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Two projects: (1) Immigrant children to Chile; 
(2) Refugees in the UK

 Common themes: 

 focus on immigrant well-being as the primary outcome;

 contact (or the desire for contact) as the primary 
independent variable; 

 broadly situated in the acculturation and intergroup contact 
research traditions

 Common methods: 

 longitudinal design (3-wave panel designs); 

 mixed methods approach (though here I’ll report mainly 
quantitative data)



Acculturation and well-being

 Berry’s framework: 

 a dominant perspective in the acculturation field is Berry’s two 
dimensional taxonomy: desire for contact (DC) and desire to 
maintain heritage culture (CM); 

 commonly assumed that the optimal acculturation orientation for 
well-being is ‘integration’ (high on both dimensions). 

 However:

 ‘integration’ is not always best (e.g., Berry et al., 2006; Baysu et 
al., 2011); 

 little longitudinal evidence, hence causal inferences problematic 
(cf. Brown et al., 2013); 

 little research on immigrant children.



Intergroup contact and well-being

 Contact Hypothesis: it is well established that intergroup contact 

promotes more favourable intergroup attitudes (Brown & 
Hewstone, 2005; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006)……….

 ...........but little or no research demonstrating that it also promotes 
well-being 

 Rationale:

 Host language competence associated with many well-being 
measures, and also more intergroup contact; direction of 
influence here? Language -> contact or vice versa?

 Favourable intergroup attitudes generated by contact also likely 
to lead to increases in well-being (more positive social 
interactions, social support etc.)



Study 1: Immigrant children in Chile
Cordeu & Brown (in prep)

 Context: due to its economic success in recent decades, Chile has 
proved an attractive destination for migrants (currently >350,000, 2.1% of 
total population), mainly from Peru, Argentina and Bolivia.

 Sample: N = 205 immigrant children (Mage = 11.5, 8-16 years; 54% M); 
time in country, <1 year (55); 2-4 years (70), >5 years (66), no information 
(14); 77% from Peru.

 Design: 3-wave longitudinal design over 10 months; attrition from T1 –
T3 = 17%; complete data from 152 children.

 Measures:
 DC: 4 items (e.g., It is important for these children to be friends with others whose 

families have lived always in Chile; It is good for these children to play with others 
whose families have always lived in Chile). = .71 - .80

 CM:  5 items  (e.g., It is important for these children to celebrate religious or typical 
festivals from the country their family came from originally; It is important for these 
children to speak with the accent from their families’ country). = .77 - .79

 Well-being: 5 items adapted from Huebner (1991) (e.g., My life is going well; my life 
is just right; I would like a different kind of life); = .80 - .85; (also self-esteem)



Study 1: Acculturation preferences
Cordeu & Brown (in prep)
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Study 1: The longitudinal model

LS = Life satisfaction; SE = Self esteem



Study 1: Acculturation preferences and well-being
Cordeu & Brown (in prep)



Study 1: Acculturation preferences and well-being
Cordeu & Brown (in prep)



Study 1: ‘Integration’ and well-being
Cordeu & Brown (in prep)
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Study 2: Contact and refugee well-being
Tip, Brown, Collyer, Morrice & Easterbrook (in prep)

 Integration/well-being of resettled refugees in Britain:

 Brighton & Hove

 Greater Manchester

 Norwich

 (Sheffield)

 Those who have arrived in the UK in 2010 or earlier.



Study 2: Method

 Data types:
 Focus groups 
 Questionnaires
 Interviews

 Research partners: LAs in the four 

cities; Refugee Action; Refugee Council; Home 

Office; local refugee communities (incl. 11 RAs) 

 Longitudinal design - 3 stages:
 T1: Jan-May 2014 (280 questionnaires, 31 interviews)
 T2: Dec 2014-Jan 2015    (211 questionnaires, 30 interviews)
 T3: Dec 2015-June 2016  (206 questionnaires, 29 interviews)
 180 people (64%) participated all 3 times; mean age = 36 (range 18-80); 
nationalities: Ethiopian(40%), Iraqi(32%), Congolese(19%), Somali(9%).



Study 2: measures

Well-being (PANAS; Thompson, 2007); (1=Never, 5 = Always):
Thinking about yourself and how you normally feel, to what extent do 
you generally feel:
…alert; ...inspired; ...determined; ...attentive; ...active

and ONS four item measure.

Contact with British people (1=Never, 5 = A lot):

How often do you interact with British people? 

In the last month, how many times have you interacted with British 
people?

Contact with people of the same cultural background:

How often do you interact with people of the same cultural 
background? 
In the last month, how many times have you interacted with people of 
the same cultural background?

And many other measures: employment status, job satisfaction, English 
language ability, etc.



Study 2: Well-being (T1)

 Well-being of refugees in comparison to UK and EU average 

 Sources:
 UK: Annual Population Survey, Office for National Statistics (2013/14)
 EU: Third European Quality of Life Survey (2011)

Refugees UK EU average

Satisfaction with life
(7 out of 10 or higher)

44.3% 77.0% 69.3%

What I do is worthwhile
(7 out of 10 or higher)

51.9% 80.7% 78.5%

Happiness
(7 out of 10 or higher)

50.3% 71.6% 74.1%

Anxiousness
(3 or lower)

40.7% 61.5% NA



Study 2: Importance of language
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Study 2: Effects of contact cross-sectionally (T1)



Well-being at Time 2

Contact with British 
people at Time 2

Study 2: Effects of contact longitudinally

Contact with British 
people at Time 1

Well-being at Time 1

.42*** Contact with British 
people at Time 3

Well-being at Time 3

.38***

.34*** .36***

* 0.05, ** 0.01, ***.001

.19*** .25*** .28***

Model fit: CFI = .932; RMSEA = .079; SRMR = .057



Contact with British 
people T2

Study 2: Contact, language, and well-being

Contact with British 
people T1

Well-being T1

.25*** Contact with British 
people T3

.26***

.33*** .34***

* 0.05 ** 0.01 *** .001

.19*** .23*** .28***

Language T2Language T1
.71***

Language T3
.52***

.09** .15** .11**

Well-being T2 Well-being T3

.26*** .40*** .28***

.22***

.13*

Model fit: CFI = .958; RMSEA = .07; SRMR = .073



Study 2: In summary

“To access or integrate to British system, we need two things: 

The first one, it is good communication to have with the people.... 
With British people. Working together, meeting together, talking 
together. 
The second is education. The education, it is firstly you need to 
understand the language. If you understand language, you need to 
understand the system. If you understand the system, you can 
understand the culture as well. This all make you to feel better and 
to integrate with the system. 
But I have barrier with all of them, it is make me less 
communication, because of the language. My language barrier. If I 
have good language, I can make friend, even with the British 
people.… and it is... It can make my life easier.“

62 year old Oromo man, Brighton



Conclusions: Implications for immigrant well-being

 Competence in majority language: this is a key which opens many doors

 Education

 Employment

 Contact with majority members (‘bridging capital’)

 Intergroup contact: given that intergroup contact (and the desire for such 
contact) is (causally?) related to well-being, it follows that immigrant and refugee 
re-settlement policies should seek to,

 maximise opportunities for contact with majority members; 

 avoid creating ‘immigrant ghettos’ (though intragroup contact (= CM) is also 
an important source of social, practical and cultural support – ‘bonding 
capital’); 

 avoid resettlement to areas of high deprivation since this may increase 
opportunities for negative contact with majority members.





Study 2: Effects of citizenship

Well-being of those with versus without citizenship
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Contact with British 
people T2

Effects of contact longitudinally

Contact with British 
people T1

Well-being T1

.41*** Contact with British 
people T3

.38***

.33*** .34***

* 0.05 ** 0.01 *** .001

.19*** .25***
.28***

Contact with people 
of same culture T2

Contact with people 
of same culture T1 .25***

Contact with people 
of same culture T3.24***

.21*** .26***
.28***

Well-being T2 Well-being T3

.19*** .24*** .23***

Model fit: CFI = .922; RMSEA = .065; SRMR = .06


