PREJUDICE TOWARDS SYRIAN REFUGEES IN TURKEY
FROM A MULTILEVEL APPROACH:
THE EFFECTS OF EMPATHY AND THREAT IN PARTICULAR CONTEXTS
BY

DUYGU MERVE UYSAL DINCOL

DISSERTATION SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT
OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF
MASTER OF ARTS
IN
THE DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE AND

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

YEDITEPE UNIVERSITY

JANUARY, 2019



Approval of the Institute of Social Sciences

e o PR
Sy s

Prof. Dr. M. Fazil GULER
Director

I certify that this thesis satisfies all the requirements as a thesis for the degree of Master.

[Prof. Dr. Cengiz ERISEN]
Head of Department

This is to certify that we have read this thesis and that in our opinion it is fully adequate, in

scope and quality, as a thesis for the degree of Master of Arts

[Assist. Prof. Dr. Aylin Aydin Cakir]
Supervisor

Examining Committee Members 2
[Prof. Dr. Cengiz ERISEN] [Yeditepe University] (/ &/

[Assoc. Prof. Dr. Zeynep Cemalcilar] [Kog University] - /,)/VLM (eetn

[Assist. Prof. Dr. Aylin Aydin Cakir] [Yeditepe University] é /g\

vy




I hereby declare that all information in this document has been obtained and presented
in accordance with academic rules and ethical conduct. I also declare that, as required
by these rules and conduct, I have fully cited and referenced all material and results that
are not original to this work.

Name, Last name: Duygu Merve Uysal Dingol

N
Signature: (D})\U .

il



il

ABSTRACT

To understand the current and future processes in the issue of Syrian refugees,
scrutinizing the relations between refugees and the local community is a quite crucial
subject. The present research provides two experimental analyses regarding the roles
of empathy and perceived threat in the levels of prejudice toward Syrian refugees in
Turkey. In this regard, the objective of the current study is twofold. First is to uncover
whether the level of prejudice changes across different experimental conditions, in
which empathy- or threat-evoking situations are presented. The second is to observe
whether the influences of the empathy and perceived threat on levels of prejudice vary
when Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA) and Social Dominance Orientation (SDO)
and the influences of contexts are also taken into account. The contexts were
designated according to the proportion of refugees to the populations in different
cities. By utilizing a multilevel approach as a framework, the individual, situational
and contextual factors were combined and elaborated. The results revealed that while
in the context of largest cities people were more vulnerable to being empathetic to
Syrian refugees, the ones in the border district were affected by threat. The findings
also yielded that when RWA and SDO were involved in the model, they did not
appear as the significant predictors of prejudice in the context of border cities.
However, both were observed as the substantial predictors along with empathy, in the
largest cities. The research produced noteworthy implications, especially displaying

the significance of the multilevel approach in such a multifaceted phenomenon.

Keywords: Empathy, Migration, Multilevel Approach, Right-Wing Authoritarianism,

Social Dominance Orientation, Syrian refugees, Threat.



v

0z

Suriyeli miilteci meselesindeki, giincel ve gelecekteki siiregleri anlamak adina,
miilteciler ve yerel topluluklar arasindaki iliskileri mercek altina almak oldukga
onemli bir konu. Bu arastirma, Tiirkiye'deki Suriyeli miiltecilere yonelik 6nyargi
diizeylerinde, empati ve algilanan tehdidin rollerine iliskin iki deneysel analiz
sunmaktadir. Bu baglamda, mevcut ¢alismanin amaci iki yonliidiir. Birincisi,
miiltecilere kars1 Onyargi diizeyinin, empati ya da tehdit uyandiran durumlarin
sunuldugu farkli deney kosullarinda degisip degismedigini ortaya ¢ikarmaktir.
Ikincisi, Sag-Kanat Yetkecilik (SKY) ve Sosyal Baskinlik Y&nelimi (SBY) ve farkli
baglamlarin etkileri de dikkate alindiginda, empati ve tehdidin 6nyarg: diizeylerindeki
etkisinin farklilasip farklilasmadigini gozlemlemektir. S6z konusu farkli baglamlar,
miiltecilerin ¢esitli illerdeki niifus dagilimlarina gore belirlenmistir. Cok-diizeyli bir
yaklasim (a multilevel approach) esas alinarak; bireysel, durumsal ve baglamsal
bilesenler bir araya getirilmis ve incelenmistir. Sonuglar, biiyiiksehirler baglaminda
insanlarin Suriyeli miiltecilere karsi empatiye daha yatkin oldugunu agiga ¢ikarirken,
siir bolgesindekilerin tehditten etkilendigini géstermistir. Bulgular ayrica, modele
SKY ve SBY dahil oldugunda, bunlarin sinir sehirleri baglaminda dnyarginin énemli
birer yordayicilari olarak goriinmediklerini ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Ancak, her ikisi de
biiytik sehirlerde, empati ile birlikte, onemli belirleyiciler olarak goézlenmistir.
Arastirma, 6zellikle ¢ok-diizeyli yaklagimin, ¢ok yonlii bir fenomen olan dnyargidaki

Onemini gostermek i¢in dikkate deger sonuglar ortaya ¢ikarmigtir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Empati, Cok-diizeyli Yaklasim, Gég¢, Sag-Kanat Yetkecilik, Sosyal
Baskinlik Yonelimi, Suriyeli miilteciler, Tehdit.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The obscurity of intergroup prejudice has been scholarly investigated with
various perspectives to understand the possible dynamics of the issue and diminish its
destructive effects. Migration is one of the most probable occasions that might lead to
intergroup prejudice in a social milieu, and the world has been beholding the
momentous flow from Syria. According to the data from the United Nations Refugee
Agency (UNCHR)!, 5.6 million people in total escaped from the conflict to various
countries due to the civil war started in 2011. Albeit a significant number of countries
have been affected by the issue in one way or another, some of them are squarely
appertaining to the situation. Mostly the neighbor countries, like Turkey, Lebanon,
Jordan, and Iraq, host the majority of the refugees with the numbers of 3.5 million,
around 1 million, over 670 thousand, and 249 thousand, respectively (UNCHR,
2018).

The highest number of Syrian refugees reside in Turkey, leading the mass of
Syrian refugees to appear as a substantial outgroup in the society. This particular
circumstance might beget different forms of intergroup relations between the local
people and the refugees. Consequently, the concern about how the local communities
perceive the refugees has come to the fore. In this connection, it is crucial to examine
and understand whether the society in Turkey has prejudiced attitudes towards
Syrians, or not; and if so, to what extent these attitudes are resilient. Additionally,
determining the relevant factors that are involved in this process is substantial to
foresee one step further, and to regulate a healthier social integration.

In that lens, the present study pursues to scrutinize how and to what extent
people are responsive to different situations, particularly empathetic versus threat-

evoking stimuli, regarding Syrian refugees in various districts of Turkey. By utilizing

I See in http://www.unhcr.org/syria-emergency.html 2018




a multilevel approach, which enables to integrate multiple dimensions of the issue, it
is suggested that contextual determinants (macro-level), situational factors (meso-
level), and individual differences (micro-level) have crucial roles in the intergroup
processes, in which prejudice is an essential subject in this domain. Most of the
research tends to employ either individual-difference variables or socio-contextual
and situational constituents to expound that the issues of intergroup relations; and
thus, there is a kind of schism in the literature (see in Choma and Hodson, 2008;
Hodson, 2009; Ekehammar, Akrami, & Yang-Wallentin, 2009). The particular focus
in this study is understanding prejudice, which is one of the significant forms of
intergroup relations, towards Syrian refugees in Turkey, and the primary intention is
delving the matter along with its various dimensions that might substantially influence
individuals’ attitudes, opinions, perceptions, and so forth. Therefore, the multilevel
approach, here, does not refer to different units of analysis but points out multivariate
effects on the issue as a theoretical understanding.

There is a considerable number of examinations that reveal person-based
variables; meaning, the individual-level determinants, like Social Dominance
Orientation (SDO) and Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA), are able to explain
prejudice (e.g., Duckitt, 1993; Heaven & Quintin, 2003; Ekehammar, Akrami, Gylje,
& Zakrisson, 2004; Levin, Pratto, Matthews, Sidanius, & Kteily, 2013). Observing
different attitudes and perceptions toward an outgroup in shared contexts or social
structures accentuates the impact of person-based elements on intergroup relations. To
put it differently, even supposing that some similar contexts with regards to economic
circumstances, political atmosphere, partook conventions, and values envelop people,
they become to differentiate slightly or saliently at some points. In this consideration,
individual-difference variables appear as the essential ingredients in the varied

opinions and attitudes towards an outgroup in the society.



On the other hand, solely person-based explanations are not able to predict or
elucidate the broader proportion of the variance in prejudice. That is to say; the
situation- and context-based determinants have essential roles in the prejudice
research, as well. Besides, a social context, which is taken as a broader and relatively
more stable and structural atmosphere, and a situation, as a narrower and immediate
framework, might be impactful in shaping attitudes and may ignite sorts of emotional
responses. The present study strives to reveal how a socio-contextual element (macro-
level), particularly, the higher and lower probabilities of exposure to Syrian refugees,
and situational determinants (meso-level), perceived threat and empathy towards the
refugees, influence individuals’ biases. Ekehammar, Akrami, and Yang-Wallentin
(2009) uncover that the combined effects of person-based factors (e.g., RWA and
SDO) and the approaches from social psychology literature (e.g., being a member of
a social group and identifying oneself with a social group) are best to explain
prejudice. Consequently, taking the multilevel approach, which corresponds to the
theoretical framework of this present research in order to dig up the multidimensional
structure of prejudice, into account seems to be auspicious.

In a sense, one particular objective of is here to uncover the existing prejudice
toward Syrian refugees in Turkey along with the multifaceted features of the subject.
First and foremost, the intention is here to understand how people’s levels of
prejudice distinguish to each other when they are exposed to different stimuli
displaying two distinct immediate situations when different broader social contexts
are taken into consideration after adjusting the impacts of person-based characteristics
(RWA and SDO). The conceptual difference between context and situation can be
identified explicitly: Here, situation indicates immediate representations of Syrian
refugees in Turkey through different narratives; and the social context implies a kind

of overarching climate, set of conditions; hence, like a more general situation. To be



more precise, while one of the situations depicts the refugees and their existence in
Turkey as threatening, the other portrays a situation which reminds people to treat the
refugees empathetically is a necessity. By doing so, the meso-level factors are
analyzed in this study. Aside from the immediate situations, more general contexts
might play elemental roles in prejudice, and in that sense, the social contexts are
designated to the probability of higher or lower levels of interaction between the
refugees and the local people. By exceeding the descriptive information, examining
which conditions lead people to preserve, reduce, or enlarge their negative and biased
attitudes against the refugees is imperative to be able to portray the current situation
in Turkey. Although some comprehensive research is conducted to display how the
host society perceives the refugees and what kind of manners, attitudes are prevalent
in the society, the causal relations and the aforementioned combined effects on that
matter are still obscure in Turkey. The deficiency in the literature would aggravate to
develop favorable acculturation and integration processes and policies in the very near
future. Therefore, it is necessary to analyze the issue by utilizing a multilevel
approach.

In that lens, the present research will assess the distinct effects of empathy and
perceived threat as the situation-based factors on prejudice towards the refugees by
adjusting the influence of individual-difference variables (RWA and SDO).
Moreover, how the question depends on social contexts will be tested by forming two
different groups from the relevant districts of Turkey, according to the proportion of
the refugees to the general population in the cities in order to point out the probability
of exposure to Syrian refugees.

To these ends, first, Syrian refugees’ current situation in Turkey will be
depicted in the following section in this chapter. In the second chapter, how the

prejudice phenomenon is conceptualized in the literature will be elaborated and



discussed along with situational factors, individual-based differences, and the socio-
contextual features. Further up, in the third chapter, the theoretical framework of this
research will be outlined, with regard to the theoretical insights, and the hypotheses of
the first and second research will be expressed. Accordingly, the methodological
considerations and the current findings of the first study will be detailed in the fourth
and fifth chapters, respectively. After that, Chapter 6 will set out the methodology of
the second research along with its details; and, Chapter 7 will display its results.
Chapter 8 will focus on the outlining findings of both research, followed by a
discussion regarding the outputs in the light of literature. Lastly, in Chapter 9, the
concluding remarks, limitations, and implications will be indicated.

1.1. The Current Situation of Syrian Refugees in Turkey

When the relevant articles and reports are scrutinized to grasp the current
situation, the research displays that on the one hand, there is a negativity towards
Syrians in Turkey (e.g., IPSOS, 2016, International Crisis Group, 2018), but on the
other, people attribute positive connotations to Syrians like guests, victims, people
who fled from the war, and so forth (e.g., Erdogan, 2014). Accordingly, an equivocal
argument can be questioned by emphasizing that a kind of ambiguity stands in
people’s perception towards Syrian refugees. For instance, whereas the report of the
German Marshall Fund of the United States in 2015 indicates that 84 percent of the
participants are anxious because of Syrian refugees who have fled from Syria to
Turkey, Erdogan (2014) states that although a kind of negativity towards the refugees
is prevalent in the society, the extent of general social acceptance is uncommonly
high.

One can question whether the widespread perceptions and attitudes of the
society in Turkey are stable or consistent towards Syrian refugees, either positively or

negatively. If it is not so, and unusual social acceptance can be accompanied by



negativity on the refugees at the same time, then it would be possible to shift people’s
existing perceptions to a certain extent or at least influence them towards a more
moderate aspect or a more controversial context. Thus, the contradiction postulated in
the society might be expressed by the argument that a fragile or vague public
perception towards the refugees can be recognized in Turkey. Meaning people in
Turkey may be vulnerable to be manipulated by conflicting situations, which is one of
the primary objectives of the present research.

Media is one of the primary sources that enables people to get information
regarding the issue, and therefore, how media reflects the issue, in terms of which
manners of discourse and themes it uses, is a significant concern to predict the
possible influences of it on people. The previous studies yield that there is an apparent
discrepancy in the dominant discourses and themes produced by the newspapers in
Turkey (see in Goktuna-Yaylac1 & Karakus, 2015; Erdogan, 2014). Erdogan indicates
the asymmetric aspects towards Syrian refugees in the newspapers as the following:

...refugees are depicted on the one hand as vulnerable, weak and poor people,

and on the other hand as fugitives, criminals, thieves, murderers, rapists,

susceptible to crime and a burden on the country, shaping the due public

perception (2004, p. 41).

Doganay and Coban-Kenes (2016) reveal the unfavorable content of the
information mediums with the sample of mainstream newspapers in Turkey, which
consists of Posta, Hiirriyet, and Zaman. Their results show that one of the main
themes is related to addressing the refugees like the sources of threats. Furthermore,
they point out the negative attributions to Syrian refugees cause an excess regarding
their residence in Turkey. In a similar vein, Efe (2015) denotes that when the
discourse is shaped with regards the quantitative features of the subject, it portrays

refugees as masses, contributing to the threat and security concerns. As a result,



Syrian refugees are depicted, directly or indirectly, as the ones who trigger problems
in the country.

As another illustration, Dimitrova, Ozdora-Aksak and Connoly-Ahern (2018)
conduct a comparative analysis through the newspaper contents in Turkey and
Bulgaria. In the sample of Turkey, they include Cumhuriyet and Hiirriyet, which
reflect center-left and liberal ideological stances, respectively. In Bulgarian sample
Dneven Trud, center-right, and Standart, center-left, mainstream newspapers are
involved. According to their findings, while Bulgarian newspapers focus on the
administrative issues with 55.4 percent regarding Syrian refugees, the news in
Cumbhuriyet and Hiirriyet mentions the same subject with only 13.8 percent. Instead,
Turkish newspapers mostly put the issue around the themes of victimization and
humanitarianism.

While most of the analyses express that there is a discrepancy in the
mainstream journals’ discourse about Syrian refugees, yet their results bring another
contradiction in terms of whether the predominant themes are empathetic aspects, like
victimization or humanitarianism, or threat-evoking security concerns. These
conflictual contexts might lead society, yet again, to have unstable perceptions and
attitudes towards Syrian refugees, which may shift from one context to another
depending on what the narrative is. However, there seems to be no research in the
literature which directly examine the relationship between the influence of such
divergent discourses or contents on prejudice towards Syrian refugees in Turkey. In
the present research both empathy- and threat-evoking conditions, which reflects
different situations regarding the refugee issue, is employed to observe whether
people’s levels of prejudice preserve their stability, or not after they are exposed to

these distinct narratives.



Before going through the details of the present design and hypotheses,
outlining how the prejudice phenomenon is conceptualized and which factor and
ingredients are suggested by scholars to seek out intergroup prejudice would be
favorable. Therefore, the primary approaches to intergroup prejudice will be
elucidated in the following chapter. In accordance with that, the possible functions of
empathy and perceived threat in the prejudice phenomenon and the roles of Right-
Wing Authoritarianism and Social Dominance Orientation will be delineated along

with different theoretical angles.



2. THE OBSCURITY IN INTERGROUP RELATIONS:
PREJUDICE

For many years, the complexity of intergroup relations has been endeavored to
be figured out through several perspectives by utilizing different theoretical aspects.
The prejudice phenomenon, which can be observed as an implicit or explicit process
of expressing an attitude, a behavior, or an emotion, is one of the pioneer topics in the
studies of intergroup relations (see in Allport, 1955). Processes between different
groups, like prejudice, might be constituted as a result of various dynamics or
influences. Namely, such relations are multifaceted subjects concerning their causes,
ingredients or forms of expressions; that is why a wide range of theoretical
explanations exists in the literature. Throughout this chapter, several perspectives will
be reviewed and elaborated, in respect of the present research concerns, to set forth
how the literature conceptualizes prejudice. Furthermore, by discussing the
advantages and limitations of these theories, their contributions to this study will be
articulated. After a general overview, the chapter is divided into two main sections.
First, empathy and perceived threat, as the significant factors that can influence level
of prejudice, will be illustrated. Second, the individual-difference variables, Right-
Wing Authoritarianism, and Social Dominance Orientation will be laid out.
2.1. An Overview of Intergroup Prejudice and the Pendulum Framework

A major schism in the literature of intergroup prejudice can be observed
regarding the conceptualization of the phenomenon with respect to its possible
reasons. The split can be identified through the person- and situation-based
approaches (see in Hodson, 2009). Before the clarification of the base theories that
constitute the present study, suggesting a schema to situate different perspectives

would be suitable.
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In this regard, Choma and Hodson (2008) propose the Pendulum Framework
to illustrate the multi-dimensional underpinnings of prejudice and to depict the
fundamental theories, through the systematically constituted clusters, according to
why and how intergroup prejudice arises. They utilize two separate dimensions for the
formation of this framework: Abnormal versus Normal and Person/Individual
Differences versus Situation/Group. The first dimension, Abnormal versus Normal,
attributes the extent of causes of prejudice in terms of “pathological” or “normal”
circumstances or processes. The second aspect, Person/Individual Differences versus
Situation/Group, illustrates to which extent the theories lean on either person-based
factors or situational, group contexts (Choma and Hodson, 2008, p. 4). By employing
the Pendulum Framework through these dimensions, Choma and Hodson (2008)
suggest four quadrants to categorize the key themes: (1) Maladjusted People, (2)
Threat-Sensitive and Cognitively Rigid People, (3) Competitive Contexts and Status
Quo Perpetuation, and (4) Aggravated Conflict and Mortality Contexts. While each of
these particular perspectives has own characteristics to constitute the
conceptualization of prejudice via different ingredients and causal relations, their
stances on the intersecting dimensions (Abnormal versus Normal and
Person/Individual Differences versus Situation/Group) can swing like a pendulum,
but not necessarily in a linear fashion. By taking the Pendulum Framework into
account, some of the essential perspectives can be categorized. In the present study,
this framework would be feasible to point out the positions of the adopted theoretical
approaches to the current research design; and therefore, it will be utilized as a
theoretical map.

In the prejudice literature, Allport is an outstanding scholar that most of the
researchers point out his foundational study, The Nature of Prejudice, in which he

defines prejudice as: “an antipathy based upon a faulty and inflexible generalization.
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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, 1955, p. 9). Allport
(1955) emphasizes the cognitive processes and touches on the overcategorization
feature of the human mind as a pivotal ingredient of prejudice. He indicates that
people have a limited capacity to process information and tend to generalize various
inputs through their cognitive function of overcategorization. As a result of this
mechanism, people can have erroneous beliefs, prejudgments; and if an emotional
resistance accompanies to keep them without any attempt of rectifying, these beliefs
conduce to emerge prejudice (see in Allport, 1955; Katz, 1991). He underlines that
beliefs or attitudinal factors can express prejudice. Thus, the other indispensable
constituent of prejudice, according to Allport, is “an attitude of favor or disfavor”
associated with an overcategorized belief, hence an erroneous one (Allport, 1955, p.
13). According to the Pendulum Framework, Allport’s approach positions in the
second scope, Threat-Sensitive and Cognitively Rigid People, which ascertains the
causes of prejudice emphasizing person-based differences in the domain of normal
human functioning (Choma & Hodson, 2008, pp. 6-7). The inclination to categorize
any information or experience from the outside world contributes to the emergence of
prejudice, and Allport (1955) expresses this relationship as the following:
...man has a propensity to prejudice. This propensity lies in his normal and
natural tendency to form generalizations, concepts, categories, whose content
represents an oversimplification of his world experience. His rational
categories keep close to first-hand experience, but he is able to form irrational
categories just as readily. In these even a kernel of truth may be lacking, for
they can be composed wholly of hearsay evidence, emotional projections, and

fantasy (p. 27).
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By preserving the conceptualization of prejudice in a natural process of
everyday life, some scholars emphasize that intergroup bias is a result of social and
group-based circumstances. In the Pendulum Framework, such perspectives fall
within the third quadrant, Competitive Contexts and Status Quo Perpetuation, in
which intergroup prejudice is characterized by stressing social influences, meaning
situation- or group-based factors (Choma and Hodson, 2008). Thus, while the
dimension is shifting from individual difference variables to social contexts, the stress
of intergroup prejudice normality is still conserved. Some notable theories (e.g.,
Social Identity Theory, Realistic Group Conflict Theory, Self-Categorization Theory,
and The Integrated Threat Theory of Prejudice) clarify intergroup prejudice with
regard to different themes concerning competition on resources and power-sharing,
threat perception caused by the competition, or based on social identities, group
membership, and so on (see in Choma and Hodson, 2008; Blumer, 1958, Quillian,
1995). Whilst there are several explanations and approaches in this quadrant,
concerning the context of this research, only the Integrated Threat Theory developed
by Stephan and Stephan (1996) will be elaborated in the sense of threat perception
which is mostly embedded into the prejudice studies. In addition to that, Right-Wing
Authoritarianism and Social Dominance Orientation will be accordingly discussed as
the theories which articulate the individual-difference side of the topic.

Before going into the details of the theoretical ingredients of the phenomenon,
it would be favorable to explain how prejudice is conceptualized in this study. First of
all, it should be noted that rather than an abnormal or pathological approach, prejudice
will refer to a normal human functioning throughout the theoretical frame of this
research. Relatively more recent studies indicate that prejudice has different forms,
including both subtle and blatant forms and appearances, whereas the perspective

developed by Allport focused on the more blatant prejudice (Pettigrew & Meertens,
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1995; Pettigrew & Meertens, 2001). In a similar consideration, Brown (2010)
underlines the traditional, negatively orientated explanations should be amended to
capture more indirect expressions of prejudice as well as the apparent negative
attitudes, affective processes, or behaviors between different groups. He sets out
prejudice “... any attitude, emotion or behaviour towards members of a group, which
directly or indirectly implies some negativity or antipathy towards that group”
(Brown, 2010, p. 7). Brown’s definition of prejudice is favorable to include in this
study in order to be able to constitute more indirect and implicit reflections of
prejudice towards Syrian refugees in Turkey. That is because, although the new group
in Turkey cause several economic or social concerns in people’s minds, there are
some grounds shared between the two community in terms of religion, geographical
proximity, historical background and so forth.

Nevertheless, research shows that there is a relationship between perceiving an
outgroup as threatening and having or justifying prejudice towards them (Stephan &
Stephan, 1996; Duckitt, 2006; Bahn, 2017). It can be expected that separate parts of
the society in Turkey might distinctly react over these similarities and differences
between the two groups; and therefore, evoking a threat perception regarding the case
of Syrian refugees might lead people to soar their prejudice to a considerable extent.
In the following part, the Integrated Threat Theory and the threat-prejudice
association will be scrutinized to explain how the threat-evoking situation would be a
significant component in the current research. Accordingly, the other situational
condition, empathy, and how it relates to prejudice will be elucidated. Further sections

will explain the theories regarding the individual-level determinants of prejudice.
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2.2. Situational Factors: Threat and Empathy in Prejudice Studies

Situational influences might influence levels of prejudice in comparison to the
stable relationship between individual-differences and prejudice (Akrami,
Ekehammar, Bergh, Dahlstrand, & Malmsten, 2009). There might be several
situational explanations of prejudice even though the particular interest of this
research is to elucidate the effects of empathy and perceived threat.

In this research, the refugees are depicted in two different situations, and that
is why empathy and perceived threat are taken as situational factors. Empathy as a
situation reminds people to consider the past circumstances that have triggered the
refugee influx and current conditions that the refugees have in Turkey by utilizing an
empathetic content and discourse. The aim is here to lead people to put themselves in
the refugees’ shoes and to decrease their prejudice levels. On the other hand, the
perceived threat is indicated as a triggering concept; and when the refugees are
illustrated as threatening ones, individuals’ levels of prejudice presumably will
increase. The theoretical approaches regarding empathy and threat concepts, which
suggest the mentioned expectations and associations with prejudice, will be
elaborated below.
2.2.1. Threat in the Prejudice Studies

Stephan and Stephan (1996) suggest that threat perceptions triggered by an
outgroup lead local people to have a prejudice towards the other, and in this context,
they developed the Integrated Threat Theory (ITT) to explain causes of intergroup
prejudice. More specifically, the components of the ITT are conceptualized under the
terms as realistic threats, symbolic threats, intergroup anxiety, and negative
stereotyping (Stephan & Stephan, 2000). However, Stephan and Renfro (2002)

revised the theory and reduced it to two components, realistic and symbolic threats.
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In the original version of the theory (see in Stephan & Stephan, 1996, Stephan
Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999) the concept of the realistic threats refers to any menace
against the sources of power (political or economic), the material existence or
physical well-being, and any resources existing in the in-group or its members. In
other words, these threats are not perceived according to their reality; instead, the
emphasized point is the perceptions. The symbolic threats represent the ingroup’s
concerns about their worldview. That is to say; the primary issue is the differences
between the groups in the sense of conventions, norms, beliefs, moral values, and so
forth. Intergroup anxiety is regarded as a feeling threatened because of the intergroup
contact and its possible adverse outcomes. Lastly, negative stereotypes are included in
the original version because of their significant roles in the formation of people’s
expectations from intergroup interactions (Stephan & Stephan, 1996). However, the
research conducted by Stephan et al. (2002) reveals that negative stereotypes are
significant predictors of the symbolic and realistic threats. Consequently, in the
revised version it is neither evaluated as a separate concept nor an individual predictor
of prejudice. In a similar vein, Stephan, Ybarra, and Morrison (2009) indicate that
intergroup anxiety is not an independent threat to be able to lay out prejudice. Rather,
they articulate that this is apprehension about interacting with outgroup members.

One of the critical points in the ITT regarding the conceptualization and
assessment of prejudice is that the studies which employ the ITT gauge prejudice
through 12 different personal evaluations and emotions regarding the subject group
(hostility, admiration, dislike, acceptance, superiority, affection, disdain, approval,
hatred, sympathy, rejection, and warmth) (see in Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999;
Stephan & Stephan, 2000; Stephan et al., 2002). Even though they refer to the scale as
attitudes toward outgroups, they prefer to combine several evaluations and emotional

reactions through a self-report measurement. They describe the concept by attributing
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to Allport’s aspect: “prejudice reflects negative affect associated with out-groups”
(Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999, p. 2225). However, this approach might be
problematic because of the ambiguous or even unexplained cause-effect relationship
between emotions and prejudice. In addition to that, the explanatory variable in that
theory (symbolic and realistic threats) might be beyond the scope to be predictors of
prejudice, so that in some of the similar research such elements are put in the
measurement of prejudiced attitudes (see in Pettigrew, 1995).

Even though ITT suggests the perspective that threat causes prejudice
(Stephan & Stephan, 2000), most of the findings of empirical studies that employed
the theory relies on the correlational evidence (Bahns, 2017). Furthermore, the
theorists are aware of the possibility of the reverse version of the propounded causal
relationship, which is prejudice causes threat perceptions (Stephan & Renfro, 2002).
In that regard, Bahns (2017) conducted experimental research by utilizing the
assumption that prejudice leads to the threat perception, asserting both directions in
the relationship between prejudice and threat are possible. Therefore, the obscurity in
the hypotheses of causality, in terms of which one leads to the other, might end up
being bi-directional or circular. As opposed to ITT, the threat perception, both
symbolic and realistic forms, towards Syrian refugees in Turkey are utilized as a
situational factor with respect to the current concerns in the society. More
specifically, the threat-evoking stimulus in this study is designed according to the
widespread economic, social, and cultural apprehensions which are uncovered by the
previous studies (e.g., Erdogan, 2014). In addition to that, in contrast to the
assessment of the ITT, prejudice is gauged by the possible attitudes and opinions
towards Syrian refugees by referring to the blatant and subtle forms of the

phenomenon (Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995).
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2.2.2 Empathy in the Prejudice Studies

Empathy is a relatively complicated phenomenon to identify, and therefore,
various conceptualizations and assessments from different perspectives can be found
in the literature. To be more precise, research displays that there are eight distinct
themes in which empathy is elaborated, and 43 different explanations in the literature
(Cuft, Brown, Taylor, & Howat, 2014). For instance, some of the scholars explained
empathy within the concept of affection that is reflected as a response, state, or
experience (e.g., Hoffman, 2000; Eisenberg, Fabes, & Spinrad, 2006; Hein & Singer
2008; Pavey, Greitemeyer, & Sparks, 2012), and some others claim that it is the
ability or the capacity to apprehend the others’ conditions or emotional states (e.g.,
Johnson, Cheek, & Smither, 1983; Colman, 2009; Decety & Michalska, 2010). By
analyzing such research, an apparent dichotomy in the delineation of empathy appears
as either an affective or cognitive phenomenon. That is not the only division,
however. Pagotto suggests three bivariate dimensions to aggregate the present
explanations of empathy: “cognitive-affective, process-outcome, dispositional-
situational” (2010, p. 4).

In parallel with the intention of this particular research, empathy is utilized in
the design as a situational experimental condition. While some of the scholars believe
that empathy is a trait which is a relatively stable disposition (e.g., Davis, 1983;
Eisenberg, 1991, Eisenberg et al., 1991), others emphasize the situation-dependency
feature of empathy (see in Batson, 1991; Staats, Long, Manulik, & Kelley, 2006). As
a consequence of research evidence from these two theoretical stances, Cuff et al.
(2014) propose that there is an interaction between the influences of disposition and
situation. The dispositional empathy refers to a stable characteristic that an individual
has, which does not easily shift from one level to the other according to cases whereas

situational empathy can change across different conditions. Although people’s
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empathy traits might differentiate to each other, it can be assumed that the possible
dispositional effects on prejudice towards Syrian refugees will be balanced across the
experimental conditions by using random assignment in the data collection process of
this research. Besides, by doing so, the situational influence of empathy on the
particular case of prejudice toward Syrian refugees can be scrutinized.

To that end, an empathy-evoked stimulus is formed to depict the refugees’
positions in Turkey through a positive perspective and to reflect their plights caused
by the conflict in Syria and troublesome experiences in Turkey, and thus, the expected
outcome is to lead the respondents to take the refugees perspectives (perspective-
taking). Research shows that empathy is a feasible variable to prompt people to have
higher level of empathetic concern (as an affective component) or perspective-taking
(as a cognitive component) which might yield both affective and cognitive outcomes
over ‘self and other’ overlap (see in Batson, Chang, Orr, & Rowland, 2002; Esses &
Dovido, 2002; Dovidio et al., 2004; Miklikowska, 2017).

Miklikowska conducts a seminal study which examines the within-person
association between perspective-taking, immigrant prejudice, and empathetic concern.
The findings reveal the “simultaneous effects of empathic concern and perspective
taking on within-person changes in anti-immigrant attitudes” in adolescents’ prejudice
(2017, p. 11). More specifically, Miklikowska (2017) uncovers that both perspective-
taking and empathetic concern show changes in anti-immigrant attitudes in the
sample. Even though empathetic concern and perspective-taking might display
differential influences on prejudice, in the present research, both orientations are
involved in the stimulus.

In addition to the situational explanations of prejudice, as the threat- and
empathy-evoking conditions, RWA and SDO are emphasized to explain the

phenomenon in the literature. Therefore, it is crucial to control the effects of these
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individual-difference variables on the issue. In the following section, both theories
and current discussion regarding the them will be illustrated.
2.3. Individual-Difference Variables: Authoritarianism and Social Dominance
Orientation

2.3.1. Authoritarianism Phenomenon

The notion called authoritarianism has turned into even more crucial concern
after the rise of Nazism. Various scholars with different approaches have investigated
the concept for a long time, and the pioneer study in the area was conducted by
Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswick, Levinson, and Sanford who sought an elucidation why
some people are prejudiced and bigoted towards outgroups whereas the others are not.
Their comprehensive clarification is embodied in the notion of authoritarian
personality, leaning on the psychoanalytic approach. To put it clearly, Adorno et al.
believe that punitive parental attitudes towards children lead them to repress their
anger in the early childhood period and then they reflect the repressed anger to
minorities or unconventional groups (1950). That is to say, prejudice, according to
Adorno et al., is a replaced anger from individuals’ childhood experiences to their
later lives. In this context, these scholars explain authoritarianism as an ingrained
personality syndrome incorporating antipathy, hostility, or aggression towards
minorities or outgroups (see in Adorno et al., 1950; Bobo, 1990). At this point, their
approach is differentiated from the perspectives that emphasize prejudice as the
normal processing in human mind like suggested by Allport (1955); and therefore,
Adorno et al.’s perspective falls into the first quadrant, Maladjusted People, in the
Pendulum Framework. More specifically, the first theme assembles the theories
which constitute prejudice as a result of person-based factors by falling into the range
of abnormality depicted as a dysfunctional personality or psychology (Choma &

Hodson, 2008).
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Adorno et al. operationalized fascistic (authoritarian) personality through nine
variables (conventionalism, authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression, anti-
intraception, superstition and stereotype, power and "toughness", destructiveness and
cynicism, projectivity and sex) which combine and form the “structure in the person
that renders him receptive to antidemocratic propaganda” (Adorno et al., 1950, p.
228). They constructed the Fascism Scale (F-Scale) to gauge and predict authoritarian
personality, through these nine elements.

Even though Adorno et al. generated a notable study regarding prejudice and
authoritarianism phenomena, their psychoanalytic theoretical foundation and some
psychometric deficiencies in the F-scale have been criticized by the subsequent
scholars (see in Altemeyer, 1981; Duckitt & Sibley, 2009; Etchezahar & Brussino,
2013). One of the most influential perspectives, which intends to rectify the
imperfections of Adorno et al.’s study and suggests a well-developed alternative
theory, has been put forth by Altemeyer (1881; 1996; 2006) with his pivotal
conceptualization: Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA).

As opposed to Adorno et al., Altemeyer considers that only three orientations
are associated to authoritarian personality rather than the suggested nine variables,
meaning, he defines RWA as “the covariation of three attitudinal clusters in a person”
which are authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression, and conventionalism
(Altemeyer, 1996, p. 6). He describes authoritarian submission as an individual’s
higher submission to the authorities which are accepted as established and legitimate
by the society. Authoritarian aggression portrays a kind of aggression towards
‘unconventional people’ (according to one’s perception they are the ‘social deviants’),
minority groups, and to those who are sanctioned by the authorities in the society. By
conventionalism, Altemeyer means that a higher degree of adherence, “a strong

acceptance of and commitment to the traditional social norms in one's society” (1996,



21

p. 11). By doing so, he suggests a new conceptualization regarding the relatively old
phenomenon, authoritarianism, concerning its ingredients, theoretical basis, and
measurement.

Concerning theoretical foundation, Altemeyer (1996) grounds RWA on the
social learning theory, by highlighting the significance of social contexts and
interactions, which have started to be experienced in very early ages of human life.
Individuals face reinforcements and punishments coming from their parents and
others, mainly while they are growing up, which in turn shape individuals’ attitudes.
Observation processes have crucial parts in learning processes, as well as people’s
own experiences. Altemeyer puts his point more specifically by emphasizing the
concepts of direct teaching and imitation (see in Altemeyer, 1996, p. 78-79). By
direct teaching, children, at their very young age, first start to learn obedience in the
family structure as well as be aware of the threats coming from the ‘dangerous outside
world’. Imitation is another integral part of this process in which children imitate the
influential figures in their lives as models to them. It is a significant channel to
communicate and acquire some stereotypes from people, such as their teachers,
grandparents or older siblings.

Thus, Altemeyer underlines that families, peers, and social institutions play
critical roles in the development of authoritarian personality. He states that more
submissive individuals have high scores on the Dangerous World scale because they
are more afraid than most individuals are (Altemeyer, 2006). The formation of fear
towards the outside world is mostly related to parental attitudes; for instance, some of
the parents excessively warn their children than the most about the all the threatrs
they perceive against their children like kidnappers, drunks, bullies, wicked guys, and
so on (Altemeyer, 2006). As a result, the early life socialization processes

highlighting danger and menace lead people to be more authoritarian followers who
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perceive the world as a dangerous place. Consequently, when people who are high on
RWA scale see or feel about a situation as a menace, they tend to defend themselves
with fighting. That is why a kind of aggression can be observed in a context that
people believe it is a threatening one. All of these learning processes in which
individuals acquire to obey, have anger, and keeping their belongings to the
conventional norms and roots produce prejudice towards the ‘others’. Concerning the
Pendulum Framework, RWA is an individual difference variable which explains
prejudice through the range of normal human functioning; so, the theory is into the
second quadrant, Threat-Sensitive and Cognitively Rigid People.

2.3.2. Social Dominance Orientation

RWA is not the only theory which pursues to elucidate prejudice as a result of
person-based factors in the extent of normal human functioning. Social dominance
theory (STD) is another prominent and well-developed explanation in the literature
(Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994). The underlying observation contributed
to the development of this approach is asserted by Sidanius and Pratto as “all human
societies tend to be structured as systems of group-based social hierarchies” (1999,
p.31). In this account, hegemonic and dominant groups at the top and subordinate
groups at the bottom constitute the hierarchical structure in a society. These two kinds
of clusters unequally and differently possess the social values in terms of social
statutes, political power, occupations, and reachability of wealth, splendid homes,
good food, or better health care. Accordingly, Sidanius and Pratto pointed out
“while dominant groups possess a disproportionately large share of positive social
value, subordinate groups possess a disproportionately large share of negative social
value” (1999, p. 32).

Furthermore, they stratified the group-based social hierarchy with three

systems: an age system, a gender system, and an arbitrary-set system (Sidanius and
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Pratto, 1999). To put it more specifically, in terms of age system, Sidanius and Pratto
(1999) refer that adults possess a disproportionate social power over the younger ones
and children. The gender system is characterized by the unproportionate power that
males have in society over females, hence patriarchy. The last part of this
stratification structure, the arbitrary-set system, consists of several groups which are
constructed by humans as far as their minds are capable of. In other words, people can
produce numerous groups and social constructions according to race, nation,
ethnicity, social class, religious, and so on; and therefore, the arbitrary-set system is
more arbitrary, flexible, and sensitive because of bound contexts or situations
compared to the other two systems (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999, p. 33). The arbitrary-set
system is more likely to be correlated with aggression, oppression, or violent attitudes
than the age and gender systems, concerning not only their scopes but also their
intensity. In these systems, one group possesses political or material power over the
others; and thus, it can be able to dominate them. At this point, the main concern in
the intergroup relations comes to the fore: “understanding the nature and dynamics of
group-based social inequality requires that we understand the psychology of group
dominance” (Sidanius and Pratto, 1999, p. 61).

Social dominance orientation (SDO) is suggested as a form in which the
psychology of group dominance can express itself (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, &
Malle, 1994; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). According to Pratto et al., SDO is “a general
attitudinal orientation toward intergroup relations, reflecting whether one generally
prefers such relations to be equal, versus hierarchical” (1994, p. 742). Thus, SDO is a
central individual-based variable which can predict individuals’ stances on the values
of “nonegalitarian and hierarchically structured relationships among social groups”

(Sidanius and Pratto, 1999, p. 61).
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Both RWA and SDO situate as the representative approaches in the quadrant
of Threat-Sensitive and Cognitively Rigid People of the Pendulum Framework. That
is to say; these theories emphasize individual differences in the usual extent of human
functioning (Choma and Hodson, 2008). However, on the other hand, they are
conceptually distinct from each other. Sidanius & Pratto underline that conceptually,
authoritarianism regards submission to an established authority of an in-group,
whereas Social Dominance Orientation pertains to attitudes between groups touching
hierarchical relationships (1999, p. 74). Furthermore, Altemeyer (2004) states that the
RWA scale is constructed to capture the psychology of submissive groups, rather than
being a good measure of authoritarian dominance phenomenon. Therefore, these
approaches can cover different parts of authoritarianism phenomenon. While RWA
focuses on one’s submissiveness or dominance, SDO addresses one’s inclination
towards categorization of groups in the society as hierarchical versus egalitarian.
Besides, he asserts that having high scores on both of these scales is a rare situation
because the correlation between SDO and RWA scales is around .20 (2004, p.138).

In the literature, there is an alternative approach regarding the
conceptualization and meaning of RWA and SDO. The shared point of these theories
is that they are proposed as personality traits, referring to stable and core
characteristics of a human. However, Duckitt (2001) suggests that instead of stable
personality traits, both RWA and SDO touch on a person’s socio-political attitudes. In
that respect, Duckitt’s model will be explained in the next section.

2.3.3. Dual Process Model of Ideology and Prejudice
A significant, and critical, suggestion regarding the conceptualizations of SDO and
RWA has been put forth by Duckitt (2001) who developed the dual process model of
ideology and prejudice (DPM) which combine RWA and SDO, shifting them from

personality dimensions to relatively stable socio-political attitudes. Different research
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findings are exemplified and utilized by Duckitt and Sibley (2010) to explain why
these theories are not the dimensions of personality. They note that while most of the
personality inventories consist of items which describe behavioral reactions, RWA
and SDO solely involve statements concerning social belief and attitude. Further, they
propose that SDO and RWA are vulnerable to change by manipulation, priming,
sociopolitical context, or people’s group positions as opposed to be stable over times
and situations. Duckitt and Sibley (2010) also indicate that personal experiences are
influential on people’s levels of authoritarianism, as it is stated by Altemeyer (1996),
too. Last but not the least, regarding the association of RWA and SDO with Big Five
personality traits, one significant feature is that the correlation is noted at weak to
moderate levels (see in Sibley & Duckitt, 2008). As a result, Duckitt and Sibley
underline that RWA and SDO are not personality traits; although they might be
affected by personality, it is better to conceptualize them as “dimensions of
sociopolitical or ideological attitudes” (Duckitt & Sibley, 2010, p. 1866).

According to the dual process model, while the worldview behind the RWA is
the social world is dangerous and threatening, SDO stems from a different worldview
belief that the world is a competitive jungle. Therefore, the underlying social
worldview of high RWA makes the value or motivational goals that concern to
establish and maintain social or collective order, security, and stability. However, the
motivational goal or value of the high SDO is regarding dominance, superiority, and
power over ‘others’ (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010).

Concerning the fair criticisms about the previous approaches, it seems that
borrowing the perspective of DPM as a theoretical model to utilize the individual
level constituents in the current research would be auspicious to increase the accuracy
of the present formulation. However, above and beyond the individual differences and

effects of the situation, context is another pivotal integrant in the studies of intergroup
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relations. On that account, how the issue depends on the context and its role in this
research will be illuminated in the subsequent chapter. That is, the following part will
articulate the theoretical framework which is a multilevel approach that combines
different levels of analysis. In that sense, the previous sections will be connected to
the following one.

2.4. Social Contexts in Turkey

Social context is a quite significant determinant in the examination of the
intergroup prejudice. In parallel with the particular question and objective of the
current research, whether contexts influence the prejudice phenomenon or not is a
quite important matter that should be illuminated.

One of the leading fields which deal with the prejudice phenomenon is Social
Psychology, and as it is stated by Pettigrew (2018), the issue of context-dependency
in that area of research is an indispensable and critical characteristic. Likewise,
Chirist, Asbrock, Dhont, Pettigrew, and Wagner (2013) highlight the significance of
social context in the examination of the influence of the intergroup climate on
acculturation preferences of immigrants in a given social context by focusing on “the
desire for cultural maintenance and maintenance of intergroup relations of
immigrants” (p. 5). They report that analyzing social context is essential in the
acculturation processes.

In that lens, the current research undertakes to uncover the within-country
variances which reflect the significance of contexts for the prejudice toward Syrian
refugees in Turkey. More specifically, even though Turkey can be identified through
some socio-economic, political and cultural features by comparing to the other
countries, it is likely that different districts will distinguish from each other within

Turkey.
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For the interest of this paper, the context is determined through the probability
of experiencing more direct contact with the refugees versus the possibility of more
indirect means of getting information, but not having a hands-on experience,
regarding the issue. In other words, it is supposed that while people live in the cities
which have temporary accommodation camps and located alongside the border across
Syria and Turkey are more likely to have first-hand experiences and personal
interactions in different contexts with the refugees, people live in the largest cities
which have much more population and complexity in compared to the others would
likely to be more distant to interact with the refugees directly. That is because, in the
border cities the general population is lower, and the distribution of Syrian refugees
over the general population is higher; as a result of that the refugees might be more
able to involve the daily life, workplaces, central locations, or downtowns than the
largest cities. It is not only regarding the probability to access but also the nature of
work, transportation, central locations, housing, and so on are much more complicated
in the largest cities. It can be observed that quantitatively, immigrants mostly locate in
specific regions which are relatively isolated and have lower socio-economic statutes
in the larger cities due to having less chance to be involved with the prosperous places
directly.

Moreover, the conducted comprehensive assessment by the association of
Support to Life (2016), regarding the vulnerability of Syrian refugees in Istanbul, can
be utilized to portray the difference between two types of cities concerning the rates
of refugees’ accessibility to the channels of work and housing on an average level.
More clearly, the data was collected from the districts in which people have relatively
low socio-economic statuses (Sultanbeyli, Umraniye, Fatih, Basaksehir, Bagcilar, and
Kiiciikgekmece). In the report, it is underlined that “[t]hese districts have a large

percentage of Syrian refugees that are underserved, often marginalized” (Kaya &



28

Kirag, 2016, p. 11). They also state that most of the respondents are only able to rent a
flat from either a basement or a ground floor because of the expensive rents. As it is
indicated in the same report, in terms of the sources of the refugees’ incomes, about
64 % of them have regularly paid from the sectors of textile, service, and
construction. They also reported that 23 % of the participants earn daily wages, and
only a small percentage could establish their own business in the city, which are either
formal or informal.

Given the regard of differences in social contexts, it can be expected that
people, who have direct contact with the refugees and first-hand experiences with
them, like in the border district, might be more likely to have more stable attitudes
towards Syrian refugees; as a consequence, they would not be influenced by the
situation in which empathy-evoking concerns are reminded. Howbeit, the actual
economic competitions, a shared daily life, and more clear differences in the social
and cultural practices and norms in the border region would make people more
sensitive in order to be influenced by threat-related apprehensions; and
correspondingly, people in the border cities would be more influenced by the threat-
evoking conditions. On the contrary, the expectation for the largest cities is that since
individuals do not have direct interaction with the refugee group, they might have
nonrigid attitudes towards the refugees and might be more responsive to the empathy-
evoking condition. Besides, in the largest cities, the economic concerns or differences
in the cultural norms and practices do not base on hands-on experiences but probably
stem from perceptions even if there are such considerations. Likewise, youngsters in
large cities, for instance, who are in the private university students, might not have
such real economic burdens or concerns regarding the ‘aberrations’ from the cultural

and social rules. In turn, their attitudes towards Syrian refugees emanate from
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perceptions, and they would be responsive the situational conditions, mainly, the
empathy-evoking condition might be even more effective on them.

In accordance with the theoretical explanations, discussions, and previous
findings addressed throughout the previous chapters, the following part will articulate
the theoretical framework of the current research. Further, the hypotheses will be

expressed at the end of the following section.
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3. ANALYZING PREJUDICE THROUGH A MULTILEVEL
APPROACH

This chapter will portray the theoretical framework of the present research, a
multilevel approach, by focusing on the pivotal roles of social context and situational
factors in the examination of prejudice. The broader and structural layer, context, can
be connected with the instant situations, and thus, their impacts on people's biased
attitudes and approaches can diverse from each other according to different social
contexts. Employing a multilevel approach facilitates the research in order to not
only delve the prejudice toward Syrian refugees in the account of person-based
explanations but also investigate the effects of situational and socio-contextual
circumstances on individuals, which might shape and alter attitudes.

In this respect, Pettigrew (2018) emphasizes that it is possible to focus on
different levels, micro (individual), meso (situational), and macro (culture/social
structure), while conducting a study. Involving possible related elements from these
levels into research would strengthen the inquiry concerning both to constitute a well-
grounded methodological design and to reach more informative results, which might
be able to touch on several ingredients of a puzzle.

The current research is designed according to different dimensions of the
matter and to be able to touch on the distinct impacts of them, the micro, meso, and
macro variables are utilized as a theoretical approach. The expectation is to observe
how these factors appear as significant determinants of the prejudice towards Syrian
refugees in Turkey. To put it more in more details, RWA and SDO were employed to
observe the roles of individual-difference variables in prejudice. In addition to them,
different situations, in which the threat- and empathy-evoking conditions were
displayed as a portray of instant states that the refugees in Turkey have and the

possible results of their existence, were employed to uncover whether people resist
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conserving their current perceptions and attitudes towards Syrian refugees when they
are exposed to the different stimulus regarding the refugees in Turkey. Lastly,
concerning the macro-level variables, two additional groups, border, and largest
cities, were created in terms of the distinct social and economic structures. By
utilizing a multilevel approach, the multifaceted subject, prejudice against the
refugees, might be clarified through several ingredients.

To these ends, the current study composes of two different analyses from two
separate samples. The first one can be accepted as preliminary research to display the
influence the experimental conditions, on individuals’ prejudice levels. Mainly, the
threat- and empathy-evoking conditions were designed to observe whether these
situational factors make any difference in the levels of prejudice in a sample that
consists of university students. The group of university students has particular
concerns in terms of having limited economic and cultural interests in comparison to
the extent that adults hold, and therefore they display a unique context of prejudice.

Although in the first examination included university students, the individual-
difference variables and different contexts were not incorporated in the first design,
the second research can be suggested as a comprehensive inquiry which consists of all
of the mentioned factors appear as different dimensions. More specifically, not only
the situational determinants but also the individual and contextual explanations were
involved in the formulation of the second research in which the sample consisted of
adults from different districts of Turkey. Before going beyond the methodological
explanations in detail, it would be favorable to set out the hypotheses of these studies
succinctly. In the further sections, the methodologies and results will be reported.

The hypotheses of the first study are proposed as the following:

HYPOTHESIS 1: When individuals are exposed to the threat- and empathy-

evoking experimental conditions, the prejudice levels will differentiate.
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HYPOTHESIS 2: While individuals who read the threat-evoking text will
show higher levels of prejudice than the people who are in neutral condition,
individuals who read the empathetic text will display a lower level of prejudice
compared to the ones who are in neutral condition.

HYPOTHESIS 3: When individuals are exposed to the threat- and empathy-
evoking experimental conditions, the ones who are in the threat-evoking condition
will have a higher level of prejudice towards Syrian refugees compared to the
respondents who are in the empathetic condition.

These expectations are related to the discussion about empathy and perceived
threat and their effects on prejudice. Empathy leads people to consider themselves in
the others’ positions by contemplating the conditions and circumstances that an
outgroup has. When a situation stimulates individuals in an empathetic sense towards
the refugees, they will be more likely to increase their current biased attitudes. On the
contrary, the literature suggests that there is a positive correlation between perceived
threat and prejudice. If the refugees are portrayed as the menacing ones against the
economic or cultural domains in the country, people will tend to increase their levels
of prejudice. All these assumptions are considered in the context of a university
student group. Because their attitudes probably stem from merely their perceptions
without hands-on experience with the refugees.

The hypotheses of the second study are proposed as the following:

HYPOTHESIS 1: The experimental conditions, threat- and empathy-evoking,
will produce substantial effects on the level of prejudice in the contexts of both largest
and border cities.

HYPOTHESIS 2: In the group of largest cities (Istanbul, Ankara, izmir),
individuals who are exposed to the empathetic text will have a lower level of

prejudice while the others who are exposed to the threat-evoking text will not
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differentiate from the neutral condition in terms of prejudice level. Since the
assumption is that people who live in the largest cities do not have a high probability
of direct interaction with the refugees, and their chance to be familiar to the refugees
is on a lower degree, their attitudes presumably do not emanate from experience, but
only from a perception level. As a result of that, they will be more open to being
affected by the empathy-evoking stimulus. However, due to the previous reports,
which are presented above sections, display that the general approach in the society is
quite negative against the refugees the threat-evoking condition might not be as
influential as; hence a probable ceiling effect.

HYPOTHESIS 3: In the context of border cities (Gaziantep, Sanliurfa, Hatay),
respondents’ levels of prejudice against Syrian refugees will be higher than the others,
who are in the neutral condition, whereas the participants’ prejudice levels in the
empathetic and neutral conditions will not vary from each other. The reason is related
to the social context of border cities where the probability of contacting with the
refugees through more direct means is on a high level. As a result of that, the
economic and cultural concerns are probably based on actual experiences and people
might tend to have more inflexible attitudes. On the other hand, these experiences
might make people quite familiar to the refugees and the circumstances that they
under live in Turkey. Thus, the empathy-evoking condition will not as effective as on
the prejudice scores compared to the perceived threat situation, since people in the
district are already accustomed to the issue.

HYPOTHESIS 4: The second and third hypotheses will hold, after adjusting
the influence of the individual-difference variables, namely, RWA and SDO. The
literature, which scrutinizes the effects of individual differences on prejudice,
acknowledges us regarding the positive correlations of RWA and SDO with levels of

prejudice, as it was elaborated in the previous sections. These variables are
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conceptualized as relatively more stable socio-ideological attitudes that people have;
and therefore, these individual-based factors are not so vulnerable to change across
different contexts and situations. That is why it is expected that while both RWA and
SDO will be able to predict higher levels of prejudice successfully, their influence
will not differentiate across the social contexts. Concordantly, after controlling the
effects of RWA and SDO on prejudice, the reached findings regarding the influence
of empathy- and threat- evoking conditions on prejudice in both social contexts will
be preserved. The subsequent chapters will illustrate the methodological details of the
studies along with the obtained findings of each of them in accordance with the

indicated hypotheses.
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4. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY OF STUDY I

In this chapter, the methodology of the first research will be elaborated by
displaying the features of the participants, the details of the scales and questionnaires
that was used, procedure of the experiment, and which statistical tests were employed.
4.1. Participants

The preliminary study consisted of 120 university students (75 females, 45
males) who involved in the research voluntarily. The age range in the sample was
from 18 to 26 (M =21, 72; SD = 1, 62). They were all undergraduate students from
different private universities (e.g., Yeditepe University, Ko¢ University) in Istanbul.
The students were from several departments such as law, engineering, medicine,
psychology, pharmacy, and so on. The participants involved in the study by
convenient sampling, and they were randomly assigned to the experimental

conditions.

4.2. Materials and questionnaires

4.2.1. Demographic form. This was a brief form to report the respondents’

personal information about their age, gender and their major (see Appendix A).

4.2.2. Manipulation texts. Two different texts were designed to evoke
empathy towards the refugees and threat caused by them. In the empathetic one, the
objective was to expose the participants to the positive information about Syrians. By
doing so, the respondents led to take the refugees perspective and have empathy
concern. On the other hand, the threat-evoked text displayed the problematic
atmosphere due to the refugees in Turkey with respect to both symbolic and realistic
concerns which were prevalent in the society. In each text, one specific quotation was
employed to make the texts more reliable by presenting evidence. Lastly, the number

of words in each text were fixed to 226 words (see Appendices B and C).
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4.2.3. The questionnaire of prejudice towards Syrian refugees. The
questionnaire is developed with regard to the common concerns and biased attitudes
in the society of Turkey, which was displayed by the research named as ‘Syrians in
Turkey: Social Acceptance and Integration’ conducted by the Hacettepe University
Migration and Politics Research Center (HUGO) (Erdogan, 2014). In addition to that,
although it was not a direct adaptation of a previous scale which assessed prejudice
towards an outgroup, Pettigrew and Meertens’ (1995) conceptualization of blatant and
subtle prejudice was taken into consideration during the formation of the
questionnaire. Therefore, prejudice was gauged by the prevalent biased attitudes and
perceptions in the host society through the blatant and subtle aspects of the term (see
Appendix D). The intention of this composition was to touch on the characteristics of
the issue in Turkey-specific context. In the assessment, there were 28 items in which
half of them was the reverse ones. The responses were reported on a 5-point Likert
scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Accordingly, the possible
lowest score was 28 and the highest one was 140. Higher scores reflected higher level
of prejudice against Syrians in Turkey. The internal consistency of the questionnaire

was found as 00 =94, n = 113.

4.3. Design

A posttest-only experimental design was employed in the present research. All
participants were randomly assigned to the experimental conditions. In the first
condition, the participants were exposed to the emphatic text, in the second one they
were induced by the threat-evoking condition. The last condition was the neutral in

which the respondents did not get any extra information or text.
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4.4. Procedure

First of all, the consent form was given to the participants, and then they were
asked to fill out the demographic questionnaire. Accordingly, the participants read the
manipulation texts according to their assigned conditions unless they were in the
neutral one. When the participants completed reading the text, the prejudice
questionnaire, which was about Syrian refugees, was given them to answer. However,
if they were in the neutral condition in which no text was presented to them, they
directly shifted to the last questionnaire regarding prejudice. After the completion of
the survey, they got a debrief including the different experimental conditions and the

objective of the research.

4.5. Statistical Analysis

All statistical analyses were run in the IBM SPSS version 25. The main
examination was conducted through the test of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to
uncover whether there is a statistically significant differentiation among the
experimental conditions regarding the level of prejudice. As a further analysis,
Dunnett’s test was run to examine whether the experimental conditions, empathetic
and threat, were differentiated from the neutral condition with opposite directions.
Accordingly, to Hoschberg’s GT2 was performed as a post-hoc test to detect whether
there was a difference in each possible pair of experimental condition. The reason of
running the Hoschberg’s GT2 test was related to the unequal number of respondents
in the experimental conditions while the homogeneity of variance assumption was
confirmed (see in Field, 2009). In the subsequent chapter, the findings will be

reported.
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5. RESULTS OF STUDY 1

The results of the first research will be reported in this section. First, the
results of descriptive analysis will be presented. Further, the outputs of the group

comparison tests will be shown.

5.1. Descriptive Statistic

In each experimental condition, there were 40 respondents. The age, gender,
and in which year the participants at the university were illustrated in Table 5.1 across

the experimental conditions.

Table 5.1

Descriptive Statistics of Demographic Variables of Study I

Empathetic Threat Neutral
Variables
N % M SD N % M SD N % M SD

Eflj‘i f:rtsf?;* 275 114 275 127 243 131

First Year 6 15 6 15 11 275

Second Year 7 175 10 25 4 10

Third Year 8 20 4 10 7 175

Fourth Year 11 275 12 30 8 20
Missing 8 20 8 20 10 25
Gender

Female 23 575 29 725 23 575

Male 17 425 11 275 17 425
Age 2243 1.58 21.60 1.63 21.15 1.42

*] = First Year, 2 = Second Year, 3 = Third Year, 4 = Fourth Year.

As it can be seen in Table 5.1, the participants’ year in the university, gender
frequencies and means of age in the experimental conditions were found similar to

each other.
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Figure 1. The means and standard deviations of prejudice scores in the experimental

conditions.

The means and standard deviations of prejudice scores in the empathetic,
threat-evoking and neutral conditions, which were depicted in Figure 1, were as the
following: M = 68.87, SD = 18.27, n=38; M = 86.33, SD =24.10, n = 40; M = 78.31,

SD =20.39, n = 35, respectively.

5.2. Comparison of Prejudice Levels across the Experimental Conditions

The analysis of variance test was run to observe whether there was a
significant differentiation among the conditions. The findings revealed that there was
a statistically significant differentiation of the prejudice levels among the

experimental conditions, £ (2, 110) = 6.651, p = .002, n?> = .11.

To test the means of the empathy- and threat-evoking conditions against the
neutral condition, Dunnett’s test was conducted as a post hoc analysis. After the
confidence interval was designated as 90 %, the comparison test yielded that the mean

score of prejudice for the empathetic condition was significantly different than the
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neutral condition with a mean difference as 9.45, p = .053 (one-tailed). When analysis
was conducted to assess the hypothesis that individuals in threat-evoking condition
had greater prejudice than the neutral condition, the findings was found in parallel

with the assumption with a mean difference as 8.01, p = .09 (one-tailed).

Further, the multiple comparisons for each pair of conditions was run with a
second post hoc procedure, Hoschberg’s GT2 test. The mean differences, standard

errors and p-values were portrayed below in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2.

The Comparisons of the Manipulation Effects on the Level of Prejudice

Conditions (I) Conditions (J) Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error p

Threat -17.457° 4.789 .001
Empathetic

Neutral -9.446 4.952 .166

Empathetic 17.457" 4.789 .001
Threat

Neutral 8.011 4.893 .280

Empathetic 9.446 4.952 .166
Neutral

Threat -8.011 4.893 .280

The results yielded that there was a statistically significant differentiation on
the prejudice scores between the empathetic and threat-evoking conditions (p =.001).
In the other comparisons between each pair of experimental conditions, a significant
difference of prejudice levels could not be found. Before elaborating these outputs,
the research methodology of the second study will be detailed in the following

chapter.
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6. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY OF STUDY I1

This section will focus on the details of the design and methodology of the
second research. To this end, first, the characteristics of the respondents will be
illustrated, and then, the materials, questionnaire, and scales that were utilized in the
study will be explained. Further, the procedure of the data collection, and lastly, the
details of the statistical analyses will be elaborated.

6.1. Participants

The study was consisting of 186 individuals (103 male, 83 female) from six
cities with regard to existence or nonexistence of temporary accommodation camps
(Hatay, Gaziantep, Sanliurfa contain temporary accommodation camps; Istanbul,
Izmir, Ankara do not have temporary accommodation camps). There were 30
respondents from Hatay, 32 from Gaziantep, 28 from Sanliurfa, 32 from Istanbul, 31
from Izmir, and 33 from Ankara.

The respondents’ age ranged from 18 to 78 (M = 35.9; SD = 12.72). They were
asked to indicate their education level, and almost all of the respondents in the sample
took some level of education except 2. More specifically, 25 individuals completed a
graduate school, 76 of the respondents graduated from university, 46 people had high
school education, 19 of them graduated from secondary school, and 16 of them
specified that they got the primary school education. Two individuals did not indicate
their education levels.

Regarding monthly income, four individuals did not answer this question; and
18 of them stated that their monthly incomes were lower than 500 Turkish Liras (TL).
Between the range of 500-1000 TL, there were 22 participants. The majority of the
sample reported their income in a month in the field of 1001-3000 TL (56 of them

were in between 1001-2000 TL; 41 individuals were in between 2001-3000 TL).
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Thirty-one of them stated that their monthly incomes were in between 3001-5000 TL,
and 14 individuals received more than 5000 TL.

Another question that was asked the respondents was related to the frequency
of seeing Syrian refugees in their surroundings. According to their indications, 62 of
them saw the refugees all the time, 81 individuals frequently saw, 25 of the sample
sometimes saw, 15 participants rarely saw, and only 1 of them has never seen the
refugees in his/her surrounding. Two people did not answer this question.

6.2. Materials and questionnaires

6.2.1. Demographic form. There were several questions regarding the
participant’s age, gender, education level, occupation, monthly income, and the
current place s/he lives in (see Appendix E).

6.2.2. Right-Wing Authoritarian Personality scale (RWA). The scale
consisted of 22 items in which the items 4, 6, 8,9, 11, 13 15, 18, 20, and 21 were the
reverse ones (see Appendix F). The response system was based on a 9-point Likert
scale from -4 (very strongly disagree) to +4 (very strongly agree), and the first two
statements were not included in the calculation because these items served as a way to
get experience on -4 and +4 response system. Therefore, the lowest possible total
score was 20, and the highest one was 180. The higher scores on the scale represented
more authoritarianism than the lower RWA scores. In the current study, the internal
reliability was found satisfactory enough (o = .87, n = 173). RWA scale translated
from English to Turkish and checked by Assist. Prof. Dr. Sevda Numanbayraktaroglu,
who studies in the area of cultural psychology. Several preliminary studies were
conducted to assess the internal reliability of the Turkish version of the RWA scale.
The first one was conducted with 40 participants after all regulations were completed,
and Cronbach’s a was found .87. The second preliminary data was collected 206

students from several universities in Istanbul (e.g., Marmara University, Istanbul
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Technical University, Yeditepe University) and the internal consistency of the RWA
scale was a = 0.89. Altemeyer (2006) indicated that Cronbach’s a of the scale was
0.90. Thus, the reached internal reliabilities of different samples reflected a
consistency.

6.2.3. Social Dominance Orientation scale (SDO). The scale, which was
developed by Pratto et al. (1994), had 16 items and half of them were reversed ones
(see Appendix G). Akbas (2010, unpublished master thesis) adopted the scale into
Turkish; and in the current research, this version was applied. The response system
was a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The
possible highest score was 112, and the possible lowest was 16. The higher scores
depicted more social dominance orientation. The internal reliability of the scale was
on a satisfactory level (o =.85, n = 157).

6.2.4. Manipulation texts. Two different texts were utilized to manipulate
participants’ perceptions towards Syrian refugees in Turkey. One of them illustrated
some positive opinions, attitudes, and information regarding the refugees that might
lead respondents to have empathetic concern and take their perspectives to observe
whether their level of prejudice will reduce, or not. The other text reflected some of
the public concerns and negative perspectives regarding economic issues, cultural
differences, social relations, and so forth to influence respondents’ perceptions and
increase their prejudice. Both texts had fixed number of words as 341 including the
titles (see Appendices H and I).

6.2.5. The questionnaire of prejudice towards Syrian refugees. The
questionnaire was designed in similar with the preliminary study I, by borrowing the
perspective of prejudice including subtle and blatant components, which is suggested
by Pettigrew and Meertens’ (1995). In addition, the results and questions from

‘Syrians in Turkey: Social Acceptance and Integration’ report written by Erdogan
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(2014) was one of the primary sources for the development of the assessment (see
Appendix J). The questionnaire had 22 items in which 9 of them were the reverse
ones. The responses were marked on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 7 (strongly agree). Thus, the possible highest score was 154, and the lowest one
was 22. The higher scores represented higher levels of prejudice towards Syrian
refugees in Turkey. The internal consistency of the questionnaire was found on a
satisfactory level, a =.93, n = 173.

6.3. Design

The study was constructed as a posttest-only experimental design, in a similar
way to the Study I. All participants were randomly assigned to three experimental
conditions. The first condition was the empathetic one in which the respondents
received the text that was designed to contribute to have empathetic concern through
the refugees’ affective state to and take their perspective caused by their plight. The
second one provoked threat perception in which the respondents read the text that
constituted significant economic, welfare (realistic) and socio-cultural threat
(symbolic) concerns regarding the issue. By doing so, the respondents aimed to be
triggered in terms of having threat perception towards the refugees. In the last
condition, which was the neutral one, participants did not receive any text.

Moreover, the collected data was divided into two parts according to the
different proportions of the refugees to the general population in cities and features of
the large cities and border district. Thus, the first group included the border cities
(Hatay, Sanlurfa, Gaziantep), and the second one contained the largest cities
(Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir). That is because it was more likely to have firsthand
experiences regarding refugees in the border cities compared to the others. It should
be reported that the data of the present research was gathered in 2016. Expressing the

distributions Syrian population by the concerned cities in that year will be suitable in
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order to display the quantitative difference between the largest (Istanbul, Ankara,
Izmir) and border cities (Gaziantep, Hatay, Sanliurfa) in Turkey. In that sense,
Turkish Migration Report (2016) published by Ministry of Interior Directorate
General of Migration Management presented that Istanbul was the most populous one
with the number of 438.861 which was equal to 2,96 percent of the population in
Istanbul. Similarly, the percentages were lower in Ankara with 67.141 refugees (1,26
% of the population) and in Izmir 99.701 (2,36 % of the population). The proportions
of Syrian refugees to the general populations in the largest cities, which was included
in this study, were relatively small compared to the population distribution in the
border cities. Namely, there were 318.078 Syrian refugees in Gaziantep (16,11% of
the population), 405.511in Sanlurfa (20,90 % of the population) and 379.141 in
Hatay (24,38 % of the population). When the distribution of Syrian refugee
population by cities was taken into the formulation, it can be suggested the
assumption mentioned above regarding the probability of direct contact between local
people and the refugees holds.

In addition to the comparison of prejudice among experimental conditions
according to the contextual differences, the respondents’ stances on the RWA and
SDO scales were adjusted to assess whether these variables had any influences on
prejudice by taking manipulation into the account.

6.4. Procedure

The materials and scales were applied as a face-to-face survey in quiet places.
Any distraction from outside was inhibited during the process. First, the respondents
received the consent form and informed about the research. The information about the
experimental groups or availability of different texts was not shared with the
respondents until the end of questionnaires. After the consent form, they were

requested to fill out the demography questions, the SDO scale, and RWA scale, in this
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order. Then, the participants were asked to read the relevant manipulation texts unless
they were in the neutral condition. As the last task, all participants were requested to
fill out the questionnaire of prejudice towards Syrian refugees. When the respondents
completed all the steps, they got debrief about the entire procedure including
experimental conditions.

6.5. Statistical Analyses

All statistical analyses were performed in the IBM SPSS version 25. First,
Pearson’s correlation was applied to reveal possible associations between RWA,
SDO, and prejudice in the neutral condition. Then, the data was split into two groups
as the border cities (Hatay, Gaziantep, Sanliurfa) and the largest cities (Istanbul,
Ankara, Izmir). In each group, the conditions were compared to each other through
the test of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to examine the influence of experimental
manipulations. To examine whether the assumed differences for the probability of
contacting with Syrian refugees between two groups of cities exist, or not, an
independent samples t-test was run.

Moreover, the hypotheses, which indicated while people in the threat-evoking
perception had greater level of prejudice, individuals in the empathetic condition had
lower level of prejudice than the neutral condition, was tested with the Dunnett’s test.
By doing so, the means of prejudice level in the experimental conditions was tested
against the neutral condition.

After that, the contrast tests were performed for the both groups of cities to
examine the influence of the threat perception provoking text on the level of prejudice
comparing to the impact of empathetical one (see in Field, 2009). For the analysis of
pairwise comparisons, Tukey’s HSD test was run in the group of largest cities
because the sample sizes in each condition were equal to each other (see in Field,

2009). However, in the group of border cities, the numbers of respondents in each
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experimental context were different although the homogeneity of variances
assumption was verified. Therefore, Hoschberg’s GT2 was chosen as a post hoc test
(see in Field, 2009). Subsequently, the Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was
performed to observe the effect of manipulations on prejudice after the impact of
covariates, RWA and SDO, was taken into the model. In parallel with the mentioned
statistical procedures, in Chapter 7, the outputs of these statistical analyses will be

illustrated.
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7. RESULTS OF STUDY II

In this part, first, the descriptive analysis of the data will be displayed to
illuminate the characteristics of the data. Accordingly, the results of the experimental
comparisons will be detailed according to the contextual division as the groups of
largest and border cities. In the last section of this chapter, the findings of the model
that includes both the individual-difference variables and experimental conditions will
be portrayed.

7.1. Descriptive Statistics

In total, 186 respondents were involved in the research. The number of individuals in
the empathetic condition were 64 (4 of them was missing), in the threat-evoking
condition were 60 (4 of them was missing), and 62 in the neutral condition (5 of them

was missing).
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Figure 2. The means and standard deviations of prejudice across the experimental

conditions.
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The means and standard deviations of prejudice scores in the overall data were
shown in Figure 1. In the empathetic condition, the mean of the responses was 91.75
and the standard deviation was 27.43, in the threat condition, the mean was 111.61
and the standard deviation 27.43, and in the neutral condition, the mean 101.11 and

the standard deviation 26.34.



Table 7.1.

Descriptive Statistics of Demographic Variables of Study I1
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Variables Empathetic Threat Neutral
N % M SD N % M SD N % M SD
Cities
Istanbul 10 15.6 11 18.3 11 17.7
Ankara 12 18.8 10 16.7 11 17.7
[zmir 10 15.6 10 16.7 11 17.7
Gaziantep 12 18.8 9 15.0 11 17.7
Hatay 10 15.6 10 16.7 10 16.1
Sanlurfa 10 15.6 10 16.7 8 12.9
Contexts
Largest Cities 32 50.0 31 51.7 33 53.2
Border Cities 32 500 29 483 29 468
Education* 243 96 250 97 252 .99
Not a High 13 20.6 12 20 12 19.7
High School, 17 26.6 14 233 15 242
Bachelor’s 26  40.6 26 433 24 387
Doctoral and 7 10.9 8 133 10 16.1
Missing 1 1.6 - - 1 1.6
Income (TL)** 26 1.28 243  1.19 269 121
Less than 1000 13 222 16 276 10 16.4
1001-2000 19 297 15 250 22 355
2001-3000 15 234 16 267 10 16.1
3001-5000 8 12.5 8 13.3 15 242
More than 5000 7 10.9 3 5.0 4 6.5
Missing 1 1.6 2 33 1 1.6
Gender
Female 31 48.4 22 367 30 484
Male 33 51.6 38 633 32 516
Age 363 139 343 123 37.0 117
RWA 97.1 35.0 94.7  29.7 97.1 312
SDO 433 184 449 19.8 450 155

* = Less than High School, 2= High School, No College, 3= Bachelor, 4= Doctoral

and Master'’s.

**Monthly income (TL); 1= Below 1000 TL, 2 = 1001-2000 TL, 3 = 2001-3000 TL, 4

= 3001-5000 TL, 5 = More than 5000 TL.
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The demographic variables and the scores of individual-differences in RWA
and SDO were displayed in the Table 7.1. As an advantage of using random
assignment, the means of monthly income level, last completed education degree, age,
scores of RWA, and SDO were similar to each other across the experimental
conditions. Similarly, the number of participants in the two different districts of
Turkey were in a congruence, as well.

7.2. Correlation Coefficient

The correlation analyses were conducted in the neutral condition to eliminate the
possible effects of manipulation. According to the findings, there was a statistically
significant and positive correlation between the scores on the RWA and SDO scales (»

=.59,n=47, p=.01). The positive relationship was illustrated in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. The positive correlation between the scores on RWA and SDO scales.
The other statistically significant correlation was observed between level of
prejudice and RWA (r = .28, n =54, p = .05). The association between prejudice and

RWA was found in a positive direction, but on a weak level (see Figure 4).
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Figure 4. The positive correlation between the RWA and level of prejudice.

A statistically significant correlation could not be achieved between the level
of prejudice and the scores on SDO (r = .26, n =47, p > .05).

7.3. Comparison of Prejudice Levels in the Largest Cities

The analysis of variance test yielded that the influence of manipulations on the
level of prejudice was significant in the group of largest cities, F' (2, 84) =7.752, p =
.001, n? = 0.16. The error bar graph of the level of prejudice along with a line which
displayed the general trend of the means in the experimental conditions illustrated in
Figure 5.

The means of the empathy- and threat-evoking conditions against the neutral
condition were analyzed with Dunnett’s test as a post hoc procedure. According to the
findings, the mean score of prejudice for the empathetic condition was significantly
lower than the neutral condition, p = .004 (one-tailed). However, there is no
significant differentiation of prejudice levels between the threat-evoking and neutral

conditions, p = .314 (one-tailed).
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Figure 5. The error bar chart of the level of prejudice across the experimental
conditions in the group of largest cities.

When the planned comparison was performed, the finding revealed that the
respondents in the threat condition had higher levels of prejudice compared to the
others in the empathetical condition, 7 (84) = 3.752, p = .000 (one-tailed), » = 0.4.
Table 7.2.

Comparisons of the Influences of Experimental Conditions on Prejudice in the

Largest Cities
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95% Confidence Interval

Condition (I) Condition (J) Mean Diff (I-J)  Std. Error ~ Lower Bound Upper Bound

. Threat -25.655" 6.837 -41.97 -9.34

Empathetic

Neutral -19.897" 6.837 -36.21 -3.58

Empathetic 25.655" 6.837 9.34 41.97
Threat

Neutral 5.759 6.837 -10.55 22.07

Empathetic 19.897™ 6.837 3.58 36.21
Neutral

Threat -5.759 6.837 -22.07 10.55

*p <0.05 ** p <0.01 (Tukey HSD)

As the findings which were illustrated in Table 7.2, the further pairwise

comparisons, through Tukey HSD test, indicated that while the participants who read
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empathetical text had significantly lower level of prejudice than the participants who
did not take a manipulative text (p = .013), there was no statistically significant
difference between the conditions of threat and neutral in terms of the participants’
prejudice scores (p = .678). In a similar vein to the aforementioned result reached
from the planned comparison, the pairwise comparison showed that when the
respondents read the threat-evoking text, they became more prejudiced towards the
refugees than the respondents who were in the empathetic condition (p = .001).
7.4. Analysis of Covariance in the Largest Cities

First, the condition that whether the covariates were independent from
experimental conditions was checked to involve them into the analysis. According to
the analysis of variance test, in which RWA and SDO are the outcomes and
experimental conditions as a predictor, the results revealed that the average level of
RWA, F (2,93)=.533, p=.59, and SDO, F (2, 82) = 1.288, p = .28, scores were
approximately same in all three conditions, meaning it is appropriate to include RWA
and SDO as covariates.
Table 7.3.

Summary of ANCOVA for the Level of Prejudice in the Largest Cities

Variable B Std. Error t 95% CI
(Intercept) 71.422 8.903 8.022 53.694 89.150
Empathy -20.261° 6.435 -3.149 -33.075 -7.448
Threat 2.691 6.529 412 -10.311 15.692
RWA 226° .084 2.708 .060 393
SDO 416° .149 2.788 119 714

*p<.01,R?>=33

In the main analysis of covariance, the results showed that covariates, RWA, F'
(1,77)=7.332, p = .008, np> = .087, and SDO, F (1, 77) = 7.774, p = .007, np*> = .092,
significantly related to prejudice towards Syrian refugees in Turkey. The significant
effect of the experimental conditions on prejudice was continued to be observed after

controlling for the influence of RWA and SDO, F (2, 77) = 7.788, p = .001, np> =
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.168. The coefficients of the variables were indicated in Table 7.3. The ANCOVA

results can be indicated as an equation of multiple linear regression:

vi=Po+ Pixi1+ Paxi2+..F PoiXip-1t &

Prejudice = 71.422 - 20.261 Empathy + 2.691Threat + .226RWA + .416SDO + ¢

Apart from the threat condition, all other components in the equation were found as
the significant predictors of the level of prejudice. That is to say, as empathy-evoking
situation increased by one unit, the level of prejudice decreased by about 20.26 units,
when the effects of all others were held constant. While prejudice and empathy had a
negative relationship to each other, RWA and SDO displayed positive associations
with prejudice. More specifically, if the influences of other predictors were held
constant, as RWA increased by one unit, the prejudice level increased by around 0.23
units. In a similar manner, as SDO increased by one unit, the level of prejudice
elevated by 0.42 units when all else was held constant. Additionally, the conducted
analysis of covariance was able to explain the 33 percent of the total variance in
prejudice.

Planned contrasts yielded that being exposed to the empathetic text
significantly decreased prejudice towards Syrian refugees in Turkey, ¢ (77) = —-3.15, p
=.002, np> = .114 in compared to neutral condition. However, being manipulated by
threat inducing text did not reveal a significant differentiation from the neutral

condition 7 (77) = .41, p = .681, np> = .002.
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Table 7.4.
Comparisons of the Influences of Experimental Conditions on Prejudice in the

Largest Cities

95% Confidence Interval

Condition (I) Condition (J) Mean Diff (I-J) Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound

) Threat -22.952" 6.376 -38.557 -7.347

Empathetic

Neutral -20.261" 6.435 -36.010 -4.513

Empathetic 22.952" 6.376 7.347 38.557
Threat

Neutral 2.691 6.529 -13.289 18.671

Empathetic 20.261" 6.435 4513 36.010
Neutral

Threat -2.691 6.529 -18.671 13.289
*p<0.01

As it can be seen in Table 7.4, when the all possible pairwise conditions were
compared to each other, the findings displayed that the participants in the empathetic
condition were more likely to have lower level of prejudice scores compared to ones
in the neutral condition (p = .007) and in the threat condition (p = .002). There were
no other significant differentiations in the other pairwise comparisons.

7.5. Comparison of Prejudice Levels in the Border Cities

According to the overall comparison of the experimental conditions,
the findings demonstrated that the effect of manipulation on the level of prejudice was
marginally significant in the group of border cities, F' (2, 83) = 2.504, p = .088, n*> =

.06. The descriptive statistics were shown in Table 7.5.
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Table 7.5.

Prejudice Scores Descriptive of the Experimental Conditions in the Border Cities

Experimental Conditions N Mean SD
Empathetic 31 98.23 28.693
Threat 27 112.81 31.098
Neutral 28 97.36 26.821
Total 86 102.52 29.395

The experimental conditions, threat and empathetic, were analyzed against the
neutral condition with Dunnett’s post hoc procedure. The output displayed that the
mean score of prejudice for the threat-evoking condition was significantly higher than
the neutral condition, p = .046 (one-tailed). However, according to the results, the
empathy-evoking condition did not produce a lower level of prejudice than the neutral
conditions, p =.710 (one-tailed).

The bar chart presented in Figure 6 showed the level of prejudice data in the
sample of border cities with an added line for displaying the linear trend of means

across the experimental conditions.

130

95% CI Prejudice in the Border Cities

80
Neutral Empathetic Threat

Experimental Conditions

Figure 6. The error bar chart of the level of prejudice across the experimental

conditions in the group of border cities.
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Further, the planned contrast comparison was performed, and the output
revealed that the threat inducing text significantly increased the respondents’ levels of
prejudice compared to the empathetical text, 7 (83) = 1.918, p = .03 (one-tailed), » =
0.2.

Table 7.6.

Comparisons of the Influences of Experimental Conditions on Prejudice in the Border

Cities
Conditions (I)  Conditions (J) Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error p
Neutral -.869 7.532 999
Empathetic
Threat -15.458 7.792 .143
Neutral .869 7.532 999
Threat
Empathetic -14.589 7.605 164
Empathetic 15.458 7.792 .143
Neutral
Threat 14.589 7.605 164

On the other hand, the multiple comparisons for each pair of conditions did
not produce a statistically significant differentiation in terms of the participants’ levels
of prejudice, which was displayed in Table 7.6.

7.6. Analysis of Covariance in the Border Cities

In similar to the section of largest cities analysis of covariance, first the
independence between covariates, RWA and SDO, and experimental conditions was
tested to confirm the validation of the involvement of the covariates into the main
analysis. Results approved that the average level of RWA, F (2, 87) =1.257, p = .29,
and SDO, F (2, 69) = 1.903, p = .16, scores were approximately same in all three
experimental contexts.

After that confirmation, the results from the main analysis of covariance

uncovered that neither RWA, F (1, 64) = .062, p = .804, n,>= .001, nor SDO, F (1,
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64) =.310, p = .580, > = .005, significantly associated with prejudice towards Syrian
refugees in Turkey. In parallel to the previous group comparisons, after controlling
for the possible impacts of RWA and SDO on the levels of prejudice, there was no
significant differentiation among the experimental conditions in terms of the
prejudice, F (2, 64) = 1.629, p = .204, > = .048. The findings were not found as
statistically significant, and therefore, further planned or pairwise comparisons were
not conducted for the group of border cities.

In order to designate whether there was a difference in the frequencies of the
exposure to the Syrian refugees between the groups of cities, control and confirm the
assumption of socio-contextual differences regarding the probability of contacting
with the refugees, the data from two different districts, border region, and largest
cities, were compared. The results yielded that while people in the border cities
reported a higher frequency of seeing Syrian refugees in their surroundings than the
ones in the largest cities. A significant difference was found for the scores of
frequencies of seeing Syrian refugees between the border cities (M = 4.33, SD = .70)
and the largest cities (M = 3.72, SD =1.01); ¢ (166.45) = 7.77, p = .000, when the

variances were not assumed as equal.
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8. DISCUSSION

The intergroup prejudice is one of the perplexing phenomena in the studies of
intergroup relations, and therefore, the notion is scrutinized by scholars from several
disciplines or interdisciplinary fields for many years. The quite prominent example is
the possible intergroup prejudice between Syrian refugees and the host societies, as a
consequence of the devastating conflict that has forced the Syrian people to flee to
several countries. The highest number of Syrian refugees reside in Turkey, and the
peculiar situation requires to examine the issue, thoroughly. However, there is not
enough research that contemplates the prejudice in the society of Turkey towards
Syrian refugees through neither an interdisciplinary perspective nor by employing a
multilevel approach. In that lens, the primary intention of the present study was to
uncover whether the prejudice in Turkey against Syrian refugees is vulnerable to be
affected by the empathy- and threat-evoking conditions. In addition to the situational
effects, the roles of individual differences, and the contextual diversification were
taken into the model to apprehend the matter thoroughly; that is because, for sure, the
issue is of the knotty concerns in the society. Given a multilevel approach, the current
design endeavors to provide a fertile ground to explore the possible explanations of
the prejudice phenomenon. By doing so, possible compositional and ecological
fallacies are likely to be diminished in this research (see in Pettigrew, 2006).

To put it more specifically, the primary objective of the research is to show the
variation of prejudice levels across the experimental conditions. In that sense, the
results supported the first hypothesis of the preliminary study, in which the sample
consisted of students from the universities in Istanbul. The expectation was to find a
significant differentiation on the levels of prejudice among the experimental
conditions. In accordance with the hypothesis, the findings revealed that there is a

significant differentiation; meaning, the empathetic and threat-evoking conditions
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produced a kind of significant influence on individuals’ prejudice scores. Also, the
effect size of these experimental conditions was found as around 11 percent, which
can be suggested as a relatively high magnitude.

The further focus of the examination was to designate the direction of the
shifts in the respondents’ prejudice levels across the experimental conditions.
Previous research uncovers the negative relationship between empathy and prejudice
(McFarland, 2010; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008); and in that context, one of the major
hypotheses was to assert that the empathy-evoking manipulation leads people to
reduce their prejudice towards the Syrian refugees. Explicit support was also found
for the second hypothesis: While individuals in the empathetic condition had a lower
level of prejudice than the people in the neutral condition, people who faced the
threat-evoking stimulus had a higher level of prejudice than the others in the neutral
condition.

The earlier studies have displayed that there is positive correlation between
threat perception and prejudice (e.g., Stephan & Renfro, 2002; Stephan & Stephan,
2000). However, the causal mechanism between these two concepts is relatively
ambiguous to designate which one causes the other. While, Duckitt and Sibley (2010)
demonstrate, in their experimental study, that threat was as an essential factor that
contributes to arouse a higher level of prejudice against immigrants, Bahns’ (2017)
findings suggest a reverse causal relationship in between them; meaning, it is possible
for both of them cause to each other in a circular manner. In that research, the causal
mechanism was formulated as unidirectional; in turn, the threat-evoking condition
makes individuals more prejudiced. As it is indicated above, the results of this study
produced evidence for the unidirectional mechanism between threat and prejudice.
More specifically, the respondents who were exposed to the threat-evoking condition

had a higher level of prejudice compared to the other conditions; thus, it can be
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asserted that when individuals perceived the refugees as menacing their prejudiced
attitudes towards the refugees were likely to increase.

Lastly, the statistical analyses produced consistent evidence with the third
hypothesis which focuses on the influences of empathy and threat on prejudice, by
indicating when people are exposed to the empathetic condition, their levels of
prejudice are likely to be lower than the others in threat condition. In this respect, the
existence of substantial experimental effects on prejudice was revealed by the finding
that presented participants’ prejudice scores were on a significantly lower level in the
empathetic condition in comparison to the others in the threat-evoking one. Moreover,
the finding goes along with previously obtained associations between empathy-
prejudice and threat-prejudice.

Nevertheless, the first study was able to reflect the issue from the perspective
of the university student group, in which the participants presumably have concerns
regarding neither an economic competition with refugees nor a shared atmosphere
with them. Therefore, the results may vary in the other contexts in which people have
various concerns about the refugees. The present research seeks also to apprehend
whether there is a within-variance in the society of Turkey regarding the prejudice
towards Syrian refugees, or not.

For the sake of this pursuit, the second study was conducted in two different
districts of Turkey, which portray the contexts of largest and border cities. The
outputs were consistent with the first expectation: the threat and empathetic
conditions produced an experimental effect on the level of prejudice in both contexts.
To put it more clearly, the largest city context illustrated that the experiment
presented a significant impact on prejudice scores. The empathy- and threat-evoking
conditions could explain 16 percent of the variance in prejudice in that sample. In

other words, the results showed that being exposed to the empathetic or threat-
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evoking texts was able to explain a considerable portion in the variation of prejudice
scores. Further, a statistically significant differentiation could also be observed in the
border cities, on a relatively lower level than the context of largest cities, though. The
experimental situations could explain 6 percent of the variance of prejudice scores.

Why the empathetic and threat-evoking conditions were not influential at the
same extent as in different samples can be related to the contextual differences
between the regions of Turkey. More specifically, it can be expected that individuals,
who live in the border cities (Hatay, Sanliurfa, and Gaziantep), are more likely to
have direct contact with the refugees because of their higher ratio to the general
population. That is to say, this feature of the border cities enables people to contact
with the refugees more directly; and as a consequence, the host society probably has
relatively stable attitudes towards them in comparison to the individuals who live in
the largest cities (Istanbul, Ankara, and Izmir). In turn, the experimentally
manipulated empathetic and threat may not have been as influential on people’s
prejudice in the border cities while people in the largest cities are more likely to shift
their levels of prejudice after being exposed to the manipulation.

The further focus of the examination was to designate the direction of the
shifts in the respondents’ prejudice levels across the experimental conditions. With
regard to this aim, the hypothesis was formulated as when individuals, who live in the
largest cities, are exposed to the empathetic text; they have a lower level of prejudice
in comparison to the neutral condition. However, the others, who are exposed to the
threat-evoking text, do not differentiate from the neutral condition in terms of the
prejudice level. The findings were consistent with the expectation; when individuals
read the empathy-inducing text in the context of largest cities, their level of prejudice

was likely to be on a lower level in comparison to the individuals who were not
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exposed to manipulation. In addition, the threat condition did not produce a
substantial effect on the levels of prejudice in the same context.

Along with the same focus, the third hypothesis articulates that individuals in
the threat condition are more likely to have a lower level of prejudice than the others
in the neutral condition whereas the prejudice scores in the conditions of empathetic
and neutral do not differentiate to each other. The results were found as consistent
with the hypothesis. Individuals had a significantly higher level of prejudice when
they read the threat-evoking text than the others who did not take a manipulation.
Plus, as it was expected, there was no significant difference between the neutral and
empathetic conditions in terms of prejudice level.

Consequently, it can be depicted that people in the largest cities are more
vulnerable to shift their prejudice levels to a lower degree whereas they are not open
to be affected by the threat-evoking condition in compared the empathy stimulus and
they do not increase their levels of prejudice. In other words, while they were
influenced by the empathetic condition on a significant level, they were not
responsive to the threat-evoking text. Research emphasizes the prevalent negativity
against Syrian refugees in the society of Turkey (e.g., IPSOS, 2016; International
Crisis Group, 2018); and therefore, one possible explanation might be related to the
ceiling effect: If people were already prejudiced against the refugees on a highest
level, then, they probably are not be affected by a threatening stimulus even more.
However, when people asked to put themselves in others’ shoes by inducing empathy,
they responded to it and displayed a lower level of prejudice than the others. This
shows that people in the largest cities are relatively flexible attitudes toward the
refugees. Another possible reason might be associated with the low probability of
direct interaction with refugees in this context. Even though people already have

perceptions and attitudes toward Syrian refugees, their information channels are more
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likely to be indirect ways than direct contact. Therefore, they might not have rigid
stances which are not affected by different situations.

On the other hand, the mechanism is apparently different in the context of
border cities. As opposed to the largest cities, people, who live in the border region,
seems to be more sensitive to the threat-evoking condition and vulnerable to shift
their prejudice levels towards a higher degree. That can be caused by the inflexible
perceptions and more direct experience-based attitudes that people have in the border
cities. Duckitt and Sibley’s experimental research present that when the immigrants
are described as economically competitive, and threatening the social norms,
conventions, and lifestyle, respondents’ opposition towards them are increasing
(2010). Even though the negativity towards Syrian refugees is prevalent in Turkey,
the realistic and symbolic threats seem to remain significant concerns in the border
district; and thus, individuals might be more likely to take these regards into their
accounts (see in Stephan & Renfro, 2002).

Besides, Pettigrew and Tropp (2008) assert that there is a positive influence of
intergroup contact on prejudice because the contact helps to reduce intergroup
anxiety. In the case of Syrian refugees, intergroup contact is presumably higher in the
border district than the largest one, as a result of the asymmetric distributions to the
populations. When the previous research is taken into consideration, it could be
expected that due to the intergroup contact in the border cities, people are more open
to being affected by empathetic text (see in Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008). However, the
current findings produced a reverse association. In that sense, it can be indicated that
even though intergroup contact plays a positive role in the decrease of prejudice in
particular cases, the direction of the relationship might be different in others.

The literature mostly concentrates on how contact and prejudice are related to

each other (e.g., Binder et al., 2009; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). However, it is obscure
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that whether intergroup contact, either positive or negative, causes to have more
stable attitudes, which are not influenced by different situations, toward a minority or
outgroup. The present research displayed that the situational effects of empathy and
threat on prejudice are different in different contexts along with imbalance probability
of interaction between Syrian refugees and host group. Thus, the outputs of this
research might extend the recent discussion regarding contact-prejudice relation by
suggesting a new angle.

In addition to the contextual and situational ingredients, individual differences
have a crucial role in elucidating the prejudice phenomenon (Altemeyer, 1996; Pratto,
Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994; Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010). Given
the emphasis in the literature, people’s stances on the Right-Wing Authoritarianism
and Social Dominance Orientation have been put in the analyses. The expectation was
that after RWA and SDO were adjusted, the previous tests of comparison in both
contexts produce the same results in terms of the differentiation across experimental
conditions; and the results partially supported it. In other words, intergroup contact
can be conceptualized as positive or negative. Aberson (2015) addresses this
differentiation and reveals that threat substantially mediated the link between
prejudice and contact. He also remarks that threat is a significant factor regardless of
what the type of contact is. In that lens, people might have a more negative kind of
contact in the border cities, and their vulnerability to being influenced by threat-
evoking text was on a higher level.

Concerning the possible roles of the individual difference variables in
prejudice, the current study re-examined the results after adjusting people’s stances on
RWA and SDO. In the context of largest cities, in addition to the empathy-evoking
condition, RWA and SDO were found as the significant predictors of the prejudice. In

addition, the model was able to explain approximately 33 percent of the variance in
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the levels of prejudice in this context. Consistent with the results stated above, the
threat condition did not display a statistically significant association with prejudice.
Further, when the experimental conditions were compared to the neutral, the findings
showed that while the prejudice scores were on a significantly lower level in the
empathetic condition in comparison to others, threat and neutral conditions did not
differentiate to each other. That is to say after SDO and RWA were adjusted, the
results are consistent with the prior analyses.

The dual process model of ideology and prejudice (DPM), formulates
prejudice as an outcome of the perceived social threats, as a result of RWA, and
competitiveness over group dominance, because of SDO (Duckitt & Sibley, 2009).
The causal model suggests that if the social or group context includes threatening or
dangerous features, this leads to an emerging dangerous worldview which is the
underlying dimension of RWA, as an ideological attitude. Moreover, when the group
dominance and competition are the social or contexts, they contribute to a
competitive-based worldview, that produces SDO as an ideological attitude. Even
though the threat-evoking text, which presents the situation by describing the refugees
as competitive and threatening, did not yield a significant influence on people’s
prejudice level in the group of largest cities, RWA and SDO were able to predict the
subject. That is to say, even though threat might not be a significant explanation on a
situational level, on the individual level, some components related to this can be an
essential part of prejudice. Meaning, prejudice might be connected to the worldviews
based on competitiveness and dangerousness through the relatively stable ideological
attitudes, RWA and SDO. However, when the refugees were portrayed as threatening
and competitive in the context of largest cities, this situation was not found as

influential on prejudice scores.
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On the other hand, after RWA and SDO were added in the model, a significant
differentiation on prejudice levels could not be observed across experimental
conditions in the context of border cities. Although a considerable variation was
displayed in the previous examination, when RWA and SDO were adjusted in the
model, the differentiation disappeared among conditions. The expectation was not
consistent with this finding. The hypothesis stated that after RWA and SDO are
adjusted, the significant differences among the experimental conditions would be
maintained; and prejudice in the threat-evoking condition would be on a higher level
than the others.

First, the results revealed that even though people in the largest cities are open
to being affected by empathy, people in the border cities are not flexible in terms of
shifting their levels of prejudice towards an empathetic manner. The contextual
differences are quite crucial to consider. As it was stated, the percentage of refugees
to the general population in these districts are not similar to each other. More
specifically, Turkish Migration Report (2016) showed that while the percentage of the
refugees was 1.26 % to 2.96 % of the population in the largest cities, the ratio of the
refugees was 16 % to 24 % in the border cities in 2016. Presumably, the contact is
more prevalent in the border cities than the largest ones. As a consequence, people in
the largest cities have perceptions stemming from media channels, social media, and
discussions in the society. On the other hand, in the border cities, due to the hands-on
experiences, and direct contacts with the refugees, people had more inflexible
attitudes and did not found as open to being empathetic. Scrutinizing how intergroup
contact, along with its positive and negative versions, influence prejudice would be
fertile in future studies to understand the contextual determinants with their details.

Regarding the individual-level analysis, it is quite interesting to elucidate why

both SDO and RWA did not produce significant results to predict prejudice in the
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border cities. As opposed to the literature, it seems that individual difference variables
might be highly context-dependent. The DPM model suggests that SDO and RWA
developed as a result of the competitive and dangerous worldviews or contexts,
respectively. Even though the immediate context in the border cities is probably
competitive and threatening according to the society, the individual level ingredients,
which are accepted as they include competition and dangerousness concerns, could
not predict prejudice on a statistically significant level. There should be different
explanations related to the specific characteristics of the issue. In this consideration,
Mcfarland underlines that “[t]he correlations with authoritarianism and social
dominance have now been replicated in several cultures” (2010, p. 472). It would be
favorable to focus on the association of the immediate context and variables in further
research.

All in all, the present research is significant to display the multifaceted nature
of prejudice, by utilizing different levels of analysis. It also seems to be a fruitful
example to portray how different domains involved in the intergroup procedures and

relations in Turkey.
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9. CONCLUSION

The present study produced notable findings regarding the intergroup
prejudice displayed by the host society towards Syrian refugees in Turkey. The results
suggest that empathetic and threat-evoking conditions are able to explain the
prejudice phenomenon, but differently in particular contexts. Further, the study
constitutes that while the individual-difference variables could explain some part of
the prejudice in the largest cities, they seem to be unable to predict people’s levels of
prejudice in the border district. That is to say, even though the literature suggests that
both RWA and SDO are the significant ingredients of the notion, intergroup
prejudice, they are not likely to clarify the issue in different cases or contexts.
Therefore, it seems to be quite imperative to take the contextual determinants into
account in future studies to illuminate the matter more accurately.

There are some limitations in the current research, in which the most
significant ones can be put forth as twofold. First, albeit the random assignment was
utilized, the sampling procedure relied on the convenient sampling method in both
studies. Nevertheless, the study produces evidence for future studies which can
employ more representative sampling processes that contribute the generalizability of
the outputs.

Second, the study focused on the differential effects of individual, situational,
and contextual determinants on the prejudice toward Syrian refugees in Turkey.
Because of the limited sample size in the experimental conditions of that study, sub-
group analyses could not be conducted. It would be more auspicious to formulate
different models to uncover the mediation or moderation links among the variables.
By doing so, more detailed models would be developed to elucidate the puzzle of

intergroup prejudice.
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Appendix A: Demographic Form

. Liitfen yasinizi1 belirtiniz:

. Litfen medeni durumunuzu belirtiniz.

a. Bekar

b. Evli

c. Bosanmis
. Cinsiyetiniz:

a. Kadin b. Erkek c. Diger:

. Liitfen okudugunuz boliimii belirtiniz:

. Litfen kaginci sinifta oldugunuzu belirtiniz:

. Aylik ortalama geliriniz nedir?

a. 500 TL ve alt1 d. 2001-3000 TL

b. 500-1000 TL e. 3001-5000 TL

c. 1001-2000 TL f. 5000 TL ve iizeri
. Aylik ortalama ne kadar harcama yapiyorsunuz?

a. 500 TL ve alt1 d. 2001-3000 TL

b. 500-1000 TL e. 3001-5000 TL

c. 1001-2000 TL f. 5000 TL ve tizeri
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Appendix B: Empathetic Text

Suriye’de yasanan i¢ savag nedeniyle 2011 yilindan bu yana milyonlarca Suriyeli,
iilkelerini terk etmek zorunda kaldilar. Tiirkiye, insanliga dair olumlu durusunu
koruyarak, Suriye’den gelen kardeslerine kucak agti. Bu kucaklama zaten, ahlaki ve
vicdani bir gereklilikten bagka bir sey degildi. Ciinkii geldikleri yerde, yani Suriye’de
okullar, hastaneler, masum siviller ve hatta bebekler her giin bombalara maruz
kaliyor. Bu insanlar1 gormezden gelmek toplumumuzun ve kiiltiiriimiiziin kabul

edebilecegi bir yaklasim degil.

Yasadigimiz ¢ag son derece acimasiz bir anlayisa biirlinmiis zihniyetlerle dolu.
Oysaki bu acimasizliklar neticesinde, Suriye’de yasanan bu vahsi savas, her toplumun
basina gelebilir. Dolayisiyla bu hazin tabloyu insan odakli ¢6zmeye ¢alismaliyiz.
Bugiin onlarin basina gelenlerle, yarin bizim kargilagmayacagimizi kimse garanti

edemez.

Kendinizi bir an i¢in siginmacilarin yerine koyarak empati yapin. Suriyeli
siginmacilarin, bizlerin anlayigina ve destegine ihtiyaci var. Muhabir Beyza Kural’in
evsiz siginmacilarla yaptig1 réportajdan bir kesitte de bu hazin tabloyu gorebiliyoruz:
“...Suriyeliyiz diye ev vermediler. Komsular sikayet ediyormus. ‘Kagak isci
calistirmiyoruz’ diye is de vermiyorlar. Insanlar yemek, yatak yardim getiriyor. Ev
olsa kaliriz, ekmegimizi yeriz, tuvaleti, suyu olur. Burada camiye gidiyoruz.
Cocuklar1 soguk suda temizliyoruz. Biiyiik oglumuz Suriye’de. Onlarin evi de

yikilmigti. Nasildir simdi, ne yapiyor bilmiyoruz.”

Savastan kagarak bizim gibi iilkelere siginan bu insanlar, kosullar1 ve olaylar1
kendileri belirlemediler. Aksine evlerinden, yurtlarindan vazge¢mek zorunda kaldilar.
Kimileri issiz, egitimsiz, dilimize ve yasam tarzimiza da yabanci. Toplum olarak
siginmacilar1 anlamaya ¢aligsmak ve onlara destek olmak dncelikli bir insanlik

gorevidir.
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Appendix C: Threat-evoking Text

Bagbakan Yardimcisi Yal¢gin Akdogan’in gegtigimiz ay yaptigi agiklamaya gore,
Tiirkiye’de, 2 milyon 700 bini gegkin Suriyeli miilteci var ve Istanbul, miiltecilerin en
yogun bulundugu sehirlerden biri. Ulkeye biiyiik bir niifus halinde gelen bu insanlar,
sehirlilik kiiltiirtiniin altini Gstiine getirdiler. Toplumsal sorunlarla birlikte ekonomik

alana da ciddi olumsuzluklar s6z konusu.

En bagta yardimlara ayrilan biitceler nedeniyle ekonomik anlamda zor durumda
kaldigimiz yadsinamaz bir gergek. 2015 yilinin sonlarina dogru, resmi makamlardan
gelen agiklamaya gore Suriyelilere 7 milyar dolar harcand1. Ulkemizde zaten pek ¢ok
sorun varken bu ciddi bir kiilfet oldu. Ayrica, artan ev kiralar1 ve igsizlik de giderek

kendini hissettiren ekonomik sorunlar arasinda.

Tiirkiye’nin bu kadar biiyiik bir go¢ dalgasini kaldiracak alt yapisi aslinda yok. Buna
bir de denetlenemez go¢ dalgasi eklenince bugiin hemen her sehrin, tiim sokaklarinda
siginmacilari goriiyoruz. Arastirmact Oytun Orhan’in belirttigi gibi gelecege dair de
biiyiik toplumsal sorunlar dogmasi ihtimali yiiksek: “Suriyeli si§inmacilarin zor
kosullarda yasamalari, her tiirlii su¢ ve siddet ortaminin dogup gelismesi agisindan
uygun kosullar1 sunuyor. Egitim almamus, diisiik gelirli, diglanmislik hissi iginde
kimlik bunalimi yagayan siginmaci gengler, ileriki donemde su¢ kaynagi

olusturabilirler”. Bu gergekler giinlimiiz i¢in de biiyiik bir tehlike.

Yakin zamanda bu konuya nasil ¢6zliim getirilecegi belirsiz. Cocuk is¢ilerin, arttigi,
her kdse basinda evsizlerin yasadigi bir {ilke haline geliyoruz. Dahasi, bu sorunlarin
ne zaman sona erecegini bilmiyoruz. Hatta Avrupa Birligi ile yapilan son anlasma ile

miilteci sayis1 siiphesiz daha da artacak.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

81

Appendix D: The questionnaire of prejudice towards Syrian refugees

Tiirkiye’deki Suriyeliler zuliimden kacan insanlardir, iilkemize kabul edildikleri i¢in
memnunum.

Tiirkiye’deki Suriyeliler bize ylik olan insanlardir, bu lilkede olmamalilar.

Tiirkiye’deki Suriyeliler dilencidirler ve bizleri somiiriiyorlar.

Suriyeli siginmacilarin dinine, diline, etnik durumuna bakilmaksizin kabul edilmesi insanlik
gorevimizdir.

Sigimmmacilar savas devam ediyor olsa bile iilkelerine geri gonderilmelidir.

Suriyeli sigimmacilarin Tiirkiye’ye kabul edilmesi iilkemizin tarihinden, cografyasindan
kaynaklanan bir zorunluluktur.

Suriyeli siginmacilar1 kabul etmemiz din kardesligimizin geregidir.

Suriyeli sigmmmacilar bizi ilgilendirmez, toplumumuz onlardan uzak durmalidir.

Suriye’de yasanan olaylar ve savas onlarin i¢ isidir, sigimacilarin iilkemize kabul
edilmemesi gerekirdi.

Suriyeli siginmacilarin kabulii {ilkemizin yararmadir.

Bu kadar siginmaciya bakilmasi Tiirkiye’nin ekonomisine zarar vermektedir

Tiirkiye’de yardima muhtag yiiksek sayida vatandas varken, vergilerimin Suriyeli
siginmacilara harcanmasina karsiyim.

Suriyeli sigimmacilara dogrudan veya onlarla ilgili bir kurum {izerinden yardimda
bulunabilirim.

Suriyeli siginmacilara asla yardimda bulunmam.
Suriyeliler islerimizi elimizden almaktadirlar.
Ulkemizde, Suriyeli siginmacilarin calismasina izin verilmelidir.

Suriyeli siginmacilara Tiirkiye’de liniversite egitimi dahil her tiirlii egitim verilmelidir.

Suriyeli siginmacilar bulunduklari yerlerde siddet, hirsizlik, kagakeilik ve fuhug gibi suglara
bulagarak toplumsal ahlak ve huzuru bozmaktadir.

Suriyeli siginmacilar ile komsuluk yapmak isterim.

Suriyeli siginmacilar sadece kamplarda barindirilmalidir.
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Suriyeliler ile kiiltiirel olarak ayni oldugumuzu diigtiniiyorum.

Suriyeli siginmacilara Tiirkiye’de higbir sekilde egitim verilmemelidir.

Suriyeli siginmacilarin Tiirkiye vatandasligina alinmalarinda higbir sakinca gérmiiyorum.

Suriyeli siginmacilar ile komsu olursam, sahsima veya aileme zarar vereceklerini
diistiniiyorum.

Suriyelilerin Tiirkiye’de kalmasi gelecekte biiylik sorunlara yol agabilir.

Suriyelilerin buradaki topluma uyum saglayacagini diisiiniiyorum.

Sigimmmacilara Tiirkiye genelinde yerlesmeleri saglanarak, ¢alismalari ve topluma uyum
saglamalar igin politikalar gelistirilmelidir.

Suriyelilerle birlikte niifusumuzun artmasi daha giicli devlet olmamizi saglayacaktir.
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Appendix E: Demographic Form

1. Liitfen yasiizi belirtiniz:
2. Cinsiyetiniz:

b. Kadin b. Erkek c. Diger:

3. Aylik ortalama geliriniz nedir?
a. 500 TL ve alt1 d. 2001-3000 TL
b. 500-1000 TL e. 3001-5000 TL
c. 1001-2000 TL f. 5000 TL ve tizeri

4. Egitim:
a. Yok
b. Okur-yazar
c. llkokul
d. Ortaokul
e. Lise
f.  Universite
g. Lisansiistii

5. Mesleginiz nedir?

a. Ev hanimi
b. Ogrenci
c. Isci
d. Isveren (kiiciik: yaninda 5 kisiden az galisan olan)
e. Isveren (biiyiik: yaninda 5 kisiden fazla calisan olan)
f.  Yonetici
g. Profesyonel (Universite)
h. Ciftei
i. Tiiccar
j.  Serbest meslek
k. Diger:

6. Yasadigimiz ¢evrede Suriyeli miilteci gorme sikliginiz nedir?
a. Hig d. Sik sik
b. Nadiren e. Her zaman
c. Bazen

7. Liitfen yasadiginiz yeri il ve ilge olarak belirtiniz:

8. Liitfen en uzun siire yasadiginiz sehri belirtiniz:
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Appendix F: RWA Scale

Sosyal ve siyasi konulardaki tartigmalarda mevcut otoriteler genellikle dogru ¢ikarken;

L. radikaller ve protestocular cahilliklerini ortaya koyan ¢igirtkanliklar yaparlar.
) Kadinlar evlendikleri zaman, kocalarina itaat edeceklerine dair s6z vermelidirler.
3 Ulkemizin ihtiya¢ duydugu sey, bizi mahveden yeni radikal yonelimleri ve
’ giinahkarliklar1 ortadan kaldirmak i¢in gerekeni yapabilecek giiclii bir liderdir.
4, Escinsel erkek ve escinsel kadinlar, herkes kadar saglikli ve ahlaklidirlar.
Insanlarin aklinda siiphe uyandirmaya calisan, ortalig1 karistiran, giiriiltiicii kimseleri
5. dinlemektense; yonetimdeki saygin otoritelerin ve dinin dgretilerine giivenmek her
zaman daha iyidir.
Ateistler ve mevcut dini yapilara kars1 gelen insanlar da hi¢ kuskusuz; diizenli olarak
ibadet eden insanlar kadar iyi ve erdemlidirler.
Ulkemizdeki krizlerin iistesinden gelebilmemiz igin tek ¢ikar yolumuz, geleneksel
7. degerlerimize donmek, giiclii ve korkusuz bir lideri basa getirmek ve kotii fikirler
yayarak sorun ¢ikaranlari susturmaktir.
8. Ulkemizde ¢iplaklar kampinin olmasinda yanlis hicbir sey yoktur.
9 Pek c¢ok insan1 rahatsiz etse bile iilkemizin, geleneksel yollara karsi ¢gikma cesareti
’ gosterebilen, 6zgiir diisiiniirlere ihtiyaci var.
10 Geleneksel inanglarimizi ve ahlak yapimizi agindiran sapkinliklar yok etmezsek,
" | gliniin birinde iilkemiz yikilacak.
11 Onlar1 herkesten farkli kilacak olsa bile, her insan kendi yasam tarzina, dini inancina ve
" | cinsel yonelimine sahip olmalidir.
12. | “Geleneksel adetler ve degerler” hala en iyi yasam bi¢imini gdsteriyor.
Kadin haklari, hayvan haklar ya da okullarda din dersinin se¢gmeli olmas1 gibi konular
13. | igin, mevcut yasal diizene ve ¢ogunlugun goriislerine karsi ¢ikan ve bu gibi konulari
sorgulayan insanlara saygi duymalisiniz.
14 Kotiiliigii yok edip, bizi dogru yola dondiirecek giicli ve kararli bir lidere, lilkemizin
" | gergekten ihtiyaci var.
Ulkemizdeki en iyi insanlarin bazilari; hiikiimeti elestiren, dini sorgulayan ve
15. | ¢ogunlugun bazi seyleri yapmak i¢in dogru ya da normal kabul ettigi yollari
izlemeyenlerdir.
16 Kiirtaj, pornografi ve evlilik konularinda Allah’in koydugu yasalar ¢ok ge¢ olmadan
" | titizlikle uygulanmali ve bu yasalari ihlal edenler siddetle cezalandirilmalidir.
Bugiin iilkemizde dinin 6gretilerinden sapmis amaglar1 ugruna iilkeyi mahvetmeye
17. | hazir pek ¢ok radikal ve ahlaksiz kisi var. Bu kisilerin ilgili otoriteler (6rnegin; asker,
polis, yargi) tarafindan durdurulmasi lazim.
13 “Kadinin yeri”, nerede olmak istiyorsa orasidir. Kadinin kocasina itaat ettigi ve
" | timiyle toplumsal geleneklere bagli oldugu giinler gegmiste kalmistir.
Atalarimizin yaptiklarini unutmaz, bu yapilanlara hiirmet edersek, otoritenin
19. | yapmamizi sOyledigini yaparsak ve her seyi mahveden “giiriik elmalardan” kurtulursak

tlkemiz miitkemmel olur.
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20. | Hayat: yasamak i¢in “TEK BIR dogru yol” yoktur, herkes kendi yolunu olusturmalidir.
Homoseksiieller ve feministler, geleneksel aile degerlerine karsi koyabilecek kadar

21. . Lo ot
cesur olduklari i¢in takdir edilmelidirler.

2 Eger iilkede sorun yaratan belli gruplar seslerini kesip toplum igindeki geleneksel

yerlerini kabul ederse, isler cok daha iyiye gidecektir.




Appendix G: SDO Scale

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Baz1 gruplar digerlerinden daha {istiindiir.

Istediginizi elde etmek igin bazen diger gruplara kars1 gii¢ kullanmak gerekir.

Bazi gruplarin hayatta digerlerinden daha fazla sansa sahip olmasi kabul edilebilir bir
seydir.

Hayatta 6ne gegmek icin, bazen diger gruplarin {istiine basmak gereklidir.
Eger belirli gruplar yerlerini bilselerdi, daha az sorunumuz olurdu.

Belirli gruplarin iistte, diger gruplarin ise altta olmas1 muhtemelen iyi bir seydir.
Daha alttaki gruplar yerlerini bilmelidir.

Bazen diger gruplara hadleri bildirilmelidir.

Tiim gruplar esit olabilseydi, iyi olurdu.

Gruplarin esitligi idealimiz olmalidir.

Tilim gruplara hayatta esit sans verilmelidir

Farkli gruplarin kosullarini esitlemek i¢in elimizden geleni yapmaliyiz.
Toplumda gruplar arasi esitligi arttirmaliyiz.

Eger farkl gruplara daha esit davransaydik daha az sorunumuz olurdu.
Gelirleri olabildigince esit hale getirmek igin ¢abalamaliyiz.

Toplumda higbir grup baskin olmamalidir.
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Appendix H: Empathetic Text
Tiirkiye’deki Suriyeli Misafirlerimiz

Suriye’de yasanan kanli i¢ savastan dolayr Suriyeliler {ilkelerini ve evlerini birakarak
kagmak zorunda kaldilar. Ulkemiz de 2011 yilindan bu yana bu vahset dolu savastan
kacarak gelen insanlara kucak agti. Suriye’de masum siviller ve hatta bebekler her giin
bombalara maruz kaliyorken, bu insanlar1 gérmezden gelmek toplumumuzun ve

kiiltiirimiiziin kabul edebilecegi bir sey degil.

Su an Suriyeli misafirlerimizin bir kismu kamplarda yasiyor. Bir kismi da farkl
sehirlere gd¢ ederek yasam miicadelelerine devam ediyor. Sehirlere go¢ edenler
arasinda maalesef sokaklarda, insani olmayan kosullarda yasamlarin siirdiirenler de
var. Her ne kadar Tiirkiye elinden gelenin fazlasini yapmaya caligsa da imkanlar tek
basina yeterli olmayabiliyor. Muhabir Beyza Kural’in evsiz sigimmmacilarla yaptig
roportajda Tiirkiye’deki bazi Suriyelilerin hazin durumu goze carpiyor: “...Suriyeliyiz
diye ev vermediler. Komsular sikayet ediyormus. ‘Kagak is¢i calistirmiyoruz’ diye is
de vermiyorlar. Insanlar yemek, yatak yardimi getiriyor. Ev olsa kaliriz, ekmegimizi
yeriz, tuvaleti, suyu olur. Burada camiye gidiyoruz. Cocuklari soguk suda temizliyoruz.
Biiyiik oglumuz Suriye’de. Onlarin evi de yikilmisti. Nasildir simdi, ne yapiyor

bilmiyoruz”.

Aslinda Tirkiye’ye gelen Suriyeli si@inmacilar, ilkemizin niifusunu
zenginlestirerek, Turkiye’yi daha giiglii bir lilke haline getiriyorlar. Boylece uzun
vadede toplumsal zenginlige, ¢cok kiiltiirlii yapinin gelismesine katkilari olacak. Mesela,
Suriyeli sigimmacilarin ¢ocuklart Tiirkiye’deki egitim imkanlarindan faydalanarak
iilkemizde egitimli yeni bir nesil ortaya ¢ikmasini sagliyorlar. Kimileri Suriyelilerle
birlikte sehirlerdeki sug oraninin arttigini sdyliiyor olsa da, Suriyeli siginmacilarin adli
suclara karisma orani oldukea diisiik. Hatta adlarinin gectigi ¢ogu adli vakada magdur
konumundalar. Zaten Suriye toplumu ile Tiirk toplumu arasinda dini ve kiiltiirel bir
yakinlik s6z konusu. Bu da toplumlar arasinda uyumu kolaylastiriyor. Artik dil konusu
da aramizda bir engel degil. Suriyeli siginmacilar Tiirkiye’de Tiirkge dersi alarak yerel

halk ile iletisim kurmakta zorlanmryor.

Bunlarla birlikte Suriyeli siginmacilarin Tiirkiye’nin ekonomisine de katkilar1 var.
Suriye’den sermayesi ile birlikte gelenler Tiirkiye’de is yeri, hatta fabrika bile agarak

ekonomimizin biiylimesine yardimci oluyorlar. Bunun yani sira, yogun olarak
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bulunduklart illerdeki eleman agigini kapatiyorlar. Dolayisiyla, diisiiniilenin aksine,

Suriyeliler ekonomimize zarardan ¢ok yarar sagliyor.

Kendinizi bir an i¢in si§inmacilarin yerine koyarak diisiiniin. Suriyeli siginmacilarin,
bizlerin anlayisina ve destegine ihtiyaci var ¢iinkii bu gibi ac1 olaylar dngoriillemez

sekilde, her toplumun basina gelebilir.
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Appendix I: Threat-evoking Text
Tiirkiye’deki Suriyeliler

Suriyeliler, 2011 yilinda 250-300 kisilik bir grup olarak Tiirkiye’ye giris
yaptilar. Ilk zamanlarda bu gd¢iin gegici ve kisa siireli olmasi bekleniyordu. Fakat 5 yil1
askin bir siire gecmesine ragmen Suriye’den gelen go¢ dalgasi durmadi. Bugiin
Tiirkiye’deki Suriyelilerin sayis1 resmi rakamlara gore yaklasik 3 milyon. Resmen
kayitli olmayanlar1 da hesaba katinca Tiirkiye’deki Suriyeli sayist 3 milyonun {izerinde.
Suriyelilerin, sadece 320 bini, yani ylizde 10’u kamplarda yasiyor. Dolayisiyla gelen

Suriyelilerin yiizde 90’1 Tiirkiye nin neredeyse tiim illerine dagilmis durumda.

Suriyeliler ekonomik anlamda ciddi sikintilara sebep oluyor. Resmi rakamlara gore,
suana kadar Suriyelilere 7 milyar dolar harcand1 ve bu iilke ekonomimiz i¢in ¢ok biiyiik
bir kiilfet. Ote yandan Suriyelilere ¢alisma izni de verildi. Dolayistyla bu durum kendi
vatandaslarimizi zor durumda birakiyor ve Tirkiye’deki issizlik orani artiyor. Ciinkii
Suriyeliler siradan bir vatandasin alacagi maasin iigte birine calistyorlar. isverenler de
Suriyelileri daha ¢ok tercih ediyor. Bu durumda kendi vatandaslarimiz is bulamiyor.
Ayrica Suriyeliler, bulunduklart illerde kiralarin ve tiikketim gidalarimin fiyatlarinin
artmasina neden oluyor. Dolayisiyla yerel halkin alim giicii azaliyor. Vatandaslar

kiralayacak uygun fiyatli ev bulamamaktan oldukga sikayetci.

Bu gibi ekonomik sorunlara, Suriyelilerin yasadiklart mahallelerde sebep olduklar1 sug
ve siddet ortami da ekleniyor. En son Gaziantep’te bir Suriyelinin ev sahibini
bigaklayarak 6ldiirmesinden sonra halk Suriyelilerden korkmaya bagladi. Arastirmaci
Oytun Orhan’1n belirttigi gibi gelecege dair biiyiik toplumsal sorunlar dogmasi ihtimali
yiiksek: “Suriyeli siginmacilarin zor kosullarda yasamalari, her tiirli su¢ ve siddet
ortaminin dogup gelismesi acgisindan uygun kosullar1 sunuyor. Egitim almamus, diisiik
gelirli, diglanmishik hissi iginde kimlik bunalimi yasayan sigmmmaci gengler, ileriki

donemde sug kaynagi olusturabilirler”.

Ulkeye biiyiik bir niifus halinde gelen bu insanlar, sehirlilik kiiltiiriiniin altin1 iistiine
getirdiler. Cocuk iscilerin arttigi, her kose basinda evsizlerin yagadig: bir iilke haline
geliyoruz. Dolayisiyla etrafimizda dilenen Suriyeli gérmeye alistik. Her ne kadar
komsu iilkeler olsak da, kiiltiirel olarak Suriyeliler ile ¢cok farkliyiz. Mesela Tiirk

erkeklerinin Suriyeli kadinlar1 kuma getirmeleri toplumumuzun aile yapisini bozuyor.

“Komsusu agken tok yatan bizden degildir”, “Tiirk toplumu misafirperverdir” gibi

atalarimizdan 6grendigimiz insani sorumluluklarimiz olsa da misafirlik kisa siireli ve
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gecicidir. Tiirkiye’de aglik sinirinin altinda yasayan milyonlar varken, Suriyelileri

“misafir etmek” ne derece dogrudur? lyice diisiinmek lazim...
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Appendix J: The questionnaire of prejudice towards Syrian refugees

10.

11.

12.

13

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Suriyeli miilteciler, Tiirkiye’ye gelir gelmez Tiirk toplumunun kurallarini ve ilkelerine
uyum saglamayi 6grenmelidirler.

Suriyeli bir komgum olursa bana veya aileme bir zarar verebilir.

Suriyeli miilteciler islerimizi elimizden aliyorlar.

Suriyeli miiltecilerin ahlaki degerleri ve dini inanglari, Tiirk vatandaslariinkiler ile
uyumlu degil.

Suriyeli miilteciler, Tiirkiye’deki yerel halk ile iyi iliskiler kurabilir.

Suriyeli miiltecilere Tiirkiye’de ¢alisma izni verilmesini dogru buluyorum.

Suriyeli miiltecilerin aile yagamlari ve ¢ocuk yetistirme sekilleri Tiirkiye’dekilere ¢ok
benzerdir.

Suriyeli miilteciler, Tiirk vatandaglarinin vergi ytikiinii artiryorlar.
Suriyeli miilteciler, Tiirkiye’deki kiiltiirel kaliplar1 kabul etmek zorunda degillerdir.

Suriyeli miiltecilerin, Tiirkiye’de kalmas1 gelecekte biiyiik sorunlara yol agabilir.

Miilteci ¢ocuklarin, en az Tiirkiye’deki ¢ocuklar kadar Tiirkiye’de egitim alma hakki
vardir.

Suriyeli miiltecilerin Tirkiye’de issizlik oranini artiracagini diisiiniiyorum.
Suriyeli miilteciler, Tiirk vatandaglari ile ayni1 6l¢iide saglik hizmeti almalidir.

Suriyeli miilteciler yiiziinden Tiirk vatandaslari artik daha az kamu hizmeti aliyor.

Tiirkiye’de yardima muhtag insan sayisi fazlayken, Suriyeli miiltecilere yardim
yapilmasina karstyim.

Suriyeli miilteciler geldiginden beri Tiirkiye’nin dis tehditlere daha agik hale geldigini
diistiniiyorum.

Suriyeli miilteciler, Tiirkiye’nin ekonomisine yarar saglamaktan ¢ok zarar veriyorlar.
Suriye’den gelen gog, Tiirk kiiltliriinii yok ediyor.

Suriyeli miiltecilere Tiirk vatandasligi verilmelidir.

Suriyeli miilteciler yasadiklar yerlerde siddet, hirsizlik, kagakeilik ve fuhusg gibi suglara
bulagarak toplumsal ahlak ve huzuru bozmaktadir.

Suriyeli miiltecilere ragmen Tiirk vatandaslarinin aldigi kamu hizmetinin kalitesinde bir
diisiis yaganmamustir.

Suriyeli bir komgumun olmasindan rahatsizlik duymam.



