Peruvian Validation of the Subtle and Blatant Prejudice Scale Towards Venezuelan Immigrants
Abstract
Studying various forms of prejudice is essential for understanding the dynamics of exclusion and discrimination against different minorities. In this context, the primary objective of this study was to adapt and evaluate the psychometric properties of the Subtle and Blatant Prejudice Scale (SBPS) towards Venezuelan immigrants in Peru. A total of 231 Peruvian adults participated, 67.1% of whom were women, with an average age of 23.08 years (SD = 6.67), all residing in Metropolitan Lima. The results of the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) revealed an internal structure consistent with that of the original study across both subscales. Furthermore, significant positive correlations were found between overall prejudice, blatant prejudice, and social dominance. Finally, a typology of prejudice was established, revealing significant differences in opinions on rights, migration policies, and feelings towards Venezuelan immigrants. This version of the SBPS demonstrates adequate psychometric properties for application in the Peruvian context.
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Resumen
Estudiar diversas formas de prejuicio es fundamental para comprender las dinámicas de exclusión y discriminación hacia diferentes minorías. En este contexto, el objetivo principal de este estudio fue adaptar y evaluar las propiedades psicométricas de la Escala de Prejuicio Sutil y Manifiesto (EPSM) hacia los inmigrantes venezolanos en Perú. Un total de 231 adultos peruanos participaron, de los cuales el 67.1% eran mujeres, con una edad promedio de 23.08 años (DE = 6.67), todos residentes en Lima Metropolitana. Los resultados del análisis factorial exploratorio (AFE) revelaron una estructura interna coherente con la del estudio original en ambas subescalas. Además, se encontraron correlaciones positivas significativas entre prejuicio general, prejuicio manifiesto y dominancia social. Finalmente, se estableció una tipología de prejuicio que reveló diferencias significativas en las opiniones sobre derechos, políticas migratorias y sentimientos hacia los inmigrantes venezolanos. Esta versión de la EPSM demuestra adecuadas propiedades psicométricas para su aplicación en el contexto peruano.
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Introduction
Venezuelan migration is one of the most significant cases of human displacement in contemporary international migration. According to Gandini et al. (2020), it constitutes one of the largest and fastest migration flows in recent Latin American intraregional migration history, with nearly all countries in the region becoming host destinations for Venezuelan migrants and refugees. In recent years, this situation has led to increasing precariousness in the conditions of the migratory journey, as the process has expanded to sectors with less economic and social capital to undertake migration.
As of March 28, 2023, according to the Inter-Agency Coordination Platform for Refugees and Migrants from Venezuela (R4V, 2023), it is estimated that there are approximately 7,239,953 Venezuelan refugees and migrants worldwide, with 6,095,464 residing in Latin America and the Caribbean. Peru is the second-largest host country for Venezuelan citizens, housing 1,506,368 individuals. Venezuelan migrants and refugees constitute the largest immigrant population in the country, representing 86.8% of foreign residents in Peru (National Institute of Statistics and Informatics, INEI, 2022). Lima is considered the city with the highest number of Venezuelan migrants and refugees worldwide (R4V, 2022).
Peruvians' opinions regarding Venezuelan migration have deteriorated over time. For instance, the Public Opinion Institute of the Pontifical Catholic University of Peru (2020) reported that between 2018 and 2019, negative attitudes and stereotypes towards Venezuelan immigrants increased, along with a growing sense of fear towards them. In another study, it was found that 70% of Peruvians surveyed believed that Venezuelan migration had a negative impact on the country (Freier et al., 2021). According to the World Bank (2019), negative perceptions of the Venezuelan population are more widespread in Peru than in other countries in the region. Furthermore, these perceptions likely intensified during the COVID-19 pandemic, reinforcing a narrative of discrimination and xenophobia towards migrants of Venezuelan origin (Aron & Castillo, 2022; Freier & Vera, 2021).
From a psychological perspective, rejection and exclusion of a minority or outgroup can be explained by ethnic prejudice. This is defined as a feeling of antipathy based on an erroneous and inflexible generalization, which may be directed towards a group or an individual solely because of their membership in that group (Allport, 1954). In this sense, prejudiced attitudes may reinforce beliefs that justify discrimination against other groups (Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995). According to Pettigrew and Meertens (1995), there are two types of intergroup prejudice: blatant prejudice and subtle prejudice. Blatant prejudice refers to traditional, overt prejudice, characterized by perceptions of threat, rejection of the outgroup, and opposition to intimate contact with its members. Subtle prejudice, by contrast, is more distant and indirect, often expressed in socially acceptable and normative ways, and involves defending traditional values, exaggerating cultural differences, and denying positive emotional responses towards the outgroup.
Pettigrew and Meertens (1995) developed the SBPS to measure these two forms of intergroup prejudice. In the original study, 3,810 participants from France, the Netherlands, Germany, and the United Kingdom were included. Various immigrant communities in these countries (e.g., Asians, North Africans, Turks, Surinamese, etc.) were considered outgroups. The results provided evidence supporting a second-order hierarchical model, comprising two first-order factors (subtle and blatant prejudice) and a second-order factor (prejudice), as well as, to a lesser extent, a two-correlated-factor model. In all samples, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were acceptable for both subscales: subtle prejudice (α = .82-.73) and blatant prejudice (α = .90-.87).
Additionally, these authors developed a typology of prejudice, categorizing subjects as "egalitarians" (low scores on both subtle and blatant prejudice), "bigots" (high scores on both subtle and blatant prejudice), "subtle" (low scores on blatant prejudice but high on subtle prejudice), and "errors" (high scores on blatant prejudice but low on subtle prejudice). Based on these groups, differences were observed in opinions regarding immigrant rights, migration policies, and preferred measures to improve relations with the various minority groups studied. Bigots held more extreme and forceful positions against the outgroups, egalitarians advocated for extending immigrant rights and promoting integration, while those in the subtle group preferred to maintain the status quo and sought justifications for the exclusion of these minorities.
Subsequently, Rueda and Navas (1996) translated and adapted the SBPS into Spanish to study ethnic prejudice towards Gypsies, Maghrebis, and Africans. These authors conducted an EFA for each subscale, revealing factorial structures similar to those found in the original study. Likewise, appropriate reliability coefficients were obtained for the overall scale (α = .84), as well as for the subscales of subtle prejudice (α = .74) and blatant prejudice (α = .75). Finally, they identified statistically significant differences in the expression of feelings such as attraction, sympathy, discomfort, and insecurity between egalitarians and individuals with subtle prejudice.
The SBPS has been adapted and validated in various cultural and Spanish-speaking contexts to study ethnic prejudice towards different outgroups. In Chile, prejudice has been examined in relation to Bolivian immigrants and indigenous ethnic groups (Arancibia-Martini et al., 2016; Arancibia et al., 2016; Cárdenas, 2010; Cárdenas et al., 2007). In Argentina, research has focused on prejudice towards "villeros" (Muller et al., 2017), people living in poverty (Bastias et al., 2022), and immigrants (Civalero et al., 2019; Etchezahar et al., 2023). In Colombia, Palacio et al. (2020) reported on the adaptation of the SBPS to study prejudice towards Venezuelan immigrants.
In Peru, research on subtle and blatant prejudice is virtually non-existent and underexplored, particularly concerning minorities such as Venezuelan immigrants and refugees. In the few existing studies on the subject, versions of the SBPS adapted to other cultural contexts have been employed. However, to date, no study has specifically focused on adapting and validating the SBPS with Venezuelan immigrants in Peru as the outgroup.
Therefore, the primary objective of this study was to adapt and assess the psychometric properties of the Subtle and Blatant Prejudice Scale in relation to Venezuelan immigrants within the Peruvian context. Specifically, the study aimed to obtain evidence of validity related to the internal structure and relationships with other variables, as well as to estimate the internal consistency reliability, based on responses from a sample of Peruvian adults residing in Metropolitan Lima.

Method
Participants
A total of 231 Peruvian adults residing in the city of Lima were assessed, 32.9% men and 67.1% women, with ages ranging from 18 to 64 years (M = 23.08; SD = 6.67), selected through a non-probabilistic, purposive sampling method. Table 1 provides a detailed description of the sample's sociodemographic characteristics. 
[Insert Table 1]
Instruments
Subtle and Blatant Prejudice Scale (Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995). This scale measures subtle prejudice (traditional values, cultural differences, and positive emotions) and blatant prejudice (threat and rejection, and intimacy) towards a minority or outgroup, in this case, towards Venezuelan immigrants residing in Peru. The adaptation process of this Spanish version was carried out in three phases. First, the original version was translated from English to Spanish. Then, different studies on the adaptation of the instrument in other Spanish-speaking countries were reviewed and considered (Cárdenas et al., 2007; Civalero et al., 2019; Muller et al., 2017; Palacio et al., 2020; Rueda & Navas, 1996). Finally, a pilot study was conducted with 20 participants, who positively evaluated the clarity and understanding of the items, response scale, and instructions of the SBPS. A 5-point Likert response scale was used for most items to measure the level of agreement (1 = “strongly disagree”, 5 = “strongly agree”). However, alternative response options were used for specific items: item 7 of the blatant prejudice subscale (1 = “would not mind at all”, 5 = “would be very upset”) focused on the degree of discomfort, while items 9 and 10 of the subtle prejudice subscale (1 = “never”, 5 = “very frequently”) measured frequency (Palacio et al., 2020).
Social Dominance Orientation Scale (SDO, Pratto et al., 1994). This scale measures the degree of agreement with social dominance. The SDO consists of 16 items rated on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree”, 7 = “strongly agree”). The total score is obtained by reversing the negatively worded items (2, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, and 15) and summing the scores of each item. In this study, the Spanish version adapted by Montes-Berges and Silván-Ferrero (2004) was used. The present study obtained a Cronbach's alpha coefficient of .81.
Immigrant Rights and Migration Policy (Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995; Palacio et al., 2020). The items proposed by the authors of the original study and the Colombian adaptation were used to consider these variables as validity criteria once the prejudice typology was established. The question about immigrant rights was: "Do you think the rights of undocumented immigrants should be restricted, remain the same, or be extended?" and a 3-option response scale was used (1 = “extended”, 3 = “restricted”). Lastly, the opinion on migration policy was examined with the question: "In your opinion, what policy should the country adopt regarding Venezuelan immigrants?" and a 6-option response scale was used (1 = “do not deport them”, 6 = “deport all Venezuelan immigrants”).
Feelings Towards Immigrants (Rueda & Navas, 1996). To assess feelings towards the outgroup, the following question was used: "To what extent do Venezuelan immigrants provoke the following reactions in you?" The same list of feelings used in the Spanish study (hatred, attraction, hostility, fear, envy, sympathy, discomfort, disgust, pity, and insecurity) was presented. A 5-point Likert response scale was used for each feeling (1 = “not at all”, 5 = “very much”).
Sociodemographic Data. An ad hoc form was used to collect the following data: gender, age, marital status, educational level, socioeconomic status, and religion.
Procedure
First, a survey was created using Google Forms, which included the informed consent form, the sociodemographic questionnaire, and the self-report instruments previously described. Participants were informed about the purpose of the study, emphasizing that their participation was voluntary and anonymous, and that they could refuse to participate and stop responding to the survey at any time. The survey was distributed via social media and personal contacts using a snowball sampling strategy. A total of 238 responses were obtained, of which 97.1% were valid.
Data Analysis
First, an EFA was performed on each SBPS subscale using a polychoric correlation matrix, with Unweighted Least Squares (ULS) extraction and Oblimin rotation methods. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated for each dimension and subscale. Next, Pearson correlations between the SBPS and SDO were computed, with correlations of r ≥ .20, r ≥ .50, and r ≥ .80 classified as minimal, moderate, and strong, respectively (Ferguson, 2009). A prejudice typology was then established, and frequencies and percentages of participants' opinions on rights and migration policy were calculated. For feelings towards the outgroup, a one-way ANOVA was conducted, followed by Tukey's post-hoc test. Effect sizes were calculated using the f coefficient, with values of .10, .25, and .40 interpreted as small, medium, and large, respectively (Cohen, 1992). Data analysis was conducted using IBM SPSS version 23 and R Studio version 4.2.2.
Ethical considerations
	This research adhered to the principles of the Declaration of Helsinki and the Belmont Report. All procedures were carried out in strict compliance with the applicable guidelines and regulations. All participants, without exception, consented to participate under conditions of complete anonymity.
Results
Descriptive Analysis
Table 2 presents the results of the descriptive analysis. Most of the mean scores for the SBPS items hovered around 3, the midpoint of the response scale. Additionally, skewness and kurtosis values for most items fell within the normal range of ±1 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). 
[Insert Table 2]
Internal Structure and Reliability
Table 3 presents the EFA results for the blatant prejudice subscale. A two-factor structure was identified, explaining 45% of the total variance. The first factor is threat and rejection, and the second is intimacy. This structure mirrors the original study, except for item 7, which loaded onto the threat and rejection factor instead of intimacy. All factor loadings were significant (> .30). 
[Insert Table 3]
Table 4 presents the EFA results for the subtle prejudice subscale. A three-factor structure was identified, explaining 58% of the total variance. The factors are cultural differences, traditional values, and positive emotions. This structure mirrors the original study, except for two items: Item 4 loaded onto both the cultural differences and positive emotions factors, with a slightly higher loading on the cultural differences factor. Item 8 loaded onto the cultural differences factor but had a stronger loading on the traditional values factor. All factor loadings were significant (> .30). 
[Insert Table 4]
Regarding the reliability of the SBPS, the alpha coefficients were good and acceptable for both the overall scale (α = .83) and the subscales of subtle prejudice (α = .82) and blatant prejudice (α = .73). Similar results were found for the dimensions of both subscales, with the exception of intimacy and positive emotions, where the reliability coefficients were slightly lower.
Relationship with Other Variables
Table 5 shows that SDO scores positively and significantly correlated with overall prejudice, blatant prejudice, and the dimensions of threat, cultural differences, and positive emotions. Additionally, the subtle and blatant prejudice subscales were positively and significantly correlated (r = .45, p < .01). 
[Insert Table 5]
Prejudice Typologies
Following Pettigrew and Meertens' (1995) typology, prejudice categories were established based on the direct scores from both subscales. In this sample, 31.6% were categorized as egalitarians, 46.3% as subtles, 21.2% as bigots, and only 0.9% fell into the error category. Table 6 presents participants' opinions on immigrant rights and migration policy. 
[Insert Table 6]
Most bigots (57.1%) believed that the rights of Venezuelan immigrants should be restricted. The subtles felt that these rights should either be restricted (50.5%) or remain the same (31.8%). Among the three groups, egalitarians were the most supportive of expanding immigrant rights (21.9%). On the issue of deportation, 10.2% of bigots favored completely deporting Venezuelan immigrants. Generally, subtles sought to justify their exclusionary responses. Interestingly, similar percentages were found among egalitarians, bigots, and subtles regarding the deportation of immigrants who have committed crimes.
Finally, potential differences in feelings towards the outgroup were explored. The results of the one-way ANOVA with Tukey's post-hoc test are presented in Table 7. Statistically significant differences were found in several feelings towards Venezuelan immigrants, with small to medium effect sizes.
[Insert Table 7]
The post-hoc test identified the following differences among the prejudice groups. For fear, differences were observed between bigots and subtles (p = .023), bigots and egalitarians (p < .001), and subtles and egalitarians (p = .003). For envy, differences emerged between bigots and egalitarians (p = .023) and bigots and subtles (p = .023). For discomfort, significant differences were found between bigots and egalitarians (p < .001) and bigots and subtles (p < .001). For disgust, differences appeared between bigots and egalitarians (p = .001) and bigots and subtles (p < .001). For sympathy, a difference was found between bigots and subtles (p = .034). Lastly, for insecurity, differences were identified between bigots and egalitarians (p = .002). Overall, these results confirm that bigots exhibited higher levels of negative feelings towards Venezuelan immigrants.
Discussion
The purpose of this study was to adapt and provide validity and reliability evidence for the Subtle and Blatant Prejudice Scale (Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995) in relation to Venezuelan immigrants in the Peruvian context. The study offers important validity evidence regarding internal structure and relationships with other variables, as well as estimates of internal consistency reliability, based on data from a sample of Peruvian adults residing in Metropolitan Lima.
As in other studies, the internal structure of the subtle and blatant prejudice subscales was examined using an exploratory approach. Overall, the EFA results were satisfactory, empirically distinguishing the underlying dimensions of subtle and blatant prejudice. While there were minor differences, the internal structure of both subscales largely resembled that of the original study (Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995). These findings slightly differ from those of the Spanish study, where a new factor was identified in the blatant prejudice subscale (Rueda & Navas, 1996), and from the first Chilean study, where the cultural differences and traditional values factors of the subtle prejudice subscale merged into a single factor (Cárdenas et al., 2007). Overall, the results here are consistent with those from other adaptation and validation studies (Cárdenas, 2010; Palacio et al., 2020).
The SBPS demonstrated good and acceptable levels of internal consistency for the overall scale and for both the subtle and blatant prejudice subscales (α > .70). This was also true for most of the dimensions within each subscale, with the exception of the intimacy and positive emotions dimensions, which showed slightly lower but still acceptable levels, given that this is a preliminary phase of the research. These results are consistent with findings from previous studies (Cárdenas, 2010; Cárdenas et al., 2007; Civalero et al., 2019; Muller et al., 2017; Palacio et al., 2020; Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995; Rueda & Navas, 1996).
Regarding validity evidence related to relationships with other variables, both convergent and criterion validity were demonstrated. In the case of convergent validity, expected correlations were found between overall prejudice, blatant prejudice, and social dominance, consistent with previous literature, although the correlations observed here were slightly smaller (Bastias et al., 2022; Etchezahar et al., 2023; Muller et al., 2017; Ungaretti et al., 2020). One notable difference is that most of these studies used shorter versions of the SBPS. Additionally, a small but significant correlation was found between the subtle and blatant prejudice subscales, though this correlation was slightly lower than those reported in other studies (Cárdenas, 2010; Cárdenas et al., 2007; Civalero et al., 2019; Muller et al., 2017; Palacio et al., 2020; Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995; Rueda & Navas, 1996).
This study also established the prejudice typology proposed by Pettigrew and Meertens (1995). Less than 2% of participants (0.9%) were classified in the error category. In this sample, the majority were categorized as subtle (46.3%), followed by egalitarians (31.6%) and bigots (21.2%). These proportions are similar to those found in SBPS studies conducted in Chile (Cárdenas, 2010; Cárdenas et al., 2007). However, this sample shows a higher proportion of bigots compared to studies from Spain (Rueda & Navas, 1996) and Colombia (Palacio et al., 2020).
Based on this prejudice typology, differences were observed in opinions on immigrant rights, migration policy, and feelings towards the outgroup. The results are consistent with previous findings on the three groups studied (Cárdenas, 2010; Cárdenas et al., 2007; Palacio et al., 2020; Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995; Rueda & Navas, 1996). Specifically, bigots tend to hold more extreme and drastic views against the outgroup, subtles prefer to maintain the status quo and justify exclusion, and egalitarians are more open and supportive of expanding immigrant rights. However, in this sample, egalitarians showed a lower percentage supporting the expansion of immigrant rights compared to other studies (Cárdenas, 2010; Cárdenas et al., 2007; Palacio et al., 2020).
It is also notable that the highest proportions supporting the expulsion of outgroup members involved in criminal activities or undocumented immigrants were found among egalitarians and subtles (Cárdenas, 2010; Cárdenas et al., 2007; Palacio et al., 2020). The main differences in feelings towards the outgroup were observed in fear, envy, discomfort, disgust, and insecurity. This aligns with the hypothesis that feelings towards other groups are not overtly hostile or hateful, but are instead linked to discomfort, insecurity, and fear (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986; Pearson et al., 2009).
This study has some limitations. The sampling method was non-probabilistic, and the sample was predominantly female. Consequently, the results cannot be generalized with certainty and should be interpreted with caution. Future research should aim to address these limitations and explore the following aspects.
First, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) should be conducted to verify the internal structure of the SBPS, as this topic has sparked theoretical debate and methodological criticism (Arancibia-Martini et al., 2016; Espelt et al., 2006). Another important aspect is the exploration of shorter versions of the SBPS, which have shown better psychometric properties than the longer version (Arancibia et al., 2016; Bastias et al., 2022; Etchezahar et al., 2023; Ungaretti et al., 2020). Lastly, in Peru, as in other Latin American countries, various social groups experience multiple forms of prejudice and discrimination (Espinosa et al., 2007; Pancorbo et al., 2019). The SBPS could be a valuable tool for studying exclusion dynamics in these cases.
In conclusion, this initial adaptation and validation of the SBPS in the Peruvian context yields promising results regarding its psychometric properties, particularly its internal structure and its relationship with other theoretically related variables of subtle and blatant prejudice. Additionally, acceptable levels of internal consistency were observed. Therefore, this version of the SBPS proves to be a valuable tool for studying ethnic prejudice towards Venezuelan immigrants in Peru. However, further research is needed to provide additional validity and reliability evidence, as well as to address ongoing questions related to the SBPS and the constructs of subtle and blatant prejudice.
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