	78565.29
	78561.92
	67834.59

	Bayesian (BIC)
	78650.35
	78646.98
	67918.41

	Sample-Size Adjusted BIC
	78618.57
	78615.20
	67886.63





Table S7. Study 2. Stepwise models predicting national majority members’ threat perceptions at the individual level as dependent variables using ESS Round 9 from immigrant political participation at the cantonal level as independent variable using MMS 
	
	L2 model: participation (H1)
	Political orientation interaction (H2)
	Immigrant presence interaction (H3)

	INDIVIDUAL LEVEL VARIABLES
	
	
	

	Age
	-.01(.00)†
	-.01(.00)†
	-.01(.00)†

	Gender
	.17(.09)*
	.15(.08)†
	.17(.09)*

	Education
	-.05(.01)***
	-.05(.01)***
	-.05(.01)***

	Political orientation
	.28(.02)***
	.28(.02)***
	.28(.02)***

	Residual variance
	2.38(.12)***
	2.37(.12)***
	2.38(.12)***

	CANTONAL LEVEL VARIABLES
	
	
	

	Immigrant %
	-.03(.01)***
	-.03(.01)***
	-.03(.01)***

	Immigrant Participation MMS
	-.97(.53)†
	-.99(.52)†
	-.97(.58)†

	Immigrant participation MMS X Political orientation
	
	-0.12 (0.15)
	

	Immigrant participation MMS X immigrant %
	
	
	-0.00 (0.06)

	Residual variance
	.01(.01)
	.00(.00)
	.01(.02)

	MODEL FIT
	
	
	

	Nr of parameters
	9
	11
	10

	-2 loglikelihood
	3699.40
	3695.85
	3699.4

	Akaike (AIC)
	3717.40
	3721.38
	3719.4

	Bayesian (BIC)
	3761.55
	3775.35
	3768.45

	Sample-Size Adjusted BIC
	3732.96
	3740.41
	3736.69




Table S8. Study 2. Immigrant political participation (using MMS and ESS) predicting threat perceptions controlling for GDP, unemployment, NCCR index of immigrant rights
	
	ESS participation
	MMS participation

	 
	GDP
	Unemployment
	Immigrant rights
	GDP
	Unemployment
	Immigrant rights

	INDIVIDUAL LEVEL VARIABLES
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-.01(.00)†
	-.01(.00)
	-.01(.00)†
	-.01(.00)
	-.01(.00)
	-.01(.00)†

	Gender
	.13(.09)
	0.10 (0.16)
	.12(.09)
	.13(.09)
	0.11 (0.16)
	.17(.09)*

	Education
	-.05(.01)***
	-.05(.01)***
	-.05(.01)***
	-.05(.01)***
	-.05(.01)***
	-.05(.01)***

	Political orientation
	.27(.02)***
	.27(.02)***
	.27(.03)***
	.28(.02)***
	.27(.03)***
	.28(.02)***

	Residual variance
	2.37(.11)***
	2.36(.11)***
	2.37(.11)***
	2.38(.12)***
	2.4(.12)***
	2.38(.12)***

	CANTONAL LEVEL VARIABLES
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Immigrant %
	
	-.01(.02)
	-.03(.01)**
	-.03(.02)
	-.01(.02)
	-.03(.01)**

	ESS participation
	-0.59 (0.27)*
	-0.6 (0.50)
	-0.59 (0.25)*
	
	
	

	MMS Participation
	
	
	
	-1.03(.54)†
	-0.57 (1.03)
	-1.11(.69)†

	GDP
	-.00(.07)
	
	
	0.00 (0.00)
	
	

	Unemployment
	
	-0.32 (0.27)
	
	
	-0.32 (0.13)*
	

	Immigrant rights
	
	
	0.05 (0.23)
	
	
	-0.00 (0.06)

	Residual variance
	.00(.02)
	.00(.02)
	
	.00(.02)
	.00(.03)
	.00(.03)

	MODEL FIT
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nr of parameters
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10

	-2 loglikelihood
	3693.468
	3690.2
	3693.432
	3697.42
	3689.4
	3699.3

	Akaike (AIC)
	3713.47
	3710.21
	3713.43
	3717.42
	3709.4
	3719.29

	Bayesian (BIC)
	3762.53
	3759.27
	3762.49
	3766.48
	3758.46
	3768.35

	Sample-Size Adjusted BIC
	3730.76
	3727.51
	3730.73
	3734.72
	3726.7
	3736.59





Figure S1. Study 1. Immigrants’ political participation (EU-MIDIS II) and immigrant presence predicting national majority members’ threat perceptions.


Note: † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (2-tailed) in all the figures.






Figure S2. Study 1. Immigrants’ political participation (EU-MIDIS II) and immigrant presence predicting national majority members’ policy preferences.
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