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On the media
 Fox News: US under new pressure to absorb Syrian 

refugees as Europe faces crisis (September 2015)

 Tucker Carlson at Fox News: “"What Does The United 
States Get Out Of This?" (September 2015)

 CNN: “More than half the nation's governors say Syrian 
refugees not welcome”  (November, 2015)

 Daily Mail: “Keep them ALL out: Majority of Americans do 
not want Syrian refugees let in after Paris, polls show”

 Washington Times: Most Americans don’t want U.S. to 
accept any Syrian refugees: poll (November, 2015)



Overview of Studies
 Study 1

 What predicts social distance towards Syrian refugees?

 Study 2

 Can minority affect social distance towards Syrian refugees 
influence in the context of acculturation and migration?

 Study 3

 Can we target intergroup anxiety?

 Can decreased intergroup anxiety reduce social distance?



Conceptualization
 Social distance as a prejudice measure

 Bogardus (1959)
 “the degree of sympathetic understanding that functions between 

person and person, between person and group, and between groups” 
(p. 7)

 Williams (1964)
 “feelings of unwillingness among members of a group to accept or 

approve a given degree of intimacy in interaction with members of an 
outgroup” (p.29)

 Brown (2010)
 “prejudice: that state of mind, feeling or behaviour that involves some 

disparagement of others on accounts of the group they belong to.” (p. 
x).

 “any attitude, emotion, or behaviour towards members of a group, 
which directly or indirectly implies some negativity or antipathy 
towards that group” (p.7)



Potential predictors
 National identification

 RWA and SDO

 Religiosity 

 Intergroup anxiety



National identity
 National identity as a specific form of social identity.

 Links between national identity and prejudice

 Pettigrew and Meertens (1995)

 National pride in British, Dutch, French, German predicted blatant and 
subtle forms of prejudice

 Mummendy, Klink, and Brown (2001)

 National identification predicted outgroup rejection.

 Anderson & Koc (2014)

 Along with RWA and SDO, national identification predicted prejudice 
against Kurds in Turkey.



RWA and SDO
 Dual Process Motivational Model (Duckitt & Sibley, 2010) suggests that there 

are two distinct ideological attitude dimensions, namely right-wing 
authoritarianism (RWA) and social dominance orientation (SDO) predicting 
prejudice. 

 RWA and SDO are highly correlated, but they predict different dimensions of 
prejudice.

 RWA is regarded as the social attitudinal expression of values of collective 
security and order (social cohesion, order, stability, and tradition) as 
opposed to personal freedom and self-expression.

 SDO is regarded as the social attitudinal expression of personal or group 
power, dominance, and superiority as opposed to egalitarianism, 
humanitarianism, and universalism.

 Along with macro justice principles, RWA and SDO significantly predicted 
attitudes towards asylum seekers in Australia (Anderson, Stuart, & Rossen, 
2016)



Religiosity
 Hunsberger and Jackson (2005)

 Higher extrinsic orientations are related to higher prejudice.

 Schepeers and Gijsberts (2002)

 Religiosity and prejudice against ethnic minorities in Europe

 Highe extrinsic religiosity linked to higher prejudice

 Higher spiritual religiosity linked to less prejudice.

 Strabac and Listhag (2008)

 Anti-Muslim prejudice is more common than prejudice against
immigrants



Intergroup anxiety
 Intergroup anxiety (Stephan & Stephan, 1985) has been useful in 

understanding success or failure of intergroup contact.

 Less or poor contact is strongly related to intergroup anxiety
(Brown & Hewstone, 2005).

 Intergroup anxiety also predicts bias agaist the outgroup (e.g., 
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008; Stephan & Stephan, 2000).

 Intergroup anxiety might be rooted in self-presentations
concerns or it might be related to negative outgroup 
stereotypes (Britt, Boniecki, Vescio, Biernat, & Brown, 1996).



Study 1 - RQ
 What predicts social distance, as a measure of prejudice, 

against Syrian refugees in the US?



Study 1 - Method
 155 of participants (48% males)

 Mage = 36.13 (SD = 11.49)

 Design

 Correlational



Study 1 - Measures
 Predictors

 Age, gender

 Right-wing authoritarianism (Altemeyer, 1981)

 Social dominance orientation (Pratto et al., 1994)

 Identification with one’s group (Leach et al., 2008)

 Intergroup anxiety (Stephan & Stephan, 1985)

 Religiosity (Anderson & Koc, 2016)

 Outcome

 Social distance (Bogardus, 1967)

 All measures on a 7-point Likert scale with higher scores indicating 
higher agreement.



Study 1 – Regression Results
 Predicting social distance

Step	1	 Standardized	beta	
Age	 -.167*	(.013)	
Gender	 -.077	(-.027)	
Political	orientation	 -.367***	(.073)	
Step	2	 	
RWA	 .410***	
SDO	 .083	
Identification	 -.062	
Religiosity	 -.163*	
Anxiety	 .469***	
	

Step1. F(3, 150) = 9.918, p <.001; R2=.166
Step 2. F(8, 145) = 27.171, p <.001; ΔR2=.434



Study 1 - Summary

RWA and intergroup anxiety were found to be positive 
significant predictors.

Religiosity was found to be a negative predictor.

Areas of intervention:

 intergroup anxiety

 religiosity



Study 2 - RQ

 Can minority influence affect social distance towards 
Syrian refugees in the context of acculturation and 
migration?



Acculturation and intergroup relations

 Research on acculturation orientation and intergroup 
relations (see Zagefka & Brown, 2002)

 Preference for cultural maintenance is linked to less threat 
and more acceptance (Stephan & Stephan, 1995)

 More favorable intergroup attitudes towards majority 
(Brown & Hewstone, 2005)

 More favorable attitudes towards the minority

 However, this should be coupled with desire for contact.

 Recognition and approach



Acculturation orientation and minority 
influence

 Zagefka et al. (2010)

 Video study

 Pakistani minority members 

 Causal effect of perceived acculturation preferences

 Match at high integration

 Moderated by level of prejudice

 Minority influence

 Ingroup normative (assimilation)

 Outgroup normative (integration)



Acculturation orientation and minority 
influence

 Minority influence
 The relationship between minority and population may rely on 

argument mobilized by the minority (Mugny, 1982; Perez & Mugny, 
1985).

 Most minority influence research suggest that only in-group 
sources are effective at the manifest level (Gardikiotis, 2011; 
Souchet et al., 2006).

 But…

 Related attributes are contextually made salient during the social 
interaction, and they might determine if the population identifies 
with or rejects the minority as deviant could rely on the very 
interaction (Hogg & Turner, 1987; Mugny, Kaiser, & Papastamou, 1983)

 Ingroup normative (assimilation)

 Outgroup normative (integration)



IV: Type of migrant
 Are there any differences in social distance towards 

economic migrants vs. humanitarian refugees?

 Evidence is mixed:

 Asylum seekers are perceived more negatively (Haslam & Holland, 
2012)

 Unauthorized immigrants were perceived more negatively than 
authorized immigrants (Murray & Marx, 2013)

 Ravini’s talk from yesterday – no difference in the US



Study 2 - Method
 185 of participants (44% males)

 Mage = 35.14(SD = 11.13)

 Recruitment via MTurk and social networks

 Design (2X2)

 Type of refugee (humanitarian vs. economic)

 Type of acculturation (integration vs. assimilation)

 Controlling for RWA, religiosity, and intergroup anxiety



Individual 
Difference 
Measures

Assimilation 
Humanitarian

Assimilation 
Economic

Integration 
Humanitarian

Integration 
Economic

Manipulation 
Check

Social 
distance

Debrief



Experimental manipulation
The study that you are currently participating in is part of a larger project called: “INTEGRATING HUMANITARIAN REFUGEES 

FROM SYRIA INTO AMERICAN CULTURE”

This project aims to understand the perceptions that Americans have of refugees and the application process, including their 
perceptions of Syrians, the positive and negative impact that they believe refugees have on American society, and how they believe 
refugees should act if they are to live in America. 

The project focuses solely on humanitarian refugees – that is individuals who have been forced to leave their homelands due to 
persecution or because they are fleeing war. There is a separate project that is interested in economic migrants (more commonly 
referred to as immigrants), who chose to leave Syria. 

A total of 400 refugees participated in the first wave of this study, which was completed on 12.31.2015. The study asked the refugees 
to describe how they attempted to adjust to their new life in America. The following patterns of cultural adjustment emerged.

Integrate: 328 refugees (82%) reported a desire to keep their home customs, but also a desire to adopt American customs and to 
integrate their Syrian identity with their new American identity. They reported a conscious effort to use both their own language and 
English, to eat typical American foods as well as Syrians cuisine, and to try to have a mix of friends and colleagues that are both 
Syrian and American. 

Assimilate: 60 refugees  (15%) reported that they had adopted American culture as a replacement for their Syrian culture – that is 
that they now only speak English, they no longer eat or prepare Syrian food, do not partake in Syrians festivals, and have only 
American friends beyond their immediate family.

Separate: 12 refugees (3%) reported that they retained their Syrian customs and identity and had made no attempt to integrate into 
American society at all. They could speak only small amounts of English, reported little or no knowledge or appreciation of American 
customs or culture, and reported having very little contact with Americans eithers as friends or professional colleagues. 

Before moving onto the next part of this study, we would like to ask you some questions about these findings, including how you 
interpret these findings. Please make sure you are familiar with them before moving on.



Experimental manipulation

The study that you are currently participating in is part of a larger project called: 
“INTEGRATING HUMANITARIAN REFUGEES FROM SYRIA INTO AMERICAN 

CULTURE”

This project aims to understand the perceptions that Americans have of refugees and the 
application process, including their perceptions of Syrians, the positive and negative 
impact that they believe refugees have on American society, and how they believe 
refugees should act if they are to live in America. 

The project focuses solely on humanitarian refugees – that is individuals who have been 
forced to leave their homelands due to persecution or because they are fleeing war. 
There is a separate project that is interested in economic migrants (more commonly 
referred to as immigrants), who chose to leave Syria. 



Experimental manipulation
A total of 400 refugees participated in the first wave of this study, which was completed on 
12.31.2015. The study asked the refugees to describe how they attempted to adjust to their new life 
in America. The following patterns of cultural adjustment emerged.

Integrate: 328 refugees (82%) reported a desire to keep their home customs, but also a desire to 
adopt American customs and to integrate their Syrian identity with their new American identity. 
They reported a conscious effort to use both their own language and English, to eat typical 
American foods as well as Syrians cuisine, and to try to have a mix of friends and colleagues that are 
both Syrian and American. 

Assimilate: 60 refugees  (15%) reported that they had adopted American culture as a replacement 
for their Syrian culture – that is that they now only speak English, they no longer eat or prepare 
Syrian food, do not partake in Syrians festivals, and have only American friends beyond their 
immediate family.

Separate: 12 refugees (3%) reported that they retained their Syrian customs and identity and had 
made no attempt to integrate into American society at all. They could speak only small amounts of 
English, reported little or no knowledge or appreciation of American customs or culture, and 
reported having very little contact with Americans eithers as friends or professional colleagues. 

Before moving onto the next part of this study, we would like to ask you some questions about these 
findings, including how you interpret these findings. Please make sure you are familiar with them 
before moving on.



Manipulation Check
 What orientation did the paper suggest?

 What type of refugee did the paper talk about?

 Open-ended: What do you think about this results?

 Exclusion criteria based on the checks

 Anyone failed either of these questions were excluded



Main Analysis
 2X2 ANCOVA controlling for RWA, religiosity, intergroup 

anxiety



Results
 Main effect of acculturation type on social distance

 F(1, 179) = 5.068, p = .026.
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Results
 No significant main effect of migrant type on social 

distance
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Results
 No significant interaction effect
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Covariates
 RWA: F(1, 179) = 43.41, p < .001.

 Religiosity: F(1, 179) = 9.43, p =.002.

 Anxiety: F(1,179) = 30.779, p <.001.



Acculturation and intergroup relations

 Preference for cultural maintenance is linked to less threat 
and more acceptance (Stephan & Stephan, 1995)

 More favorable attitudes towards the minority.

 However, this should be coupled with desire for contact 
(Zagefka & Brown, 2002)



Moderation Analysis

Social 
Distance

Intergroup 
Anxiety

Acculturation 
Type

Religiosity

RWA



Moderation Analysis

Social 
Distance

Intergroup 
Anxiety

Acculturation 
Type

Religiosity

RWA

Anxiety*Acc
Type

.036*

.035*

.048***

.064***

.0234**

F(5, 180) = 28.91, p < .001, R2 = 40.95.

Moderation model using Hayes Process Model 1; unstandardized coefficients presented.



The interaction
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So…
 Acculturation orientation (assimilation) predicted less 

social distance; this relationship was moderated by 
interpersonal anxiety.

 Further evidence that migrant type is not related to social 
distance. 

 What can we do about intergroup anxiety?



Study 3 - RQ
 Can we target intergroup anxiety?

 Can decreased intergroup anxiety reduce social distance?



Study 3 - Method
 78 of participants (55% males)

 Mage = 35.64 (SD = 11.12)

 Design

 Experimental vs. control



Individual 
Difference 
Measures

Experimental Control

Manipulation 
Check

Outcomes

Debrief



Individual difference measures
 Right-wing authoritarianism

 Religiosity 



Experimental manipulation
 Humans of New York 

 Syrian American series



















Manipulation checks
 Were you aware of this series before?

 Would you recommend this or share this with others?

 How did you feel about the story you read?



Outcome measures
 Intergroup anxiety

 Social distance



Anxiety scores
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t(76) = 2.078, p = .041.



Mediation analysis

Intergroup 
anxiety

Social 
Distance

Condition



Mediation analysis with controls

Intergroup 
anxiety

Social 
Distance

Condition

RWA

Religiosity



Mediation Model

Intergroup 
anxiety

Social 
Distance

Condition

RWA

Religiosity

-.76* .11*

-.12*

-.22*

.40*** .51*

Mediation model using Hayes Process Model 4; unstandardized coefficients presented.



Indirect effect

Intergroup 
anxiety

Social 
Distance

Condition

RWA

Religiosity

-.76* .11*

-.12*

-.22*

.40*** .51*

Standardized indirect effect: .0430; bootstrap with 5000 resamples, Bca CI= -1434 to -.0222 



So…
 Being exposed to “alternative” representations of Syrian 

refugees decreased intergroup anxiety, and indirectly 
social distance.

 Real life encounters (even online) can help reduce 
intergroup anxiety and social distance. 

 Any promise for larger interventions?



Summary
 Predictors of social distance

 Effect of acculturation orientations on social distance

 A ‘successful’ intervention to reduce intergroup anxiety 
and social distance.



Next step
 More theoretical reading…

 Extending this research into UK, EU countries, and Turkey

 Trying out and harnessing such interventions…



Any feedback and theoretical 
contributions are welcome.

Thank you.

Twitter: @spyasin
E-mail: yasin.koc@sussex.ac.uk
ResearchGate (aka academic Facebook)


