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1
Introduction

in april 2016, Bezalel Smotrich, a junior right-wing member of the Israeli
parliament at the time,1 drew national and international media attention after
tweeting in support of ethnic segregation in Israeli maternity wards. Smotrich
explained his position as follows:

“Naturally, my wife wouldn’t want to lie down next to a woman who just
gave birth to a baby whomight want tomurder her baby twenty years from
now. . . . Arabs are my enemies, so I don’t enjoy being next to them.”2

Smotrich’s tweets responded to an Israeli radio report, suggesting that some
Israeli hospitals separate Jewish and Palestinian women in maternity wards if
requested bypatients. In a follow-up interview regarding her husband’s tweets,
Revital Smotrich further explained that:

[I] kicked an Arab obstetrician out of the [delivery] room. I wanted Jewish
hands to touch my baby, and I wasn’t comfortable lying in the same room
with an Arab woman. . . . I refuse to have an Arab midwife because giving
birth is a pure Jewish moment.3

These expressions generated a great deal of controversy across the Israeli
political spectrum.4 Many politicians denounced these statements, includ-
ing Smotrich’s party leader at the time, Naftali Bennett. Some argued that
Smotrich represents a small minority of right-wing settlers whose ideology
and policy preferences are extreme and not representative of the Israeli pub-
lic.However, the preference to excludePalestinianCitizens of Israel (hereafter
PCIs) from social and political life runs deep across many segments of Israeli
society.

4
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Indeed, in 2018 hundreds of Jewish Israelis stormed the streets of Afula—
a middle-class Jewish city in northern Israel—protesting an attempt to sell
a Jewish-owned home to a PCI family.5 The protesters were supported and
endorsedbyAfula’smayor, ShlomoMalihi, who further stated in an interview:
“The residents of Afula do not want a diverse city, but rather a Jewish city, and
it is their right. This is not racism.”6

Encouraged by their mayor, the protesters on Afula’s streets raised banners
describing the selling of Jewish-owned homes to PCIs as treason and outed a
Jewish family that sold their property to a PCI buyer.

The protests in Afula and the statements issued by Bezalel and Revital
Smotrich are not isolated instances. A glance at Israel’s social geography, pub-
lic school system, labor market, and marriage laws emphasizes the prevalence
of intergroup segregation as a central organizing feature of Israeli society.
The average Jewish Israeli lives in a predominantly Jewish neighborhood,
attends a homogenous Jewish school, is employed in an overwhelmingly Jew-
ish workplace, marries a Jewish partner, and eventually gets buried in a Jewish
cemetery. It is, therefore, unsurprising that many Jewish Israelis are not very
interested in “sharing space” or interacting with PCIs.

Indeed, in figure 1.1, I report data from a survey I implemented in Israel
in January 2022.7 As part of the survey, I asked respondents to report the
closest relationship they would be willing to accept with a PCI. To do so, I
presented respondentswith a commonlyused social distance scale (Bogardus,
1933), which includes seven degrees of social proximity to an outgroup, rang-
ing from extreme degrees of exclusion (e.g., not allowing PCIs to live in Israel)
to intimate degrees of inclusion (e.g., accepting PCIs as family members).

The data reported in figure 1.1 point to a fair degree of variation among the
general Jewish Israeli public. Notably, however, almost 50 percent of Jewish
Israelis in my survey report that the closest relationship they would be will-
ing to sustain with PCIs is accepting them as citizens in Israel and that they
would be unwilling to have a PCI coworker.Moreover, over 60 percent of Jew-
ish Israelis in the survey I conducted refuse to have aPCIneighbor, and almost
92 percent of Jewish Israelis explicitly reject the idea of accepting a PCI as a
family member.

As the data in figure 1.1 suggest, many Jewish Israelis are fairly comfort-
able with expressing exclusionary preferences. These preferences for PCI
exclusion, and the broader tensions between Jewish Israeli citizens and PCIs,
are deeply rooted in the ongoing, intractable, and violent Israeli-Palestinian
conflict (Bar-Tal, 1998). Indeed, the cleavage dividing Jewish Israelis and
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figure 1.1. Preferences for Social Exclusion in Israel.This figure reports
Jewish Israeli preferences for social exclusion of PCIs, based on data from an
online survey I conducted in Israel in January 2022 with iPanel (control group
n= 1,221). Further details on the survey are provided in chapter 8.

PCIs has a long and complicated history, which motivates mutual animosity,
stereotypes, and deep mistrust (Smooha, 2015, 2019). In many ways, inter-
group relations between Jewish Israelis and PCIs represent an extreme man-
ifestation of group divisions and are a central component of one of the most
prominent and intractable contemporary conflicts.8

While especially extreme and rooted in specific contextual factors, the
tense nature of intergroup relations between Jewish Israelis and PCIs is not
unique to Israel. Indeed, prejudice, animosity, and preferences for exclusion
often characterize the relationships between natives and immigrants (Adida,
Laitin, and Valfort, 2010; Choi, Poertner, and Sambanis, 2022; Dancygier,
2023); supporters of competingparties (Iyengar et al., 2019;BrownandEnos,
2021; Gidron, Adams, and Horne, 2020); and members of different racial
groups (Kinder and Mendelberg, 1995; Enos, 2017). While the intensities
of such preferences vary across contexts and are often more pronounced in
conflict-ridden societies like Israel, few, if any, modern societies are free of
prejudice, animosity, and preferences for exclusion.

To substantiate this latter point, in figure 1.2, I explore global patterns of
preferences for social distance and exclusion. Specifically, I map data from
the seventh wave of the World Value Survey (WVS) implemented between
2017 and 2020.9 I focus on a particular survey item that asks respondents the
following question:
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figure 1.2. Preferences for Social Exclusion Around theWorld.This figure
reports the share of World Value Survey respondents who explicitly state that
they would refuse to live next to an immigrant or a member of a different racial
group.

“On this list are various groups of people. Could

you please mention any that you would not like to

have as neighbors?”

The list provided by the WVS included various social categories across
countries. In figure 1.2, I report the average share of respondents across eighty-
one countries who explicitly stated that they would not be willing to live next
to an immigrant or a member of a different racial group. Though the social
and political meaning of race and citizenship vary across countries, I focus on
these categories because they are often central to research and public debates
regarding intergroup relations.Thevariation reported infigure1.2 emphasizes
that exclusionary preferences are common around the world.

Indeed, over 28percent of respondents in theWVSexplicitly reject the idea
of living near an immigrant or a racial outgroup. It follows that Israel, a country
where over 60 percent of Jewish Israelis reject the idea of having a PCI neigh-
bor (according to the public opinion data reported in figure 1.1), is a context
of extreme prejudice and prevalent preferences for exclusion.

However, Israel is not unique in terms of prejudice and preferences for
minority exclusion. Indeed, figure 1.2 suggests that the cross-national aver-
age of 28 percent masks a substantial amount of cross-country variation in
preferences for exclusion. Whereas in some countries, such as Sweden, New
Zealand, and Denmark, less than 10 percent of survey respondents reject
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having an outgroup neighbor, in other countries, such as Hungary, Myanmar,
andTurkey, over 50percent of survey respondents explicitly state their unwill-
ingness to live next tomembers of different social groups. In that sense, preju-
dice and preferences for social exclusion are a central barrier to cooperative
intergroup relations in Israel and many other countries worldwide. Impor-
tantly, the prevalence of prejudice, animosity, and preferences for exclusion
generates, or at least contributes to, a broad range of negative societal out-
comes, including economic discrimination (Enos and Gidron, 2018); biased
policy implementation (Swencionis, Pouget, and Goff, 2021); and, some
studies argue, even violent conflict (Weidmann, 2011).

Motivated by these cross-national patterns and the tangiblemanifestations
of prejudice described above, the primary focus of this book is to explain
why reducing prejudice is extremely challenging and to examine how institu-
tional inclusion can reduce social exclusion. Introducing the multidimensional
challenge of prejudice reduction, I argue that the durability of prejudice, cou-
pled with the tendency of prejudicial individuals to avoid experiences that
may improve intergroup relations, makes prejudice reduction particularly
challenging. Acknowledging these challenges, I develop a theory of prejudice
reduction through public institutions, in which I argue thatminority inclusion in
the rank and file of public institutions that provide essential services—such as
schools, hospitals, and police forces—can reduce prejudice at scale because it
overcomes the different facets that create the multidimensional challenge of
prejudice reduction in the first place.

Specifically, inclusionarypublic institutions facilitatevarious formsofexpo-
sure to minority service providers that contribute to the common good. This
novel exposure, Iwill argueandshow, is especially effective in reducingdurable
prejudice. Importantly,however, sincepublic institutionsprovideessential ser-
vices, theycan facilitatepersuasiveexposure tooutgroupsamongabroadrange
of citizenswhowouldotherwise refrain from intergroup interactionsbut are in
need of the services provided by inclusionary institutions. In developing and
testing this argument, I seek to emphasize how the design and demographic
composition of the public institutions that shape our lives can, under certain
conditions, significantly affect patterns of intergroup relations in our society.

1.1 Social Exclusion and Intergroup Prejudice

Before presenting the core argument of this book, it is essential to conceptu-
alize prejudice and contextualize the academic endeavor of studying various
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approaches to prejudice reduction. The manifestations of PCI exclusion
described above and the descriptive survey data reported in figures 1.1–1.2
are not newphenomena for social scientists. Political scientists, psychologists,
economists, and sociologists would likely classify these occurrences and pat-
terns as manifestations of intergroup prejudice, a social phenomenon that has
received much attention since the start of the twentieth century from aca-
demics and policymakers. In his foundational book The Nature of Prejudice,
the American social psychologist Gordon W. Allport defined prejudice as:

. . . an antipathy based on a faulty and inflexible generalization. It may be
felt or expressed. It may be directed toward a group as a whole, or toward
an individual because he is a member of that group. (Allport, 1954, 9)

Allport’s definition of prejudice is succinct but quite broad. Indeed, it
aims to encompass multiple dimensions of intergroup prejudice, including
general negative sentiments, stereotypes, preferences for exclusion, and dehu-
manizing beliefs. Other conceptualizations differentiate between stereotypes,
prejudice, and discrimination, which are theorized to resemble the cognitive,
affective, and behavioral dimensions of adverse intergroup reactions (Fiske,
1998). Generally, there are reasons to believe that these different dimensions
of prejudice are interrelated, and recent studies show how attitudinal and
behavioral dimensions of intergroup antipathy are closely linked (Enos and
Gidron, 2018; Peyton and Huber, 2021).

However, the examples from Israel that motivate this book are more spe-
cific.They relate to people’s preferences for sharing social spacewith outgroup
members. Such preferences have been extensively studied as a defining feature
of intergroup relations. Indeed, building on early work by the German sociol-
ogist Georg Simmel, the American sociologist Emory S. Bogardus developed
and operationalized the concept of social distance in an attempt to study the
type of interactions that a given individual is willing to tolerate with amember
of a different social group (Bogardus, 1960).

Bogardus’s social distance scale has been used extensively to measure the
nature of intergroup relations across space and over time (Wark and Galliher,
2007).10 The social distance scale is a popular measurement tool because it
captures a critical dimension of intergroup prejudice, which I refer to through-
out the book as a preference for social exclusion. Individual-level preferences for
social exclusion represent people’s views about how society should be orga-
nized and who must be included or excluded from a given social circle. In
other words, social distance scales allow us to measure whether respondents
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are willing to live, work, socialize, or marry people from different social
backgrounds.

The early fascination with individual-level preferences for social exclusion
and the ongoing scholarly interest in this dimension of prejudice were guided
by the expectation that preferences for social distance shape individual-
level behavior and group dynamics more generally. Indeed, existing research
demonstrates that individuals with strong preferences for social exclusion,
such as Bezalel Smotrich, the Afula protesters mentioned above, and over a
quarter of respondents to the WVS, are more likely to discriminate against
outgroup members (Enos and Gidron, 2018).11 Since prejudice and prefer-
ences for social exclusion have been theorized to motivate a host of negative
phenomena ranging from discrimination to violent conflict (Allport, 1954),
scholars across the social sciences have developed and tested various theo-
ries, focusing on different approaches to reducing prejudice and improving
intergroup relations.

1.2 The Central Challenges of Reducing Prejudice

The starting point of this book is that reducing prejudice is hard. Very hard!
The two central challenges for reducing prejudice and preferences for exclu-
sion, especially in conflict-ridden societies, relate to the durability of prejudice
and intergroup avoidance.

The Durability of Prejudice

Social scientists broadly agree that our social preferences and attitudes are
deeply informed by early-age socialization and reinforced by different events
and experiences unfolding as part of our childhood and early adulthood
(Sears and Valentino, 1997; Henry and Sears, 2009; Laaker, 2024; Kustov,
Laaker, and Reller, 2021; Ran et al., 2023). For this reason, various political
attitudes and preferences are relatively stable and durable over time (Kustov,
Laaker, and Reller, 2021). This is especially the case for the attitudes and
preferences of the adult population.

Consider, for example, Dani (pseudonym), an average thirty-year-old sec-
ular Jewish male currently living in Ramat Gan (a city adjacent to Tel
Aviv). In all likelihood, Dani grew up in a segregated neighborhood with
few, if any, PCI neighbors and attended a Jewish school with no PCI peers
(Weiss, 2020b).During his elementary and high school education,Dani likely
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learned a narrative of Israeli history that emphasizes group differences and
conflict (Podeh, 2000), and witnessed at least one cycle of intergroup vio-
lence between Israel and its Palestinian neighbors, if not many more ( Jaeger
and Paserman, 2006). Upon turning eighteen, Dani would be mandated by
Israeli law to serve in the military, and even if he were not recruited into a
combat unit (which would likely harden his political attitudes (Grossman,
Manekin, and Miodownik, 2015)), his military environment would be one
that emphasizes Israelis’ eminent duty to defend themselves against their Arab
neighbors.

There is no need to be a sophisticated social scientist in order to expect
that, with high likelihood, Dani might hold various prejudicial attitudes and
exclusionary preferences toward Arabs in general and PCIs in particular.
Importantly, as I will argue throughout this book, these attitudes and pref-
erences that are informed by one’s social context and personal experiences
are not only prevalent in conflict-ridden societies, but more importantly, they
are quite stable. Accordingly, reducing prejudice requires exposure to infor-
mation, experiences, or interactions that are especially novel and persuasive
and, in turn, able to impact relatively hard-wired attitudes and preferences.
However, the durability of prejudice, which necessitates highly persuasive
exposure, is only one side of the story. That is, prejudice reduction intro-
duces a second, potentially more daunting, challenge relating to intergroup
avoidance.

Intergroup Avoidance

A central component of prejudice is exclusionary preferences, which shape
people’s willingness to share social and geographical space with their out-
groups. Accordingly, in conflict-ridden societies where prejudice is prevalent,
few individuals are willing to expose themselves to information, experiences,
or interactions that are conducive to prejudice reduction (Weiss, Siegel, and
Scacco, 2025; Landry and Halperin, 2023). Moreover, the most prejudicial
individuals, who might benefit the most from constructive outgroup expo-
sure, are oftentimes those least likely to engage with outgroups (Schiefer-
decker and Wessler, 2017).

Recall Dani from our previous example. Unless he were especially open-
minded, Dani would be reluctant to sign up for a Jewish-Palestinian peace-
building dialogue group, visit the northern town of Umm al-Fahem to learn
about PCI culture and political struggles, or follow a Facebook page that
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depicts PCIs’ experiences living in underserved towns. This sort of intergroup
avoidance is often driven by an unwillingness to compromise one’s sense of
self and identity (Takahashi, Jefferson, andEarl, 2023), a belief that outgroups
are not worthy of trust (Herrera and Kydd, 2022), or a simple lack of moti-
vation or incentive to learn about the outgroup and adopt more inclusive
attitudes (Landry and Halperin, 2023). Regardless of the motivations for this
behavioral pattern, existing research shows that reducing intergroup avoid-
ance is far from simple. Indeed, it often requires aligning peoples’ incentives
with constructive exposure to outgroups (Weiss, Siegel, and Scacco, 2025),
rather than counting on their altruistic motivation to seek out opportunities
to learn about and empathize with disadvantaged groups.

The prevalence of intergroup avoidance that I will document through-
out this book emphasizes that reducing prejudice at scale requires persuasive
intergroup exposure that is necessary and unavoidable. There may very well
be a universe of experiences and interactions that can, in theory, persuade
people and shift their attitudes and preferences toward marginalized groups.
However, such experiences will only have a broad impact if people are inher-
ently motivated and very likely to engage in them. Otherwise, the potentially
positive impact of persuasive exposurewill remain relatively concentrated and
narrow.

Prejudice Reduction: AMultidimensional Challenge

In figure 1.3, I clarify the central challenges of prejudice reduction through
a simple typology. I suggest that any approach for prejudice reduction (be
it a theory, policy, or intervention) can be evaluated along two important
dimensions relating to its ability to overcome the challenges of durability and
avoidance.Much of the prejudice reduction literature has focused on address-
ing the first element of this typology, evaluating the persuasiveness of various
prejudice reduction approaches (for recent reviews, see: Paluck et al. (2021);
Paluck and Green (2009b)). In other words, most existing research focuses
on trying to understand, on average, “how much prejudice” a given initia-
tive reduces (in a given target population). Usually, such explorations take
the form of a survey or field experiment in which subjects are assigned to
listen to a specific radio series (Paluck and Green, 2009a), converse with
a outgroup member (Broockman and Kalla, 2016), engage in psychologi-
cal training (Halperin et al., 2013), participate in an education curriculum
(Weiss, Ran, and Halperin, 2023), or read new information (Williamson,
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figure 1.3.TheMultidimensional Challenge of Prejudice Reduction. This
figure provides a conceptual classification of approaches to prejudice reduction
in terms of their ability to overcome challenges relating to the durability of
prejudice (horizontal axis) and intergroup avoidance (vertical axis). The
shading of regions within the plot denotes the expected effectiveness of
approaches for prejudice reduction as a function of their ability to overcome
the durability of prejudice and intergroup avoidance.

2019). The ultimate objective of these studies is to evaluate whether (and
why) a particular intervention reduces prejudice toward outgroups.

Evaluating thepersuasivenessof prejudice-reductionapproaches is undoubt-
edly important. Yet, it is equally crucial to assess how well these approaches
address intergroup avoidance. Focusing exclusively on either persuasiveness
or the capacity to overcome avoidance offers an incomplete understanding
of strategies for improving intergroup relations and may lead to suboptimal
outcomes.

Take, for example, an intensive peace-building summer camp that brings
together Jewish and Palestinian youth to spend a summer together outside
of their homeland. As I will acknowledge in the following chapter, there are
good theoretical reasons to expect that this type of initiative will be per-
suasive and, in turn, reduce intergroup prejudice. Indeed, this is a novel
experience that allows for friendship building and dialogue, facilitating inter-
group understanding (though see Engstrom (2009) for one ofmany skeptical
perspectives).
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However, if only few parents are willing to send their kids off to such a
camp, and only a minority of children are intrinsically motivated to spend
the summer with their outgroup, then this approach will face challenges that
relate to avoidance. Indeed, such summer camps may be potentially persuasive
but practically limited in their ability to overcome social and political barri-
ers to facilitate broad patterns of prejudice reduction. In turn, approaches
like the one described above will unlikely generate prejudice reduction at
scale because, at best, they will influence a small self-selected group of peo-
ple (potentially those who are relatively nonprejudicial). For that reason, in
my typology of prejudice reduction interventions, I would classify grassroots
bridging initiatives in the bottom right region of figure 1.3. Such initiatives
are potentially persuasive and, therefore, highly effective in reducing preju-
dice among the people in their reach. Ultimately, however, such approaches
are unable to persuade themasses because—as I will show in later chapters—
most citizens in deeply divided societies, especially those with high levels
of prejudice, are unmotivated or reluctant to learn about their outgroup and
bridge social divides.

Similarly, approaches that prioritize overcoming avoidance, without
addressing the challenge of prejudice durability, are also unlikely to produce
meaningful prejudice reduction at scale. Take, for example, a large NGO
that seeks to reduce intergroup hostility in Jerusalem through a multimedia
campaign calling all residents of Jerusalem to treat each other respectfully.
Leveraging social media, as well as street posts and TV advertisements, this
campaign might be unavoidable. In other words, in a relatively cost-effective
way, the NGO may reach a majority of Jerusalem residents. However, if the
campaign’s unavoidable message does not activate some social or psycho-
logical mechanism that leads people to reevaluate their relationship with the
outgroup and, in turn, update their durable prejudice, it will likely not be per-
suasive. Accordingly, this unavoidable campaign will fail to reduce durable
prejudice at scale. Therefore, I would place this type of approach in the top-
left region of figure 1.3 because it can effectively overcome avoidance but is
not particularly persuasive.

Informed by these stylized examples and the broader multidimensional
challenge of prejudice reduction, I will argue throughout this book that pro-
moting broad patterns of prejudice reduction requires theories, policies, and
interventions that can be placed in the upper-right region of figure 1.3. Indeed,
reducing prejudice at scale requires prejudice reduction approaches that are
especially persuasive and attractive to the target population. These types of
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approaches can simultaneously overcome the challenges of prejudice dura-
bility and intergroup avoidance, facilitating meaningful changes in intergroup
relations within deeply divided societies.

Importantly, overcoming the multidimensional challenge of prejudice
reduction is far from easy. This is one of the various reasons why prejudice is
so pervasive in conflict-ridden societies. However, as I now turn to describe,
the theory of prejudice reduction through public institutions that I develop
and test throughout this book pays close attention to the multidimensional
challenges at play. In doing so, it offers a fresh perspective on a longstanding
social challenge: reducing prejudice in deeply divided societies.

1.3 A Theory of Prejudice Reduction Through
Public Institutions

Since Gordon W. Allport published his foundational book on the nature of
prejudice, social scientists have developed, refined, and tested various the-
oretical frameworks that illuminate the process of prejudice reduction. The
primary objective of existing theories is to provide a framework for under-
standing what psychological processes and social interventions might reduce
intergroup prejudice and encourage ingroup members to adopt more favor-
able attitudes and behaviors toward their outgroup members. Many of these
theories focus on the dominant majority group members’ prejudice toward
minorities since the consequences of such prejudice can often be especially
pronounced (Kteily and McClanahan, 2020).

Motivated by the understanding that prejudice reduction presents a mul-
tidimensional challenge, I depart from classical approaches that emphasize
either grassroots initiatives (Maoz, 2010, 2011; Lazarus, 2011) or psycho-
logical trainings and exercises (Halperin et al., 2013; Miles and Crisp, 2014;
Simonovits, Kezdi, and Kardos, 2018)—both of which generally depend on
individuals beingmotivated or incentivized to engage in demanding activities
(Landry and Halperin, 2023). Instead, I turn to consider the role of public
institutions in facilitating prejudice reduction. Specifically, I focus onminority
inclusion in the rank and file of public institutions and its potential for shaping
intergroup relations in conflict-ridden societies.12

I conceptualize institutions as a system of rules and norms that manifests
in organizations (Greif, 2006; March and Olsen, 1983). However, through-
out the pages that follow, I focus on a component of the institutional system:
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public institutions, which I define as “organizations that provide essential ser-
vices for citizens.” Common examples of public institutions include schools,
hospitals, police forces, and universities. The primary objective of my theory
is to explain how minority inclusion in the rank and file of these institutions
can reduce prejudice toward minorities.

Why Focus on Public Institutions?

I argue that it is crucial to think about the role of public institutions when
studying prejudice reduction for three main reasons. First, public institutions
provide citizens with information that enables, guides, and constrains their
behavior (Steinmo, Thelen, and Longstreth, 1992; Greif, 2006). By virtue
of their social functions and importance, some service providers embed-
ded within public institutions are especially well situated to overcome the
challenge of prejudice durability. Think, for example, of a schoolteacher or
a department head in a large hospital. These service providers are often
well respected in their community. Moreover, they are often regarded as
important authority figures who can model acceptable behavior and cue suit-
able social norms. In turn, these service providers may be especially well
positioned to shape the dynamics of intergroup relations in conflict-ridden
societies.

Second, public institutions provide essential services to a broad range of
citizens (Pepinsky, Pierskalla, and Sacks, 2017). Even in an era where issues
like health care, education, or policing are increasingly polarized, schools,
hospitals, and community policing units reach a variety of citizens with vary-
ing social and political preferences. Therefore, service-providing institutions
are well situated to overcome the challenge of intergroup avoidance. In turn,
public institutions have the potential to influence not only tolerant individu-
als but, more importantly, prejudicial citizens who tend to avoid intergroup
interactions but are in need of essential services provided by (inclusionary)
institutions.

Finally, even though institutions gradually evolve for a variety of soci-
etal reasons (Thelen, 2009), they can be reinforcing and relatively stable for
many years (Greif and Laitin, 2004). This stands in stark contrast to many
grassroots initiatives, which are often focused on a temporary intervention
(e.g., a one-shot diversity training program or a summer-long dialogue initia-
tive). Accordingly, when institutions diversify and becomemore inclusionary,
they can potentially overcome the multidimensional challenge of prejudice
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reduction and facilitate effective, scalable, and recurring dynamics that are
favorable for intergroup relations.

The Main Theoretical Argument

In developing my theory of prejudice reduction through public institutions, I
explain why minority inclusion in the rank and file of public institutions can,
under certain conditions, reduce majority group members’ prejudice toward
minorities. Specifically, I elaborate on how inclusionary institutions can facili-
tate different forms of exposure to minority service providers who contribute
to the commongood.This exposure, I argue, is highly persuasive. Importantly,
however, it is also well suited to overcome the hurdle of avoidance. This is
because many citizens must engage with inclusionary public institutions and
theminority service providers they employ in order to receive essential goods
and services that will ultimately satisfy their immediate needs and improve
their well-being.

To fully appreciate my theoretical framework, it is crucial to acknowledge
the centrality of public institutions, such as schools, hospitals, and police
forces, in our daily lives. To illustrate this, consider the following example:
When an Israeli parent wakes up in the morning, they may drop their child
off at school. On their way to work, the parent may encounter a police officer
directing traffic on a busy street, and after a long day at work, the parentmight
visit a doctor for a regular check-up. Such a routine is not specific to Israeli
parents. Indeed, as this example emphasizes, public institutions that provide
various services to the community play a central and essential role in the
daily lives ofmany citizensworldwide (Pepinsky, Pierskalla, and Sacks, 2017).
More so, the decisions and behaviors of employees in public institutions, be
they minority or majority group members, directly impact the well-being of
many citizens in various contexts around the world.

Since public institutions and the people within them are an integral part
of civic life, I expect that minority inclusion in the rank and file of public
institutions could potentially influence the dynamics of intergroup relations
in deeply divided and conflict-ridden societies. A pessimistic view rooted
in theories of group threat (Riek, Mania, and Gaertner, 2006) might sug-
gest that minority inclusion in public institutions will trigger anxiety and fear
among majority group members, ultimately increasing prejudice and result-
ing in backlash. However, in stark contrast to this expectation, I argue that
minority inclusion in public institutions can reducemajority groupmembers’
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prejudice towardminorities because inclusionary public institutions facilitate
two forms of exposure to minority service providers that contribute to the
common good. Within my theoretical framework, I refer to these forms of
exposure as mechanisms through which inclusionary public institutions can
reduce prejudice.

The first mechanism that explains why minority inclusion in public insti-
tutions can reduce prejudice relates to common interactions that inclusionary
institutions facilitate. In these interactions, skilled, high-statusminorities pro-
vide majority group members with services that improve their well-being.
An unintended outcome of these interactions, I argue, is that they reduce
prejudice.

Specifically, interactions between teachers and students, doctors and
patients, or police officers and residents can serve as unique experiences
that are especially persuasive. This is because the process of interacting with
outgroup service providers often entails receiving an essential service (e.g.,
health, education, security) from a skilled, high-status outgroup professional.
In conflict-ridden societies where outgroups are often viewed as threaten-
ing to the ingroup’s well-being, interactions with skilled, high-status service
providers canoffer citizens a novel experience that highlights the tangible ben-
efits of institutional inclusion. Therefore, I argue that this unique experience,
where a majority group member receives valuable services from their out-
group, can leadmajority groupmembers to update their perceptions about the
minority group as a whole and adopt more favorable attitudes toward them.

However, I argue that even without direct interactions between minor-
ity service providers and majority citizens, inclusionary institutions can still
shape intergroup relations and reduce prejudice in conflict-ridden societies.
Indeed, the second mechanism of my theory relates to information about
minority inclusion in public institutions, which can independently affect
majority group members’ prejudice toward minorities even in the absence of
direct service provision. Citizens can learn about the demographicmakeup of
public institutions fromnews stories, government reports, official documents,
and information campaigns.When thesemedia signal thatminorities are inte-
gral to a public institution, majority group members learn that minorities are
contributing to the common good through their participation in essential
institutions.

Such information regarding theminority groups’ commitment to the com-
mon good can be especially persuasive in contexts where minorities are mis-
perceived as afifth column, a societal burden, or a group that doesnot conform
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to social norms and values (Bracic, 2020; Lajevardi, 2020;Choi, Poertner, and
Sambanis, 2021, 2022). Thus, information regarding broader rates of institu-
tional inclusion can encouragemajority groupmembers to reevaluate some of
their stereotypes and update their perception regarding the role of the minor-
ity group as a whole in public life. As a result, I expect information about rates
and patterns of minority inclusion in public institutions to reduce majority
group members’ prejudice toward minorities.

Importantly, this book is by no means the first to consider the role of inter-
group interactions or information in shaping prejudice. However, the type
of interactions and information that I examine in the pages that follow and
the institutional context that facilitates their deployment at scale are theoreti-
cally novel and important for two central reasons. First, common frameworks
for prejudice reduction suggest that exposure to outgroupsmust involve pro-
longed equal-status interactions that emphasize similarity and facilitate rela-
tionshipbuilding inorder to reduceprejudice (Allport, 1954).Moreover, brief
interactions that do not allow for relationship building are often thought to,
and shown to, impair intergroup relations (Enos, 2014; Condra and Linardi,
2019;Dinas et al., 2016;Hangartner et al., 2019). Somewhat similarly, existing
frameworks suggest that information about outgroups must emphasize their
human attributes and underscore intergroup similarities while avoiding any
potential for group threat (Schiappa, Gregg, and Hewes, 2005).

However, contrary to common conventions in the existing literature,
throughout this book, I will demonstrate how brief, hierarchical, and in-
strumental interactions that are void of relationship-building or empathy-
enhancing opportunities can reduce prejudice. Similarly, I will demonstrate
that exposure to information about growing rates ofminority inclusion inpub-
lic institutions thatmight beperceived aspotentially capableof invoking status
threat (at least to a subset of the population) is also effective in reducing preju-
dice. Importantly, I will argue that these experiences can reduce prejudice not
because they emphasize similarity, encourage empathy, or foster deep relation-
ship building, but because they emphasize that minorities are well positioned
and credibly committed to leveraging their unique social role and skills in
order to improve outgroupmembers’ well-being and contributemore broadly
to the public good through their active engagement in public institutions.

Second, in contrast to much of the existing literature, which focuses on
evaluating theoretical mechanisms in a relatively abstract environment, I seek
to situate the mechanisms I study within a broader institutional framework
that sheds light on questions of implementation and scale. In doing so, I not
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only demonstrate that some forms of exposure can reduce prejudice but also
describe how institutions facilitate these forms of exposure at scale through
various processes and policies that promote minority inclusion. Importantly,
the institutional context of service provision on which I focus throughout
the pages that follow provides a unique setting in which avoidance can be
overcome, and persuasive exposure can unfold at scale. That is, by virtue
of the broad reach of institutions and the essential services they provide,
inclusionary institutions can expose a broad range of citizens seeking essen-
tial services to outgroups in various ways that effectively facilitate prejudice
reduction.

1.4 Testing a Theory of Prejudice Reduction
Through Public Institutions

Testing my theory of prejudice reduction through public institutions might
seem like a relatively simple endeavor. All one needs to do is compare the
levels of intergroup prejudice between majority group members governed by
inclusionary public institutions with the levels of prejudice of majority group
members governed by exclusionary institutions. Identifying lower levels of
prejudice among citizens governedby inclusionary institutionswouldprovide
general support for my theory.

Unfortunately, this empirical strategy is complicated because minority
inclusion in public institutions may very well be a consequence rather than a
cause of intergroup prejudice. That is, communities with high levels of preju-
dicemight design their institutions as homogeneous and exclusionary. In con-
trast, societies with low levels of prejudicemay adopt inclusionary and diverse
institutions. If that is the case, the link between inclusion in public institu-
tions and mass prejudice would be spurious. In turn, our comparisons would
not allow us to draw firm conclusions regarding the effects of inclusionary
institutions on prejudice.

An alternative approach might be to try to find two (or many more) com-
parable cities that only differ in levels ofminority inclusionwithin their public
institutions but are otherwise similar, especially insofar as intergroup relations
are concerned. Of course, doing so would be challenging. However, compar-
ing levels of prejudice across these cities might illuminate the overall effect of
minority inclusion in public institutions on prejudice. Indeed, if my theory
of prejudice reduction through public institutions holds, we would likely find
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that, on average, majority citizens governed by inclusionary institutions are
less prejudicial toward minorities. However, with this type of aggregate com-
parison, it would be hard to determinewhy an effect has emerged and for what
reasons majority citizens served by inclusionary institutions are less prejudi-
cial toward minorities, when compared with their counterparts embedded in
cities with exclusionary institutions.

My key objective in this book is to demonstrate how and explain why
minority inclusion in public institutions can, under certain conditions, reduce
majority group members’ prejudice toward minorities. Therefore, the empir-
ical analyses presented in the following pages focus on testing my two central
mechanisms related to interactions withminority service providers and infor-
mation on general rates of minority inclusion in public institutions. To do
so, I triangulate a series of studies that demonstrate how interacting with a
minority service provider or learning about rates and patterns of minority
inclusion in public institutions more broadly have independent effects on
majority groupmembers’ prejudice towardminorities. Linkingmultiple stud-
ies together and interpreting the cumulative evidence I report from seven
experiments implemented in three different countries at various points of
time,with over 21,000participants, I seek to convince the reader thatminority
inclusion in public institutions can reduce prejudice and that prejudice reduc-
tionunfolds through (at least) two centralmechanisms relating to interactions
with minority service providers and information about broader patterns of
inclusion. Importantly, I will argue and demonstrate that institutional inclu-
sion reducesprejudicenot simplyby facilitating any typeof intergroupcontact
or signaling generally positive information, but by fostering specific types of
interactions and signals that highlight howminority groupmembers use their
skills and organizational status to provide essential services and contribute to
the common good.

The theoretical framework I develop in this book is grounded in general
theories of political psychology and relates to institutions that exist in many
divided societies. Therefore, I expect my core argument to generalize across
a wide range of countries where institutions are relatively robust and state
capacity is not especiallyweak.However, a largeportionofmyempirical inves-
tigations focuses on a single case, a particular instance of intergroup relations,
and a specific institutional domain. Indeed, a significant portion of the empir-
ical analyses reported throughout this book delve deep into Israel, exploring
how the inclusion of PCIs in the Israeli health care system reduces Jewish
Israelis’ prejudice toward PCIs as a whole.
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Despitemy empirical focus, this book is not primarily about Jewish Israelis,
PCIs, and their interactions within inclusionary health care settings. Instead,
the theoretical claims I seek to make are far broader in terms of geograph-
ical scope and institutional domain. That being said, I focus on intergroup
relations within Israel and specifically on PCI inclusion in Israeli health care
institutions for two central reasons.

First, my general focus on intergroup relations within Israel is motivated
by the fact that the Israeli context is often considered a “hard case” for schol-
ars studying prejudice reduction. Indeed, it is commonly accepted that Israel
is a conflict-ridden society where prejudice is both severe and durable (Bar-
Tal, 1998; Smooha, 2010a). As I show in the concluding chapter of this
book, although PCIs have not been directly involved in the Israel-Hamas
war that began on October 7, 2023 (and is still ongoing at the time of writ-
ing this book), prejudice against them has significantly worsened during the
conflict—surpassing even the already high levels of negative sentiment that
existed prior to this war. The prevalence of prejudice toward PCIs in the
Israeli context and its recent exacerbation as a consequence of broader pat-
terns of conflict emphasize how reducing prejudice in the Israeli context is
especially challenging. Therefore, studying the dynamics of prejudice reduc-
tion in Israel requires rigorous theory that can motivate highly persuasive
interventions.

Second, I focus on the institutional context of health care, given that Israeli
health care institutions are increasingly a leading sector in Israel in terms of
PCI inclusion (Rosner, 2016).13 As I will describe in later chapters, the rise
of PCI inclusion in Israeli health care institutions and in public institutions
more broadly can, to a very limited extent, be linked to normativelymotivated
legislation and policy seeking to promote equal employment opportunities.
Instead, minority inclusion in Israeli institutions is mostly a consequence of
instrumental needs and societal dynamics that have led to an unexpected rise
in minority institutional inclusion.

Accordingly, throughout this book, I will argue that minority institutional
inclusion in Israel can be understood as a process of instrumental rather than
normatively driven inclusion.14 Importantly, such inclusion, I will show, has
unintended, albeit positive, consequences for intergroup relations, as it facili-
tates meaningful patterns of prejudice reduction. Informed by the typology I
develop in figure 1.3, and based on the evidence I will share in the following
pages, I will argue toward the end of the book that it is precisely this type of
instance, inwhich an instrumental need forminority inclusion arises, thatmay
be most conducive for prejudice reduction in deeply divided societies.
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By focusing on a particular, albeit crucially informative, context—the
Israeli case of PCI inclusion in health care institutions—I seek to test my
theory and hopefully convince the reader of my broad argument. However,
I move beyond theory testing to contextualize my results in three important
ways. First, after laying out my theoretical framework, I provide historical
context regarding the nature of intergroup relations between Jewish andPales-
tinian citizens of the Israeli state. In doing so, I combine a narrative historical
overview alongside descriptive survey analyses to both contextualize and
substantiatemyarguments regarding thedurability of prejudice and thepreva-
lence of intergroup avoidance that together constitute the multidimensional
challenge of prejudice reduction.

Second, I examine the dynamics of growing (albeit still minimal) minor-
ity institutional inclusion in the Israeli context through a descriptive analysis
of historical government records and NGO reports. I argue that the process
of PCI inclusion in Israeli institutions is an informative instance of instrumen-
tal inclusion. My analyses suggest that a small coalition of politicians and civil
society organizations committed to promoting equal employment opportu-
nities has set an agenda and legal framework to allow forminority inclusion in
the Israeli context. Ultimately, however, what accounted for growing rates of
minority inclusion in a subset of Israeli institutions was a serious demand for
trained professionals that PCI communities were well situated to fulfill. This
insight on instrumental inclusion in public institutions complements existing
theory and evidence explaining thedynamics ofminority inclusion in political
parties (Dancygier, 2018).

Finally, after contextualizing and testing my theory, I turn to address ques-
tions of scope and generalizability in various ways. Focusing on the mecha-
nism of intergroup interactions, I demonstrate that not all forms of inclusion
are effective in reducing prejudice, and that the status and skills of service
providers, which are leveraged toward the provision of services, are important
for prejudice reduction. I also examine how different pathways to inclusion
shape the potential effects of inclusion on prejudice. Through an information-
provision survey experiment, I show that while minority inclusion driven by
top-down, intentional policies can reduce prejudice, it does so less effectively
than inclusion that emerges endogenously through unintended social dynam-
ics. I argue that this is because the former may send weaker signals about the
societal need for minority service providers and their necessary and essential
role in contributing to the common good.

Complementing these analyses, I bolster the generalizability of my main
argument by presenting additional studies that consider other institutional
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domains (e.g., policing, education, fire departments, and the military) and
geographical settings (white Americans’ prejudice towardMuslim Americans
and German natives’ attitudes toward Muslim Germans). These additional
analyses emphasize the broad applicability of my argument beyond the con-
text of Israeli health care institutions. Moreover, in the concluding chapter
of this book, I demonstrate how, despite rising prejudice toward PCIs in the
aftermath of the October 7 Israel-Hamas war, providing Jewish Israelis with
information regarding institutional inclusion is effective in reducing prejudice
even in the shadow of intense violent conflict. This emphasizes the tempo-
ral validity of my evidence, suggesting that even in the face of unprecedented
levels of conflict unfolding in Israel-Palestine in recent years, institutional
inclusion remains a promising approach for reducing Jewish Israelis’ prejudice
toward PCIs. I present an overview of the empirical analyses reported in the
pages that follow in table 1.1.

1.5 Contributions

Contributions to Prejudice Reduction and Intergroup
Relations Literature

In developing and testing my theory of prejudice reduction through public
institutions, I contribute to four lines of research. Most importantly, I con-
tribute to the literature on prejudice reduction and intergroup relations in two
main ways. First, I develop a novel typology for evaluating theories and inter-
ventions of prejudice reduction that emphasizes the need to overcome two
central challenges relating to (i) the durability of prejudice and (ii) intergroup
avoidance. Informed by my typology, I acknowledge the power and limita-
tions of grassroots psychological approaches for prejudice reduction, which
have been the focus of much existing research thus far (Paluck et al., 2021).

Specifically, I emphasize that prolonged, equal-status intergroup contact
or participation in intensive psychological trainings and education programs
can—under certain conditions—effectively reduce prejudice.However, I also
acknowledge that many people, especially prejudicial individuals, may avoid
such experiences (Weiss, Siegel, and Scacco, 2025; Holiday et al., 2025). In
that sense, the broader impact of such grassroots approaches may be limited.
In the absence of creative ways that align prejudicial people’s incentives with
engaging in experiences that reduceprejudice,manywell-meaning approaches
for prejudice reduction may end up “preaching to the choir.” Importantly,
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I suggest that inclusionary public institutions are well situated to overcome
this challenge and engage a broad range of people in different types of experi-
ences that are conducive to prejudice reduction.

Indeed, the fact that public institutions can diversify for various reasons
even in conflict-ridden societies (as I demonstrate in Chapter 4), and the fact
that such institutions play an essential role in many peoples’ lives, emphasize
whypublic institutions areworthy of focus for scholars of prejudice reduction.
Based on this premise, I combine psychological and institutional perspectives
and follow recent calls to develop new approaches for prejudice reduction
that reconsider the possible impact of structural or institutional changes for
intergroup relations (Paluck et al., 2021). I emphasize that minority inclu-
sion in public institutions is a potentially important political process because
it overcomes the multidimensional challenge of prejudice reduction. Specif-
ically, when institutional inclusion unfolds, it can activate powerful mech-
anisms that reduce prejudice, and by the nature of public institutions that
are far-reaching and impactful, these mechanisms are activated at scale in a
systematic, recurring, self-enforcing, and cost-effective fashion.

In other words, minority inclusion in public institutions can convert ongo-
ing interactions between skilled high-status service providers and citizens into
meaningful intergroup interactions. Similarly, institutional inclusion can signal
new information regarding the role ofminorities in themost essential and val-
ued institutions in society. In that sense, when minority inclusion emerges, it
has the potential to reshape the regular operations of public institutions in a
way that can promote social dynamics and interactions that are beneficial for
prejudice reduction.

My second contribution to the literature on prejudice reduction is in
departing from the conventional wisdom that argues that for contact or inter-
group interactions to reduce prejudice, they must entail intentional equal-
status interactions that are prolonged and capable of facilitating meaningful
friendship, familiarity, or relationship building (Allport, 1954). In contrast,
my theoretical framework emphasizes the fruitful role of brief, hierarchical,
and instrumental interactions that are primarily intended to satisfy a person’s
needs rather than affect their prejudice. Indeed, part of what renders minor-
ity institutional inclusion effective is precisely the fact that it exposesmajority
group members to high-status and skilled minorities who, by virtue of their
elevated institutional status, are able to satisfy majority group members’ basic
needs, improve their well-being, and ultimately contribute to the broader
social good.
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The implications of my argument are especially important when consid-
ering common critiques of the prejudice reduction literature that emphasize
how power dynamics and status differences are rarely discussed or shifted
in classic interventions to improve intergroup relations (Saguy et al., 2009;
Saguy, 2018; Kteily and McClanahan, 2020). Ignoring power dynamics and
focusing on equal-status interactions in the context of conflicts with unequal
powerdynamics canmakeprejudice reduction interventionsmore inviting for
majority groupmembers (Ronet al., 2017).However, doing somight limit the
effectiveness of interventions in shaping the extent to which majority group
members believe that minorities are an integral part of society. In turn, skep-
tics often worry that equalizing approaches for prejudice reduction may fall
short of reducing durable prejudice.

Acknowledging these critiques, I develop and test a framework that
demonstrates how empowered minority group members who are included
in high-status, influential, and visible positions within public institutions can
effectively reduce intergroup prejudice. The value of public institutions, I
argue, lies in their emphasis on the benefits of intergroup complementarity
and cooperation, and how they powerfully signal that minorities are essential
to the provision of necessary services. Importantly, I emphasize and demon-
strate that inclusion in public institutions has limits. Indeed, minority inclu-
sion is most likely to reduce prejudice when it entails inclusion in high-status,
skill-based positions in which minorities are easily associated with the provi-
sion of essential services. In contrast, minority inclusion is less effective if it
unfolds in low-status positions where service providers have fewer opportu-
nities to provide essential services directly to majority group member citizens.

In that sense, acknowledging existing critiques of the prejudice reduction
literature (Saguy et al., 2009; Saguy, 2018; Kteily and McClanahan, 2020),
my theoretical framework addresses power dynamics head-on by emphasiz-
ing how increasing the presence of minorities in high-status and influential
positions can shape intergroup relations for the better. In contrast, promoting
inclusion in peripheral low-status positions does very little to shift intergroup
relations. Importantly, diverging from studies that emphasize the potential
of inclusion to generate group threat (Blumer, 1958; Bobo, 1983), across
all experiments reported in the pages that follow, I do not find evidence
that this form of empowering inclusion increases prejudice toward minori-
ties, or facilitates broader backlash. While such backlash may very well occur
under specific conditions (as I discuss when outlining the scope conditions of
my theory), my empirical evidence that spans various institutional contexts,
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countries, samples, and research designs emphasizes the potentially broad,
positive, and mostly unintended influence of institutional inclusion on mass
prejudice. As I will show, throughmy theory and evidence,minority inclusion
in public institutions is especially effective in reducing prejudice, not merely
because it facilitates positive exchanges between ingroups and outgroups but
because it reshapes the (perceived) role of excluded minorities in society.

Contributions to Diversity in Public Institutions Literature

Beyond my contributions to the literature on prejudice reduction and inter-
group relations, my theory and evidence also inform a rich literature on
diversity and minority inclusion in public institutions in two central ways.
First, my work highlights an underappreciated externality of minority institu-
tional inclusion for intergroup relations in deeply divided societies. Existing
research across the social sciences emphasizes how diversity and inclusion
in public institutions can improve organizational effectiveness, generating
positive downstream consequences, especially for minority group members
(Nanes, 2020; Ba et al., 2021; Keiser et al., 2002; Kruk et al., 2017;Hill, Jones,
and Woodworth, 2023; Alsan, Garrick, and Graziani, 2019).15 For example,
representative bureaucracy theory—one of the most prominent theoretical
frameworks in the study of identity and public institutions—suggests that the
presence ofminorities in public institutions can affect civil servants’ behaviors
and civilians’ trust, leading to more equitable public goods provision (Meier,
1975, 2019; Bishu and Kennedy, 2020).

The popularity of frameworks advocating to diversify public institutions
has surpassed academic journals and found willing ears in influential policy
circles in many countries around the world (President’s Task Force on 21st
Century Policing, 2015; Rosner, 2016). More recently, in the US, efforts to
promotediversity and inclusion in institutions have comeunder scrutiny from
some political elites and thought leaders (Ellis and Thorbecke, 2024). Such
scrutiny raises the possibility that beyond the distributional benefits of diver-
sifying institutions for minority group members, these institutional changes
may result in backlash, ultimately increasing resentment and prejudice toward
minorities, at least among a subset of the population.

Importantly, however, at the time of writing this book, scientific evidence
on this question, andmore generally on the externalities of diversifying public
institutions for intergroup relations, is not yet fully developed. In other words,
while we have arguments pointing in either direction, the extent to which
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diversifying public institutions affects intergroup relations and shapes major-
ity group members’ prejudice toward minorities remains unclear. I address
this gap by developing and testing my theory of prejudice reduction through
public institutions. In doing so, I demonstrate that minority inclusion in pub-
lic institutions can, under certain conditions, improve intergroup relations in
divided societies beyond its benefits for public goods provision.

Second, moving beyond my primary focus on the effects of minority inclu-
sion in institutions, my analyses from Israel shed light on the determinants
of institutional inclusion in deeply divided societies. Triangulating various
sources of data, I show that in the Israeli context, normativelymotivated polit-
ical actors seeking to promote equal-opportunity employment were able to
set a legal framework to promote inclusion, first for women and later on for
other social groups. However, the influence of an existing legal framework in
increasing inclusion was minimal at best. In contrast, the central force moti-
vating PCI inclusion in Israeli public institutions was the realization by center
and right-wing governments, as well as leaders in various public institutions,
that leveraging PCI skills and labor supply is necessary for the functioning of
essential institutions.

I describe this process as a dynamic of instrumental inclusion. Moreover, I
emphasize that in deeply divided societies, the rise of minority inclusion in
public institutions likely requires not only normative commitments from a
small group of highly committed political actors but, more importantly, a set
of pressing instrumental needs that can be addressed by specific social groups.
This insight complements research on the political inclusion ofMuslim immi-
grants in Europe (Dancygier, 2018), and underscores the importance of
attending to the instrumental incentives of majority group members when
studying the dynamics of inclusion more broadly. Importantly, for my main
argument, these instrumental dynamics facilitate inclusion in deeply divided
societies and ultimately generate unintended, albeit promising, opportunities
for prejudice reduction.

Contributions to Power-Sharing and Post-Conflict
Institutional Design Literature

I also contribute to the literature on power-sharing, which examines the
role of institutions in building durable peace in conflict-ridden societies
(O’Leary, 2005; Sambanis, 2023). For themost part, the power-sharing litera-
ture has taken an elite-centricmacro-level perspective, examining howvarious



30 chapter 1

institutional choices such as the promotion of quotas in legislators, politi-
cal rotations in cabinet positions, or decentralization of authority to small
geographic units shape the prospects of a country to regress back into con-
flict (Walter, 2002; Mattes and Savun, 2009; Cammett and Malesky, 2012;
King and Samii, 2020). Though recent studies differentiate between inclusive,
dispersive, and constraining power-sharing institutional arrangements (Gra-
ham, Miller, and Strøm, 2017), a common argument in the literature is that
power-sharing institutions can facilitate peaceful intergroup relations because
they allow elites to commit to a political bargain that addresses their group’s
political aspirations (Cammett and Malesky, 2012), and, in turn, limits their
incentives todefect and reinstigate violent conflict (Cederman,Gleditsch, and
Buhaug, 2013; Meng and Paine, 2022).

Complementing this strategicmacro-level perspective, some recent studies
point to the potential micro-level implications of macro-level power-sharing
arrangements. Specifically, the political process of incorporating various social
groups into state institutionsmay reduce parochial ethnic attachments among
included groups and increase their national identification (Sambanis, 2023;
Juon, 2024). Such a psychological process may complement the strategic
benefits of power-sharing institutions (that often manifest at the macro-level
among elites) and serve as yet another theoretical explanation for why shar-
ing power in conflict-ridden societies could lead (under certain conditions)
to lower levels of violence.

Importantly, however, the micro-level psychological consequences of
power-sharing have yet to be extensively studied. Moreover, existing research
on power-sharing and post-conflict institutional design does not directly
address how minority inclusion in service provision institutions might influ-
ence intergroup prejudice.16 Indeed, some prominent conceptualizations
of post-conflict power-sharing advocate for dispersive institutional arrange-
ments that minimize the potential for interaction and friction between social
groups (Graham,Miller, and Strøm, 2017). In stark contrast to these theoreti-
cal frameworks, I argue and demonstrate empirically that inclusionary institu-
tions, and specifically service provision institutions that employ minorities in
their rank andfile, have thepotential to facilitatemeaningful formsof exposure
to outgroups that, in turn, reduce prejudice.

This insight has two important implications for the power-sharing lit-
erature. First, it emphasizes how service provision institutions can facili-
tate micro-level dynamics that reduce animosity between groups in conflict.
Accordingly, examining the role of diversity and inclusion in such institutions
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can complement the existing literature’s primary focus on inclusion at higher
levels of government, elected institutions, and the military. As I will argue in
the pages that follow, various attributes of service provision institutions—
such as schools or hospitals—render them especially conducive for fruitful
inclusion that can have positive consequences for intergroup relations.

Second, my evidence broadens the range of outcomes that scholars of
power-sharing institutions should consider in future research. Moreover, it
raises important questions about how different forms of post-conflict insti-
tutional design might either improve or impair intergroup relations. In that
sense, scholars can draw onmy theoretical framework and empirical evidence
to examine how macro-level forms of power-sharing and their micro-level
manifestations reduce intergroup tensions. In doing so, scholars may follow
early calls to examine the relationship between prejudice and violent con-
flict (Green and Seher, 2003), and explore how prejudice reduction may (or
may not) operate as one of many mechanisms linking power-sharing arrange-
ments with post-conflict peace and stability. Such explorations could be
especially valuable in further clarifying the micro-level foundations of power-
sharing institutions, as well as in describing the role of identity and political
psychology in explaining the relationship between institutional design and
post-conflict stability.

Contributions to Israeli Politics Literature

Finally, through the tests of my theory, which I contextualize with descriptive
evidence on patterns of social exclusion and institutional inclusion in Israel,
I contribute to the study of Israeli politics and Jewish-Palestinian relations
within Israel (Bar-Tal, 1998; Peleg andWaxman, 2011;Rekhess, 2009;Haklai,
2011; Smooha, 2019). A core argument I seek to establish in this book is that
the prevalence and stability of Jewish Israeli prejudice toward PCIs must be
understood in thebroader context of years of sustained institutional exclusion.
Accordingly, I choose to focus on institutional processes—rather than grass-
roots initiatives—as a promising remedy for intergroup prejudice. Doing so, I
argue, addresses a central motivating factor of prejudice in the Israeli context.

Importantly, in contextualizing my theory, I demonstrate that PCI insti-
tutional inclusion in Israeli public institutions is by no means an irrelevant
or detached policy dynamic. On the contrary, I show that despite tense
intergroup relations and prevalent and stable mass prejudice, Israeli govern-
ments, specifically center and right-wing governments, have devoted efforts
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to promote PCI inclusion in state and nonstate institutions. Furthermore, I
explain how the legal framework for this dynamic was initially sparked by
political actors seeking to promote equal-status employment opportunities
but ultimately scaled due to a range of instrumental dynamics. By laying
out and contextualizing my evidence, I seek to emphasize how slowly evolv-
ing processes in Israeli institutions could potentially shape the nature of the
Jewish-Palestinian cleavage within Israel.

It is crucial to emphasize, however, thatmy substantive focus in this book is
on the internal dynamics of intergroup relations within Israel. When attend-
ing to the Israeli case, I focus on Jewish Israelis’ prejudice toward PCIs rather
than their prejudice toward Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza. Vari-
ous insights from my theory and evidence may have applications for broader
dynamics of conflict in Israel-Palestine. However, the objective of this book is
to develop and test a theory of prejudice reduction toward citizens of the state
(i.e., PCIs) rather than members of an opposing ethnonational group that is
not formally incorporated into the state (e.g., Palestinians residing inGaza and
the West Bank).

With that in mind, broader dynamics of conflict in Israel-Palestine have
direct consequences for the nature of intergroup relations between Jewish
Israelis and PCIs. For example, the Israel-Hamas war that erupted on Octo-
ber 7, 2023, has significantly impaired intergroup relations within Israel and
increased Jewish Israelis’ prejudice toward PCIs. However, given the instru-
mental impetus motivating PCI inclusion in health care institutions, the war
has yet to significantly unwind processes of institutional inclusion. This is
because the orderly functioning of health care institutions directly depends on
sustained collaboration between Jewish Israeli and PCI health care workers.
As I show in the concluding chapter of this book, the presence of inclusion-
ary institutions, and specifically information about them, has positive conse-
quences for intergroup relations even in the shadow of conflict. This should
motivate scholars to further consider themerits of institutions to stabilize and
improve intergroup relations in conflict-ridden societies.

1.6 Road Map

I develop and test the theoretical arguments described above in the following
chapters. Specifically, in chapter 2, I lay out my theory of prejudice reduction
throughpublic institutions. I connectmymain argumentwith the literatureon
intergroup relations and diversity in public institutions, and emphasize how
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the approach I lay out throughout this book is well situated to overcome the
multidimensional challenge of prejudice reduction. Toward the end of chap-
ter 2, I describe a set of hypotheses and explicitly state a set of scope conditions
for my theoretical framework.

Before turning to test my theory, I contextualize the core components of
my framework (prejudice toward PCIs and PCI inclusion in Israeli public
institutions) in chapters 3–4. In doing so, I emphasize why Israel is a suitable
and important context for testing my theory of prejudice reduction through
public institutions. Specifically, in chapter 3, I document the stability of prej-
udice in the Israeli context and link Jewish Israeli prejudice toward PCIs with
broader patterns of conflict and severe institutional exclusion. Informedbymy
historical overview and descriptive survey analyses, I substantiate the multi-
dimensional challengeof prejudice reduction, providing empirical support for
my arguments regarding the durability of prejudice and intergroup avoidance.

After doing so, in chapter 4, I describe recent patterns of PCI inclusion
in Israeli public institutions. I examine the efforts made by Israeli bureau-
crats and politicians to diversify Israeli public institutions and consider the
statedmotivations behind these diversification efforts. In doing so, I highlight
the slow and limited success in achieving inclusion goals and emphasize the
central role of instrumental motivations and intergroup complementarities in
promoting minority institutional inclusion in limited segments of the Israeli
bureaucracy.

In light of the descriptive evidence contextualizing my theory of prejudice
reduction through public institutions in Israel, I turn to test the main observ-
able implications of my argument in chapters 5–6. Specifically, in chapter 5, I
test the first mechanism relating to intergroup interactions. To do so, I report
results from a natural experiment in Israeli medical clinics demonstrating how
brief intergroup interactions with a PCI doctor reduce prejudice among Jew-
ish Israeli patients. In line with my theoretical argument and emphasizing the
central role of status and skills that are leveraged toward theprovisionof essen-
tial services, I show that similar interactions with PCI nurses (who do not
directly engage in providing diagnoses and treatment) do not reduce Jewish
Israeli patients’ prejudice.

I then proceed to consider my second mechanism relating to information
in chapter 6. Indoing so, I testwhether, even in the absenceof intergroup inter-
actions with high-status outgroup service providers, mere information about
rates of inclusion in health care institutions can reduce prejudice. To do so, I
report results from a survey experiment implemented in Israel during the first

(continued...)
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