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ABSTRACT

THE ROLE OF SOCIAL DOMINANCE ORIENTATION, EMPATHY
AND PERCEIVED THREAT IN PREDICTING PREJUDICE OF
TURKISH CITIZENS TOWARD SYRIAN IMMIGRANTS

Karaoglu, Ezgi
M.S., Department of Psychology

Advisor: Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli-Ugurlu

September, 2015; 120 pages

The aim of the current thesis is to investigate the impact of social dominance
orientation (SDO), perceived threat, and empathy on prejudice toward Syrian
immigrants in Turkey. Recently, with the increased number of Syrian immigrants
entering Turkey by escaping the civil war in their country, the attitudes of the
citizens of Turkey toward Syrian immigrants changed from positive into prejudicial
ones. Under these changing circumstances, attitudes of citizens of Turkey toward
Syrian immigrants were studied within the frameworks of empathy and two
prejudice-explaining concepts: Social Dominance Orientation and Integrated
Threat Theory. The prejudicial attitudes were conceptualized with social distance
and negative affect. To investigate the effect of SDO, empathy and perceived threat
on prejudice, multiple regression analyses and mediational analyses were
conducted after collecting data from 592 individuals. As the SDO indicated two-
factor solution, SDO-D (dominance) and SDO-E (egalitarianism), they were added
separately to the analyses. After the analyses, social distance was predicted by
SDO-E and general threat, negative threat was predicted by SDO-D, general threat



and cultural difference threat, whereas positive affect was predicted by SDO-D,
SDO-E, empathy, and general threat. Furthermore, cultural difference threat,
significantly mediated the relation between SDO-D and negative affect; empathy,
significantly mediated the relation between SDO-D, SDO-E, and positive affect and
general threat significantly mediated the relation between SDO-D and positive
affect. Additional analyses conducted for differentiating attitudes of the participants
who contacted the Syrian immigrants (e.g., the ones worked with Syrian immigrants,
the ones lived in populous cities in terms of Syrian immigrant population) underlied
the Intergroup Contact Theory.

Keywords: Prejudice, Syrian Immigrants, Social Dominance Orientation,

Empathy, Perceived Threat
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TURKIYE VATANDASLARININ SURIYELI SIGINMACILARA YONELIK
ONYARGISINI YORDAMADA SOSYAL BASKINLIK YONELIMININ,
EMPATININ VE GRUPLAR ARASI TEHDIDIN ROLU

Karaoglu, Ezgi
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli-Ugurlu

Eyliil 2015, 120 sayfa

Bu tezin amaci sosyal baskinlik yonelimi (SBY), gruplar aras1 tehdit ve empatinin
Tiirkiye’deki  Suriyeli sigmmmacilara  yonelik Onyargr iizerindeki etkisini
aragtirmaktir. Son giinlerde tilkelerindeki i¢ savastan kacgarak Tiirkiye’ye siginan
Suriyelilerin artan sayisiyla, Tiirkiye vatandaglarinin Suriyeli siginmacilara yonelik
pozitif tutumu da onyargili tutumlara dontigmektedir. Bu degismekte olan sartlar
altinda, Tirkiye vatandagslarinin Suriyeli siginmacilara yonelik tutumlart 6nyargi
yordayan iki kavram vasitasiyla ele alinacaktir: Sosyal Baskinlik Yonelimi ve
Birlesik Tehdit Teorisi. Onyargili tutumlar, sosyal uzaklik ve dis gruba yonelik
olumsuz duygular ile tanimlanmistir. SBY, empati ve gruplar arasi tehdit algisinin

Onyargili tutumlar iizerindeki rolli, ¢oklu regresyon analizleri ve arabulucu
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degisken analizleri ile 592 katilimcidan toplanan veri {izerinden incelenmistir.
SBY, SBY-B (Baskinlik) ve SBY-E (Esitlik) olmak tizere iki faktorlii bir ¢oziime
isaret ettiginde, etkisi iki ayr1 kavram iizerinden incelenmistir. Analizler sonucunda,
sosyal uzakligin, SBY-E ve genel tehdit tarafindan, dis gruba yonelik olumsuz
duygularin, SBY-B, genel tehdit ve kiiltiirel farklilik tehditi tarafindan ve dis gruba
yonelik olumlu duygularin SBY-B, SBY-E, empati ve genel tehdit tarafindan
yordandig1 goriilmiistiir. Ayrica, dig gruba yonelik olumsuz duygular ve SDO-B
arasindaki iliskiye kiiltiirel farklilik tehdidi araci olurken empati, SBY-B, SBY-E
ile dig gruba yonelik olumlu duygular arasindaki iliskiye araci olmaktadir. SBY-B
ve dis gruba yonelik olumlu duygular arasindaki iliskiye de genel tehdit, araci
olmaktadir. Siginmacilarla iletisim halinde olan (6rn. Suriyeli siginmacilarla
calisan ve Suriyeli siginmacilarin yogun oldugu bolgelerde yasayan) ve olmayan
katilimcilar arasinda yapilan ek analizler de Gruplar Arast Temas Kuramanin altini

¢izmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Onyargi, Suriyeli Sigmmacilar, Sosyal Baskinlik Yonelimi,

Empati, Gruplar Aras1 Tehdit
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To all the persons displaced...
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. General Introduction

Prejudice is in the eye of the beholder or in other words, “feeling, favorable or
unfavorable, toward a person or a thing, prior to, or not based on, actual experience”
as basically defined by Allport (1954, p. 6). As one of the most discussed on and
studied topics in social psychology, prejudice has various definitions. Franzoi
(2005) defines it as attitudes towards members of specific groups by accounting
implicitly or explicitly that the members of the group are inferior depending on the
religion, race, nationality, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, political opinions,
mental disorders, addictions, physical appearance, any kind of disability and such.
As being inferior in terms of many aspects, immigrants, refugees and minorities are
the most vulnerable groups that were subjected to prejudice and discrimination. The
traces of discrimination and prejudicial attitudes reflect on the daily language as
follows: "Syrian immigrants have better living conditions than the residents.”, “They
were welcomed by the Turkish government, then they should be fed by the
government again.”, "Everyone speaks Arabic around, we almost forgot Turkish!™,
“"We are almost became minority, Syrians are too much.”, "There is already high
unemployement rate in Turkey, how it can be possible that we take care them?” are
some of the statements about the Syrian immigrants that can be greeted by the ear
if even a short time was spent in Turkey. With the increased number of the Syrian
immigrants around, those “prejudicially inspirational” comments fed the ideas that
led this current thesis. Consequently, those prejudicial attitudes are worth to study

in relation with the concepts stated below.

International migration, which has been shaping the stories of humanity by

affecting economies, social structures and socio-political issues of the countries, is
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one of the critical topics on the world’s agenda. The recent and the most crowded
mass migrations of the world, fleeing of Syrians from the civil war taking place in
their country, became the second crowded population of the history after the
Palestinians according to the United Nations’ report (Habertiirk, 2014, 31 August).
Starting in 2010, the uprisings that may counted as a root of Arab Spring in Libya,
Egypt, Tunisia, Algeria, Jordan, Yemen and Bahrain due to high unemployment
rate, violation of human rights especially targeting the religious and ethnic
minorities, suppressions of the government on the civilians regardless of their
background (The Guardian, 2015, 12 March). From the beginning of the conflict,
various counterparts of the war occurred who are radical groups such as Shabiha,
Hezbollah, Al-Nusra and the most extremist Islamic State of Irag and Syria (the
ISIS) and the main opposing power to regime, Free Syrian Army (FSA),
furthermore, more than 310.000 individuals including civilians, women and
children were killed by all the aforementioned counterparts of the war (BBC News,
2015; United Nations, 2015). Thus, 4 million Syrians have displaced and seek for
asylum in the countries such as Turkey, Lebanon, Jordan and Iraq (Fanack
Chronicle, 2015, 1 April). With the inflated numbers of migrated Syrians to Turkey,
the positive attitudes based on believing on same religion and having similar family
connections of the citizens of Turkey changed into negative ones. Given the high
level of prejudice toward immigrants and the likely continuation of the global
refugee crisis with increased number of immigrant entrance to Turkey, the
antecedents of such prejudice are worth investigation. Inspired by this drastic
change of the attitude, the underlying mechanisms of it may be related many other
notions when the previous studies were reviewed; social dominance orientation,

empathy and perceived threat.

In addition, as a consequence of international migration, population of Turkey is
perplexed with many concepts that may define the individuals who migrated.
Regardless of they are being called immigrant, asylum-seeker, or refugee, in
Geneva Convention (1951), there are strict differences between the concepts. In
Article I, refugee is defined as ““someone who owing to a well-founded fear of being

persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular
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social group or political opinion, is outside the country of his nationality, and is
unable to, or owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail himself of the protection of
that country* (Geneva Convention, 1951, p. 3). On the other hand, asylum seeker
is someone who claims that he or she is a refugee, but whose claim has not yet been
definitively evaluated and accepted by the authorities. Discrepantly, migrants are
the ones who choose to leave their country of origin and migrate to another one
with various motivations. Migrants may not have personal persecution history in
their country of origin; they may just change country to obtain better living
conditions. Besides the legal definitions of the concepts, the term of immigrant is
used as an umbrella term in this present thesis to cover all the definitions, regardless
of the individuals are legally refugee, asylum-seeker, or migrant. Thus, the term of

“Syrian immigrant” should not be taken in with an international law base.

Introduced in 1990s to the intergroup relations’ literature with an high explanatory
and predictive power on attitudes and prejudice, social dominance orientation
(SDO) is defined as “a general attitudinal orientation toward intergroup relations,
reflecting whether one generally prefers such relations to be equal, versus
hierarchical” and “the extent to which one desires that one's in group dominate and
be superior to out groups” (Pratto et al., 1994, p.742). High SDO individuals more
tended to gain power, superiority, dominance besides being opponent to
egalitarianism, humanism and universalism (Duckitt, 2001). Most importantly, and
within an inspirational predictive value for this present study, SDO was shown to
predict prejudice towards immigrants, ethnic minorities and discriminatory acts in

minimal group experiments (Amiot & Bourhis, 2005).

As another related concept, empathy is related with not only prejudice and attitude
generating, but also closely related with vital skills. Even it has various definitions;
basically it is “the capacity to understand what another person is experiencing from
within the other person’s frame of reference’’ (Bellet, Michael, & Maloney, 1991,
p.1831). According to Stephan and Finlay (1999), empathy leads to more positive
attitudes towards the ethnic minorities that face discrimination and injustice caused

by unfair treatment. Also, in the same study, empathy induced individuals who
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result with more positive and less prejudicial beliefs, are more tended to attribute
causal attributions to the reasons of discrimination and injustice instead of personal
attributions. Concerning the association with SDO and empathy, Sidanius and his
colleagues (2006) investigate the reciprocal relationship between SDO and
empathy with a cross-cultural study by ending up this finding that empathy may
mediate the relationship between empathy and aggressive, violent policies against

out-groups.

Integrated Threat Theory (ITT) by Stephan and colleagues (1996; 1998; 1999), also
explains prejudice by mediating the relationship between the socio-political
attitudes and the prejudice with regarding four basic types of threat that stated as
realistic and symbolic threat, intergroup anxiety, and negative stereotypes. Realistic
threat that based on Sherif and Sherif’s (1969) realistic group conflict theory is
defined as realistic dangers that pose to the in-group such as physical threats, threats
to economic and political power and threats to existence of the members of in-
group. They should not be really exists, are only perceived to be existent is enough
to create a realistic threat (Whitley & Kite, 2010). Symbolic threat is the perceived
differences between in-group morals, standards, beliefs, and attitudes and the out-
group’s that evaluated as threat to worldview rather than physical well being
(Stephan et al., 1999). If the selfish affected negatively from an intergroup
interaction that causes embarrassment, rejection or ridicule, this is called intergroup
anxiety whereas the sense or fear that an out-group poses a threat and a negative
outcome through interaction is called negative stereotypes. In other words, when
individuals hold negative stereotypes about an out-group such as being violent,
arrogant etc., the out-group members are also expected to have negative
characteristics (Stephan et al., 1998). Even, all the components of the ITT is related
with the prejudice towards Syrian immigrants, when the use of physical sources and
the chasing cultural norms, the realistic and symbolic threats are the ones that would

be related most, among the others in this present study.

As one of the remedy for perceived threat generated for the out-group members,

intergroup contact supported by the authorities, law and customs under optimal
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conditions accompanying with the common goals, cooperation, personal interaction
of the counterparts can improve intergroup relations by reducing prejudice as
hypothesized by Allport (1954). The findings of the studies in which Whites and
African Americans are the counterparts, the White athletes reported less prejudice
if there are African American athletes in their team; reduced negative attitudes of
Czech and Slovak university students toward Muslims after they encountered
personal contact with Muslim students; reduced anti-Muslim attitudes
accompanying with less perceived threat of Dutch individuals who have Muslim
colleagues underlie the importance of intergroup contact when the topic is attitude
toward immigrants (Brown et al., 2003; Novotny & Polonsky, 2011; Savelkoul et
al., 2011).

Foreseeing that the Syrian immigrants will be a part of our lives in long term,
studying on prejudice toward Syrian immigrants of the citizens of Turkey may have
many functional contributions to the field. Education and training programs for
awareness raising may be prepared by the authorities in the lightening of the
possible findings. It also allows policy change towards peaceful environment in the
countries that hosted asylum-seekers and refugees. Accordingly, the aim of the
thesis is understand and explain the associations between prejudiced attitudes of the
citizens of Turkey towards Syrian immigrants, social dominance orientation,

perceived threat level of the individuals, and empathy.

In order to reach the aims, in this chapter, | will start giving a brief information
about demographics and legal status of Syrian immigrants in Turkey accompanying
with the incidents that took place between Syrian immigrants and citizen of Turkey.
Then, I will focus on the dependent variables of the thesis, attitudes toward Syrian
immigrants. After giving information about the components of the attitudes handled
in the present study, the predictors of the attitudes, social dominance orientation
(SDO), perceived threat, and empathy will be discussed. Finally, research questions

regarding with the correspondant hypotheses will be stated.

1.2. Prejudice toward Syrian Immigrants in Turkey
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As stated before, according to Allport (1954), prejudice is the favorable or
unfavorable attitudes derived for a person or a thing regardless of the attitudes are
constructed as a consequence of prior experience or not. To clarify the background
and roots of the prejudicial attitudes toward Syrian immigrants in Turkey, some
examples from the interaction between the citizens of Turkey and the Syrian
immigrants will be presented. With these examples, attitudes, which include
prejudice, will be clarified. Before stating the conflicting examples within the
population, a summary of the status of Syrian immigrants in Turkey will be
introduced.

1.2.1. Demographics and Legal Status of Syrian Immigrants in Turkey

Because of its geographical proximity to the West and its unique visa policies,
Turkey became an attractive country for asylum-seekers who flee from the
persecution in their country of origin (Koser-Akgapar, 2010). With the outburst of
crisis in Syria, according to the report of Support to Life Organization in March,
2015, because of the violent conflict between the Syrian government and the
various armed opposition groups which has deteriorated the humanitarian situation
in Syria as stated above, over 11 million Syrians has displaced. Consequently,
Turkey became Syria’s most populous host neighbor 1.6 million estimated Syrians
spread over 22 camps and urban areas (UNHCR, 2015). Furthermore, until the end
of 2015, the estimated number of registered Syrian refugees with the new arrivals
is over 1.7 million. Thus, Turkish authorities implied “open border policy’” and
temporary protection regime for the Syrian immigrants. Currently, over 1.7 million
Syrians have chosen to settle in Turkey mostly along the Turkey-Syria border, of
which 1.8 million are registered according to the Republic of Turkey Ministry of
Interior Directorate General of Migration Management (Support to Life, 2015).
Initially settling in the border areas, in provinces such as Hatay, Kilis, Gaziantep,
and Sanliurfa, Syrian refugees started moving further inland to the periphery of the
border area as well as the larger urban settings of metropolitan cities with the

saturated borders and problems were initiated with local population and lack of
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accessing basic rights such as education, health services and livelihood (Kap, 2014).
After the attacks in Rojova and Iraq, Batman and Diyarbakir received more
immigrants (Support to Life, 2015). However, the most crowded city in terms of
Syrian immigrants population is Istanbul in where job opportunities are found
superior. Istanbul is followed by Gaziantep, Sanlurfa, and Hatay; in sum 72 cities

of Turkey accommodate Syrian immigrants (Habertiirk, 2014, 1 August).

Thus, starting from February, 2015 with the increased number of refugees crossing
the border, Syrian immigrants in Turkey are covered by Temporary Protection (TP)
regime which includes unlimited stay, protection against forcible returns and access
to reception arrangements where immediate needs are addressed. TP regime can be
defined with international standards for dealing with sudden and large increase of
numbers of refugees in a specific country (UNHCR, October 2013). All the Syrians
who are registered by Turkish authorities with temporary protection identification
document can benefit from the rights given by the temporary protection regime.
Last but not least, “open border’’ policy of Turkish authorities were suspended
starting from the end of 2014 (IRIN, 2015, 8 January). With new arrivals fleeing
from the ISIS attacks in the Syrian border of Turkey, Tel Abyad, Syrian immigrant
population in Turkey is tended to increase with the inflated humanitarian problems
(BBC, 2015, 15 June).

1.2.2. Conflicts with the Syrian Immigrants Indicating Prejudice

Because the population of Turkey increased with 2.1% percentage in a very short
time period with the increased migration rate into Turkish border, it is undeniable
that such kind of increase has no impact on economy and social life. According to
the recent report of Center for Middle Eastern Strategic Studies in 2015, the socio-
economic effects of this mass migration vary depending on the proximity of the
location that the immigrants reside; in the territories where are close to Syrian
border and are chosen by the Syrian immigrants reasonably the effects become
more visible and observable (2015, January). Parallel with the socio-economical



influence, the density of the contact between the citizens of Turkey and the Syrian

immigrants also increases.

As tracked from the national and international newspapers starting from the
beginning of the conflict in Syria, many problems can be stated: To further
elaborate the above-mentioned cases and analyze media sources, there are lots of
problems among Turkish citizens and Syrians especially where Syrian immigrants
resettled most, like Gaziantep, Sanliurfa and Istanbul. Because of its structure and
as being a metropolitan city, Istanbul should be investigated differently than any
other cities.

In 2013, with the crisis of Reyhanli, Hatay which ended up with death of 46
individuals including 3 Syrian immigrants, the Syrian immigrants and the Syrian
government were targeted and blamed as responsible of the slaughter by the
government of Turkey (The Telegraph, 2013, 12, May). Then many conflicts
occurred both governmental and societal level that the numerous Syrian-plated cars
were burnt and many of the ateliers and house in where Syrians resided were

destroyed by the local habitants.

Especially since the middle of 2013, after Syrian immigrants started to work as a
cheap labor force, Turkish citizens’ reaction increased significantly. There were lots
of protest movements in Gaziantep in which Syrians got hurt and police used tear
gas against protestors. In addition to that, because of changes over real estate prices
and after murder of a Syrian hirer, tension against Syrian and Turkish citizens
became highly tangible. After that case Turkish citizens started to “Man hunt” and
beat up all Syrian in the neighborhood (Hiirriyet, 2014, 14 August).

As cheap labor force is one of the significant problems among Syrian immigrants
and Turkish citizens, another example for that discussion happened in Sanliurfa. As
reported by Radikal newspaper (2014, 8 August), a Syrian construction worker was
beaten up to death by 15 another Turkish citizens with iron sticks. In another case,



Turkish porters in marketplace chased Syrian porter for same reason. They accused
Syrian porters for stealing their jobs (Habertiirk, 2014, 8 August).

Because Istanbul welcomes the most populated Syrian immigrant group in Turkey,
the interaction among Syrian immigrants and Turkish citizens became more visible.
In January 2015, a staff of famous fast food chain, Burger King, was fired by, when
he beat severely a Syrian immigrant child who intended to eat the leftovers of
another client in Sirinevler district of Istanbul (Radikal, 2015, 31 January). After
the incident the staff defense himself that the other clients were disturbed by the
immigrants who usually beg and ask for food. Mean time, the mother of the beaten
child was also fired from her job. Furthermore, in August 2014, hundreds of
Istanbul residents clashed with police, because of Syrian immigrants presence in
Ikitelli neighborhood. The claim was harassing a Turkish teenage girl by Syrian
neighbors. Over 300 hundred armed people attacked shops with Arabic lettering on
shop fronts as riot police used tear gas and water cannon against protestors
(Hiirriyet, 2015, 25 August). Last but not least, as the recent example from Istanbul,
apartment in where the Syrian immigrants resided was burn out by the inhabitants
of the neighborhood as a consequence of an unknown conflict (Radikal, 2015, 10
May).

In May 2015, one of the most touristic district of Mugla, Bodrum, citizens appealed
to municipality of Bodrum that Syrian immigrants should not be welcomed in
Bodrum anymore. Shop owners and local workers complained about immigrants
who were living parks and streets. After those complains municipality decided to
move Syrian immigrants to Soke, the neighboring western province of Aydin

(Bugtin, 2015, 27 March).

When those examples are reviewed, the presence of prejudice toward Syrian
immigrants in Turkey is highly possible. Relatively, prejudice of the citizens of
Turkey may emerge with negative affect and social distance as they are widely used
and well-established concepts in the field to measure prejudice. Thus, in the section



below, detailed information from literature will be given on social distance and

negative affect besides their bounds with prejudice.

1.3. Social Distance and Out-group Affect as Indicators of Prejudice

Social distance has been defined by Bogardus (1959, p. 7) as “the degree of
sympathetic understanding that functions between and person, between person and
group, and between groups”. Williams (1964, p. 29) defines it as “feelings of
unwillingness among members of a group to accept or approve a given degree of

intimacy in interaction with a member of an out-group”.

Starting from the studies of Bogardus (1957; 1967; 1968) as founder of Social
Distance Scale, the concept of social distance are widely used in prejudice studies
based on race, nation, and religion and found that the individuals generated
prejudice toward out-group are more prone to distance themselves from the out-
group members in many terms; they express high level of disturbance when think
about marrying, being a close friend, being neighbor with the ones who are
prejudiced. In addition, in the study of Parillo and Donoghue (2013), they
investigated the level of acceptance of White Americans toward Black Americans.
The findings indicated that gender, birthplace, and race are the basic concepts that

people put social distance toward out-group.

As well as in the studies abroad, significant results were obtained with Turkish
sample when social distance is used as an indicator of prejudice. For instance, in
the comprehensive study of Carkoglu and Toprak (2006) on perception of religion,
societal change, and politics, the attitudes toward the minority groups in Turkey
were assessed with one item from Social Distance Scale and the participants were
asked whether they accepted individuals from different ethnic, religious, cultural
background and sexual orientation. Parallel results were found for the prejudice of
the individuals; the more the tolerance level of the participants reduced, the more
they are prone to declare social distance with the minority groups as almost half of

the participants are against the neighbors who are religious, ethnic, and racial
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minorities besides lesbian, gay, bisexual, transsexual, and intersex (LGBTI)
individuals. Thus, prejudicial attitudes may come on the stage with social distance

as seen in this study.

As stated before, Syrian immigrants locate various territories in Turkey, urban
parts, cities, villages, and camps with changing density. Especially, in the highly
populated cities, Istanbul, Gaziantep, and Hatay, Syrian immigrants can be
introduced as new minorities. For instance, ’man hunt’’ of the Turkish citizens for
the Syrians in their neighborhood can be roughly interpreted as desire of social
distance in neighborhoods and workplace (Hiirriyet, 2014, 14 August). Therefore,

social distance is very fruitful to reveal attitudes toward Syrian immigrants.

Besides social distance, Bogardus (1947) based his conceptualization and scale on
affective component of social distance and associated it with affective distance,
which is the individuals’ sympathy level felt for the out-group members. As social
distance and affective distance is conceptualized hand in hand, negative out-group
affect is also notable to determining the prejudice. Negative affect was defined as
generalized feelings of awkwardness, anxiety, and apprehension by Stephan and
Stephan (1985). Also, as their seminal work reveals that the affect elicited during
intergroup contact strongly influences people’ attitudes and behaviors. Coherently,
Esses and colleagues (1993) and Mackie and colleagues (1993) put forward the
particular forms of negative and positive out-group affect by holding cognitive
appraisal approach by stating that fear is the most predictive motive in determining
out-group stereotyping. Esses and colleagues (1993) also added that even cognition
is important to predict the attitude toward any attitude object, affect is stronger
predictor than cognition when attitudes toward minority groups are on the stage as
studied in the present study.

By contributing the self-reported intergroup anxiety to the literature, Dijker (1996)
suggested that both positive and negative emotions are the fundamental resources
of intergroup judgments. In his study conducted with the native Dutch individuals

to assess their arousal of different kinds of negative and positive affect towards the
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ethnic minorities who are former immigrants from Turkey, Morocco, and
Suriname, in the Netherlands, the findings revealed that the emotions expressed are
interconnected with the intergroup anxiety. Supporting the same finding, in
intercultural communication, emotions were found the strongest unique predictors
of attitudes toward foreign students by Rodgers and colleagues (2002); when
American college students with diverse ethnical backgrounds encountered with
perceived linguistic and cultural barriers associated with negative affect within a
communication with another person who has different ethnical background, they
formed prejudice more toward this ethnic group. At that point, the association
between the intergroup threat and out-group affect, which are the constructs in the

present study, is underlined.

After examining the literature, the out-group affect is found coherent with the
research with minority groups. As communication with culturally, racially, and
ethnically different ones, invokes unfavorable emotional response and proximal
distance as revealed in the literature above, the two concepts are reasonably decided
to use as assessing the prejudice toward Syrian immigrants. In addition, in the
section below, possible predictors of prejudice, social dominance orientation,
perceived threat and empathy, will be discussed in details.

1.4. Social Dominance Orientation & Prejudice

Social dominance orientation is one of the widely studied constructs in social
psychology literature with its high predictive and explanatory power on many other
concepts. SDO is “one’s degree of preference for inequality among social groups®
or “one’s desires that one’s in-group dominate and be superior to out-groups‘
according to its creators Pratto and his colleagues (1994, pp. 741-742). SDO was
found significantly related with many other concepts such as dominancy
(Altemeyer, 1998; 2001) and some personality traits (Sidanius et al., 1999; 2000).
Found by Sidanius and colleagues (2000), SDO was shaped by personality as being
in positive association with disagreeableness and aggression and in a negative

association with openness and agreeableness. In addition, generally, men are high

12



on SDO rather than women whereas it is shaped through education and experiences
of socialization including traumatic events (Sidanius et al., 1999; 2000). On the
other hand, SDO was introduced as personality trait by Perry and Sibley (2010).
According to them, high SDO people searches for superiority, high-status in their
job environment, and domination. They also strive for competition as a general
worldview. Regardless of it was defined as trait or not, the relationship of SDO with

negative attitudes toward sub-dominant groups and prejudice is inevitable.

SDO, which is stable over time, defines many attitudes of individuals on intergroup
relations (Sidanius, 1994). It is negatively correlated with empathy, tolerance,
communality and altruism whereas positively associated with hierarchy seeking in
social roles and structures. In the same study of Sidanius and colleagues (1994),
SDO is found in strong relationship with racism and nationalism that individuals
high on SDO showed more anti-Black attitudes, more opposition to the policies that
offer equality among society, more opposition to gay and lesbian rights and
environmental well-being programs when compared to people low on SDO. They
are also opposed to values such as egalitarianism, humanism and universalism,
whereas supporting power of groups or individuals, dominance and superiority
(Duckitt, 2001). Also, high status groups, whose members are eventually high on
SDO, are more discriminative and aggressive towards the out-groups (Sidanius et
al., 1994). For instance, in the study of Kemmelmeier (2005) within a laboratory
setting, high SDO White participants tended to associate the guilt in a rape trail to
the Black individual more rather than the White individual. Within the same
direction, high SDO employers were more inclined to employ applicants with
lighter skin in the study of Michinov and colleagues (2005) as high SDO individuals
expressed more discriminative and unequal allocation of resources among the group
in the minimal group experiments of Amiot and colleagues (2005). In relation with
the current study, when the realistic threat concept is elaborated with the
discriminative behaviors in allocation of resources as referred in the study of Amiot
et al. (2005), the disturbance of the citizens of Turkey about Syrian immigrants’
access to the labor market and the conflicts between the groups can be indicated as

a real life example for the situation.
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SDO is also finely fits with the context of attitudes toward immigrants, thus many
studies were conducted in this field with various variables such as national identity,
in-group identity between prejudicial attitudes and immigrant-friendly policies.
Esses and colleagues (2001) found that individuals higher in SDO have more
tendencies to express unfavorable attitudes towards immigrants and immigrant-
friendly policies. In-group identity is another important determinant in immigrant
studies on SDO. In the comprehensive three-step study of Danso and colleagues
(2007) on perceptions of immigrations about which prejudice may be reduced in
which condition among high SDO individuals, it was found that focusing attention
of the high SDO individuals away from their national identity reduced their
prejudice towards immigrant groups. In addition, when the similarities between the
out-group were inclined to focus, the unfavorable attitudes towards the immigrants
also became less salient. On a related note, in another three-condition research of
Esses and colleagues (2006) conducted in two countries, the attitudes of Canadians
and Germans with high SDO scores towards immigrants were assessed in a
common national in-group including both immigrants and non-immigrants, a
national identity inclusive of only host nations; and a control condition. According
to the findings, when common national in-group was salient, higher SDO
Canadians reported less negative attitudes towards the other two conditions whereas
high SDO Germans expressed almost the same level of prejudice within three
conditions whether the national identity was primed or not. All those findings above
are related with the desire of higher SDO individuals on maintaining inequality,

less harmony and dominance among the society.

Furthermore, in the two-step novel research of Newman and colleagues (2013),
how SDO shapes reactions towards cultural transaction costs within experimental
and real-life settings when anger is the mediating factor. As a newly introduced
concept to socio-political psychology field, cultural transaction cost refers to “the
resources that must be expended to reconcile cultural differences between distinct
groups for the purpose of enabling a market or social exchange” (Newman et al.,

2013, p. 4). It involves the expenditure of time, effort, bargaining and negotiating
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the terms of exchange, transportation and delivering goods and services. In
intercultural relations framework, immigration itself and cultural, socio-political,
economical impacts of immigration are counted as an exchange between
immigrants and immigrant-receiving countries; the differences in values, beliefs,
norms, customs and language of the immigrated group and the immigrant-receiving
country represent the cultural transaction cost in this context as proposed by Early
and colleagues (2006). It was found in the studies which anger was induced by
creating language-based barriers to the completion of basic tasks, it augments the
perception of the American individuals that immigrants conceived threat to
American culture. In this condition, they also exposed increased support for
oppressive and ethno-nativist immigration policies. In the second step where the
English native-speaker American participants were allowed to encounter a not
fluent English-speaker Spanish participants in an online discussion on consumer
evaluations and preferences, language-barrier initiated significant anger in high
SDOs than low SDOs. Related to the Syrian context, because it is obvious that there
is difference of cultural transaction barrier between the immigrants and the citizens
of Turkey such as language barriers, norms and customs, the findings of the study
are also inspirational to study on SDO for the current study.

Meanwhile, higher SDO persons agreed on that the immigrants attempt to
assimilate into the dominant culture of the host country by blurring the group
distinction and abandoning their own cultural traditions and values (Pratto &
Lemieux, 2001). Additionally, when faced with assimilating immigrants, higher
SDO significantly predicts harshly negative attitudes including persecution of the
immigrants to maintain their need of hierarchy and status quo; according to them,
the immigrants should be dominated and are prevented from integrating the socio-
cultural manifestations of the receiving society (Thomsen et al., 2007). SDO is also
closely associated with hostility, accepting death penalties, blaming the victim in
sexual abasement incidents, and being opponent to immigration policies in the
previously conducted studies (Sidanius et al., 1994). Thus, in the study of Sidanius
and colleagues (2001a) took place in Lebanon, high SDO individuals in Lebanon

expressed less favorable attitudes for terrorism against the West.
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Although, SDO works well as unitary construct, some analyses suggest two
complementary dimensions SDO-Dominance (SDO-D) and SDO-Egalitarianism
(SDO-E) (Ho et al., 2012). According to Ho and colleagues (2012), SDO-D was
conceptualized as the preference for some groups to dominate others as SDO-E
refers to preference for nonegalitarian intergroup relations. In their study that
compared to predictivity of one-factor solution and two-factor solution, SDO-D and
SDO-E differed in predicting different intergroup attitudes. For instance, SDO-D
was found more strongly related to the active and forceful subjugation of out-
groups, endorsements of immigrant persecution, old-fashioned racism, political
conservatism, seeking hierarchy, and support for war as SDO-E was found more
strongly related to less confrontational hierarchy-enhancing ideologies, more
positive attitudes toward minorities and immigrants as well as ideologies and
policies that confirm egalitarianism. In the empirical studies conducted by different
research groups, those two-factor solution and the attitudes that predicted
significantly by SDO-D and SDO-E were confirmed (e.g., Kugler et al., 2010;
Tyler, 2006).

Regardless of it is being one factor or two factors, SDO also predicts opposition
toward socio-economically disadvantages immigrants; in the meta-analysis of
Cohrs and Stelzl (2010), in the countries where unemployment rate is high, SDO
has more predictive value on negative attitudes towards immigrants. This finding
may lead the perception of the immigrants’ economic competition on limited
resources between the natives and immigrants, which indicated the concept of
perceived threat. Accordingly, SDO will influence prejudice against particular
outgroups through different motivational mechanisms as one of them is perceived
threat (Duckitt, 2006). In relation, in addition to findings that social dominance
oriented individuals seek high status and domination over minority groups (Perry
& Sibley, 2010), Riek and colleagues found that they also strive for social inequality
and this relationship was moderated by perceived threat (2006). Thus, the
association between intergroup threat and prejudice will be discussed in details in

the following section.
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1.4. Integrated Threat Theory (ITT) of the Prejudice

As stated before, defense of traditional and cultural values of the in-group and value
differences between the groups trigger prejudicial reactions (Pettigrew & Meertens,
1995). Playing crucial role in generating and predicting prejudice towards out-
groups including the immigrant groups, integrated threat theory underlie the role of
fear and threat in intergroup relations regardless of whether the threat is real or not.
Acts as a general theoretical model for understanding prejudicial and discriminatory
reactions to the out-groups, ITT identifies the four basic types of threat as proximal
predictors of attitudes towards out-groups: realistic threat, symbolic threat,

intergroup anxiety and negative stereotypes.

1.4.1. Types of Threat as Proximal Predictors of Prejudice

Inspired from the Sherif and Sherif’s (1969) realistic conflict theory, realistic threat
in ITT can be conceptualized as threats to physical existence (e.g., wars, armed
conflicts) and well-being (e.g., health) of in-group, any resources (e.g., houses, job
opportunities) or sources of power (e.g., economical or political power) that in-
group possess. For instance, the belief that Syrian immigrants in Turkey may infect
the population with contagious disease or the idea that the presence of Syrian
immigrants as cheap labor force increases the unemployment rate among Turkish
citizens by preventing them to access the labor market can be counted as perceived

realistic threats relevant to the Syrian immigrants context.

On the other hand, symbolic threat refers to clashing morals, norms, beliefs,
standards, attitudes and values between the in-group and out-group members and it
occurs with the belief of group members on the moral rightness of their group’s
norms (Biernat & Vescio, 1998). Even the out-group does not directly threatening
or opposing the in-group members, the perception of the in-group members are
enough to value them as a threat by referring the economic or political competition,

or cultural and religious differences between of the groups. Relevant to the Syrian
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context, perceiving the differences of religious and cultural values of the Syrian
immigrants as threat may be counted as examples of symbolic threat. As stated
above, the exile of the Syrian immigrants in the touristic city center of Mugla,
Bodrum, from there to the suburban territories of the city may be counted as not

tolerating the way of surviving the Syrian immigrants which is symbolic threat.

Examining those two concepts, when the previous studies, especially the one
conducted about the minorities were reviewed, realistic threat, but not the symbolic
threat, predicted prejudice towards the Russian immigrants in Israel (Bizman &
Yinon, 2001). In the study of Velasco and his colleagues (2008) conducted in the
Netherlands, Muslim immigrants are seen as symbolic threat rather than realistic
threat, thus the Muslims are characterized as being violent, dishonest and arrogant
by the differences in norms, beliefs, and values. In the other study of Stephan and
his colleagues (2002) with White dominant and Black immigrant groups, both
realistic threat and symbolic threat were found as the predictors of groups’ attitudes
towards each other as realistic threat was more stronger determinant when the
attitudes of Whites’ attitudes towards Blacks rather than Blacks’ attitudes towards
Whites.

Studies conducted in Australia, as one of the most refugee accepting countries, also
emphasized the effect of symbolic and realistic threats; Ho and colleagues (1994)
found that there is a high demonstration rate of prejudicial attitudes towards
immigrant groups and Aboriginal Australians as well as high prevalence of
prejudicial attitudes towards refugees were stated by Schweitzer and his colleagues
(1994; 2005). Same in the both studies, participants perceived refugees and
immigrants as a threat to Australian economic resources (realistic threat), culture
and social values (symbolic threat). Also, McLaren’s study (2003) in 17 European
countries revealed that beliefs that immigrants challenge or undermine national
values which may be counted as realistic threat, were more stronger predictors of
negative attitudes of Irish population toward immigrants. In other words, symbolic

threats are more predictive of the attitudes towards immigrants and minority groups
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because of having no competition over scarce resources such as accommodation

and employment.

Besides realistic threat and symbolic threat, stereotypes that may evolve in
prejudices, are also conceptualized as serving basis for expectations about out-
group (Stephan et al., 1998). Thus, in the separate studies of Verkuyten (1997) and
Cuddy and colleagues (2007), feelings of threat and fear towards out-group are
associated with negative out-group stereotypes as reduced feelings of fear and anger
are associated with positive stereotypes. So, the relation between forming prejudice
and stereotyping is inevitable.

Last but not least, in the novel study of Enos (2014), conducted in real-life
experimental setting in rail stations located in the Boston where Anglo communities
reside homogeneously. On the first, third and tenth days of the experiment, the
participants who uses the same station on a daily base, were paid to fill out survey
about their opinions on their community and, post treatment questions about
commuting during the period of the treatment. The treatment was encountering the
residents who spent time in the station on a daily base when travelling back and
forth to the work, with two Spanish-speaking Hispanic confederates having
conversation before the eyes of the participants. Drastically, the participants
became less favorable on the supportive policies of the state by permitting the
Mexican immigrants in the USA, permitting to speak their mother tongue as
Spanish and, permitting them to be employed, in the tenth day. In summary, even
very minor, noninvasive demographic change, which is only introducing two
persons for this study, were perceived as overt threat and stimulated the
exclusionary negative attitudes. In other words, perceived threat may just occur
seeing a Syrian immigrant in a public transportation vehicle or in a corner, begging.
Because coming across with immigrants is more prevalent in the cities where the
immigrants populate more, such as Istanbul and Gaziantep, the attitudes of the
residents of those cities are reasonably expected to be more negative and prejudicial
compared to the others.
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To sum up, in accordance with SDO, perceptions of threat is associated with
negative attitudes and prejudice towards immigrants. Especially, connecting with
the examples took place in Turkey such as assault and aggression toward the Syrian
individuals who have been working in companies in where the citizens of Turkey
are paid more, the effect of threat would become more salient. However, empathy
was introduced as a possible negotiator between SDO, perceived threat, and
prejudicial attitudes (Pederson & Thomsen, 2013). As an emotional component that
shines out the similarities by mitigating perceived threat and negative attitudes, the

role of empathy as antecedent of prejudice will be discussed in the section below.

1.5.2. Antecedents of Intergroup Threats

1.5.2.1. Intergroup Contact

Defined as contact of different groups or individuals that hold clashing beliefs,
worldviews, ideas etc., it was showed that the quantity and quality of the intergroup
contact has reducing effect on prejudice or the negative stereotyping indeed
(Schneider, 2004; Pettigrew and Tropp, 2006). According to Allport (1954), this
contact can improve intergroup relations only under optimal conditions; equal
status, cooperation for subordinate goals and institutional support. However, in the
meta-analysis of Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) considering 515 studies on intergroup
contact, contact was found effective indeed as the optimal conditions of Allport add
additional power on effectiveness of the contact when they are present.

When the literature is reviewed, intergroup contact mostly performs as mediating
factor; in the study of Tausch and colleagues (2007) on out-group attitudes in
Northern Ireland, in the study of Voci and Hewstone (2003) on Italians’ attitudes
towards immigrants, intergroup contact is emphasized as mediating factor
especially for quality of contact and lastly in the study of Velasco and colleagues
(2008), the more the Dutch individuals exposed to the Muslim immigrants in
numbers, the less they expressed prejudicial thoughts about them. In the same study,

Velasco and his colleagues ended with the inference that the frequency of contact
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leads de-categorization of out-group members, relatedly reduction of stereotyping
and acquire correct out-group knowledge.

In the migration studies literature, the study of Vezzali and Giovannini (2010) with
Italian businessmen running small and medium enterprises in Northern Italy who
employ immigrants underlies the importance of intergroup contact. The results
indicate that intergroup contact, which is daily contact with the immigrant workers
with Italian businessmen in this study, has unmediated direct effect on the attitudes
toward immigrants; the businessmen express support for social policies toward
immigrants besides presenting less negative attitudes assessed in Implicit

Association Test by Greenwald and colleagues (1998).

Another two-step study also conducted in Italy by VVoci and Hewstone (2003), with
the Italian university students and Italian hospital workers who contacted non-
European immigrants in their university and workplace to assess their negative
attitudes and perceived threat toward the immigrants. In the first study conducted
with the students, contact with African students had direct positive effect on out-
group attitude as having a direct negative effect on subtle prejudice besides
reducing the out-group anxiety by improving out-group perception. In parallel,
positive direct effect of contact was found on out-group attitudes and rights for
immigrants in the second study which was conducted in workplace setting. In other

words, intergroup contact has soothes the negative attitudes and prejudice.

1.5. Empathy as Antecedent of the Prejudice

Basically, trying to put on and walk with another one’s shoes, empathy, is defined
as “accurate understanding of another person’s inner experience; the attitude of
comprehending their feelings and emotions and seeing things from their point of
view’’ (Rogers, 1957, p. 97). In other words, empathy is emotional and cognitive
ability to understand and share the experience of others and their emotional states
(Davis, 1983). Referring the last definition, two basic types of empathy are

cognitive empathy and emotional empathy; taking perspective of another person
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and experiencing the similar emotional responses with another person on same
situation, respectively (Stephan & Finlay, 1999). In the literature (e.g., Einolf, 2012;
Marjanovic et al., 2011), emotional empathy is mostly associated with sympathy,
affective empathy, and emotional responsiveness whereas the cognitive empathy is
labeled with perspective and role taking including adopting the mindset of another

person.

The less people know about an out-group, the more they derive prejudice by leaving
empathy and perspective taking apart. Contributing the importance of knowledge
on reducing prejudice, the explanations of Stephan and Finlay (1999) is crucial by
emphasizing the cognitive component of empathy. According to them, acquiring
knowledge about an out-group by learning about their cultural norms and beliefs
may end up with understanding their worldview. Furthermore, it reduces perceived
dissimilarities between the groups and allows increased comprehension, which may
mitigate perception of threat and fear evoked for the out-group. On one hand, this
finding also indicates a smooth interplay between the ITT and empathy in the
current study. Besides, it may explain the expectation of less prejudicial attitudes
from the individuals who work with immigrants/asylum-seekers/refugees. Because
the professionals are more introduced about the socio-cultural norms, problems and

barriers that the immigrants face, they may eventually derive perspective taking.

Furthermore, perspective taking in the sense of vulnerabilities of the others, when
participants were introduced with vignettes involving individuals who were
suffering, the attitudes towards the individuals who were told in the stories became
less negative (Batson et al., 1997). With the same procedure, applied for the attitude
change towards the people who suffer from homelessness, HIV/AIDS, prisoners
penalized for death, it also initiated empathic perspective taking which continues
even after 2 weeks after the participants read the vignettes. In line with the previous
examples, Finlay and Stephan (2000) repeated a similar research scenario for
increasing the techniques used to change attitudes towards discriminated African
American student of Anglo-Americans. Another purpose of the study was assessing

whether the manipulations affect the types of empathy; reactive empathy as
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compassion, sympathy, understanding and parallel empathy as feeling within the
same direction of the others. The Anglo-American students were introduced with
two variations of empathy instructions involving acts of discrimination towards
African-Americans and the negative feelings of them toward the perpetrators, after
receiving either high or low empathy instructions; focus on self and focus on other,
relatively. In the control condition, the participants were not introduced with any
vignettes. It was found that instructing Anglo-American students to take an
empathic perspective reduced the attitude difference toward the out-group and in-
group whereas not affecting the type of empathy that aroused. However, when the
vignettes included the negative feelings of the discriminated African Americans,
the parallel empathy level of the Anglo-American increased. In sum, taking
empathic perspective equalized the in-group and out-group attitudes of the Anglo-

Americans.

In parallel, the researches on empathy are basically focused on reducing
dissimilarities between the groups by priming similarities, inducing emotional
closeness, reducing the perceived threat and providing information about the
unknown out-group. Taking the Australian case in consideration, whose over 20 %
population is immigrant as one of the most crowded immigrant-receiving countries,
many awareness raising campaigns were conducted. Those campaigns intended to
reduce hostility toward the immigrants are mostly based on evoking empathy by
creating similarity between the locals and the immigrants besides providing
information about the life-style and socio-cultural norms of the immigrants (The
Sydney Morning Herald, 2011, 23 June). Furthermore, the campaign of the Asylum
Seeker Resource Centre of Australia in 2011, “Just Like Us”, the similarities
between the mainstream Australians and the immigrants are stressed. Besides the
practical use of empathy, the theoretical antecedents are stated proceeding. Not
having a well-established organization, very few negotiating activities between the
immigrants, local authorities and the local residants were attempted such as
organizing a football game with the retired Turkish soccers and the immigrant
Syrian children in Beykoz, Istanbul (IHA, 2015, 13 May). However, the

consequences of them have never been assessed methodologically before; thus,
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presenting the effect of empathy in Syrian immigrant context is a novel contribution
the field.

To emphasize the interaction of ITT and empathy on determining prejudice towards
the immigrant groups, two approaches has outshined in the study of Pederson and
Thomas (2013), the role of similarity and difference as reviewed in the studies
above and the role of empathy as emotional component. It was found that, the
prejudice reduced, when participants were induced to perceive similarities with the
immigrants. With respect to the inevitable reconciling role of empathy in intergroup
relations, in some studies, empathy was used as a mediator in improving intergroup
relations as intended in the present study. As stated before, the main source of the
prejudice is exaggerating the dissimilarities between out-group and in-group that
create high level of fear and threat. In line with this explanation, empathy reduces
prejudice by directing people to realize that the difference between the groups are
not that much salient (Stephan & Finley, 1999). Furthermore, when common
identity is created within a laboratory setting, the individuals perceive themselves
as a part of common humanity and destiny ended up with the idea of resemblance
(Gaertner et al., 1990). Besides, in the study of Fisher (1994) conducted by Turkish
and Greek Cypriots in which both groups have defined each other as out-group,
each side explored and articulated their fear, needs and possible solutions offered
for the ongoing conflict in their shared territory, Cyprus. When the consequences
were evaluated, participants were found with increased understanding toward each

other as well as feeling with mutual empathy.

When Pratto and colleagues (1994) first introduced the SDO concept to the field,
they stated that SDO has inevitable negative correlation with empathic concern as
high SDO indicate status-based social hierarchies over egalitarianism and lower
communality for the welfare of the others. Mc Farland (2010) also emphasized the
tie between empathy and SDO by counting them as two of the *’three pillars’” of
prejudice besides authoritarianism. In her studies, empathy was used many times as
variable on predicting prejudice with the company of many concepts such as gender

difference, big five personality components and moral reasoning. However, each
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time empathy shined out with explaining 50 % variance of generalized prejudice.
Inspired by the previous researches that support the mediating role of empathy
between SDO and prejudice, Nicol and colleagues (2013) took one more step and
used two separate criterion measures of prejudice, racism and sexism in their study.
It was found that, even empathy is mediator effect between SDO and generalized
measures of prejudice, empathy functioned as mediator for sexism but not for

racism.

Contribution to the accumulated evidence of empathy reduces the prejudice, the
association between the individuals’ preference for social dominance hierarchy and
empathy was found even in a unique neuroimaging study of Chiao and colleagues
(2009). The study was based on the neural activation in the brain regions including
anterior insula, anterior cingulate, lateral cerebellum and brainstem when empathic
arousal occurred when perceiving pain and distress in others (Decety & Jackson,
2004; Hein & Singer, 2008). The research was designed with two blocks of
vignettes, either painful or neutral. During the fMRI scanning, the degree of
empathic concern of the participants was indicated with the four-point Likert scale;
then, the SDO level of the participants was assessed. The results indicated that the
greater the desire for social dominance hierarchy, the less neural level response in

the related brain regions occurred.

Uniquely, Sidanius and colleagues (2012) studied on the possible reciprocal
interaction between empathy and SDO rather than focusing on the effect of empathy
on SDO by collecting data from Belgian and New Zealander adults via internet. In
most of the aforementioned researches, only one-way interaction between SDO and
empathy was studied, however this longitudinal study reveals that the effect of SDO
on empathy over time tended to be stronger than the effect of empathy on SDO over
time. Thus, in the model tested, SDO’s predicitive power on empathy introduced
empathy as a possible mediator between the relationship with SDO and prejudicial

attitudes.

1.6. Present Study
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The present study aims to investigate the associations between prejudiced attitudes
of the citizens of Turkey toward Syrian immigrants conceptualized and measured
with social distance and negative affect as measurement, social dominance
orientation level of the individuals, the perceived threat, and empathy. Particularly,
empathy and perceived threat were considered as possible mediator.

Literature suggests that SDO was within a significant relationship between empathy
and perceived threat as well as prejudicial attitudes towards the sub-ordinate groups
such as immigrants and minorities (e.g., Mc Farland, 2010; Pratto et al., 1994;
Sidanius et al., 2012). Thus, to not avoid the possible relationship between SDO,
empathy, perceived threat, social distance and negative affect, empathy and
perceived threat are taken as the mediator between the relationship of SDO and the
prejudiced attitudes toward the Syrian immigrants.

The relationship between SDO, perceived threat, and prejudice was rarely studied
together within Turkish context (e.g., Balaban, 2013), although the foreign
literature is more fruitful (e.g., Newman et al., 2013; Pratto et al., 1994). However,
empathy was added to the present model as one of the mediators, as offered by
Nicol and colleagues (2013). Besides, even socio-political researches (e.g.,
Erdogan, 2014) was conducted to measure the opinions of the citizens of Turkey
toward Syrian immigrants, the current study is also novel with its aim to measure
and to introduce the underlying psychosocial mechanisms of these prejudicial
attitudes. By determining the underlying motives of the prejudicial attitudes, policy
development and awareness raising mechanisms may be evoked to reduce the

prejudice.

The following four main research questions are investigated in the present study:

1. Does social dominance orientation of the individuals
predict the prejudicial attitudes of citizens of Turkey

towards the Syrian immigrants?
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2. Does SDO predict the perceived threat toward the Syrian
immigrants regardless of it is real or symbolic?

3. Does the perceived threat mediate the path from SDO and
the attitudes towards Syrian immigrants?

4. Does the empathy mediate the path from SDO and the

attitudes towards Syrian immigrants?

The hypotheses were generated based on the stated research questions and the
information above are as follows:
Hypothesis 1: Social dominance orientation will predict the
prejudice of Turkish citizens toward Syrian Immigrants.
Hypothesis 1a: Among participants, who scored higher on
SDO, are expected to put more social distance between the
Syrian immigrants and themselves in various public spaces.
Hypothesis 1b: Among participants, who scored higher on
SDO, are expected to feel more negative affect toward
Syrian immigrants.
Hypothesis 2: SDO will predict perceived threat, both realistic and
symbolic threat, toward Syrian immigrants. Specifically, among the
participants who scored higher on SDO are expected to perceive
more realistic and symbolic threat toward Syrian immigrants.
Hypothesis 3: Perceived threat mediates the relationship between the
SDO and the prejudice towards the Syrian immigrants.
Hypothesis 3a: The relationship between SDO and social
distance is mediated by perceived threat.
Hypothesis 3b: The relationship between SDO and out-
group affect is mediated by perceived threat.
Hypothesis 4: Empathy mediates the relationship between the SDO
and the prejudice towards the Syrian immigrants.
Hypothesis 4a: The relationship between SDO and social

distance is mediated by empathy.
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Hypothesis 4b: The relationship between SDO and out-
group affect is mediated by empathy.

In addition to the main hypotheses of the study, | also plan to explore how being
experienced with refugee/asylum-seeker/immigrants related jobs may influence
above associations. As mentioned in the introduction, contact with the out-group
reduced negative attitudes toward them (e.g., Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Voci &
Hewstone, 2003) and acquiring knowledge about an out-group may end up with
understanding their worldview (Stephan and Finlay, 1999). Consequently,
participants who work with refugees/asylum-seekers/immigrants in Turkey may
have more knowledge about the Syrian issue and may eventually be in a contact,

which may end up with less perceived threat and less prejudice.

Also, it will be explored whether living in the cities that were populated more by
the Syrian immigrants may influence the associations above. According to Enos
(2014), even very minor, noninvasive demographic change triggered the threat
toward out-group. Consequently, the participants live in the cities in where
immigrants populated more freuquently are expected to perceive more threat and

more prejudice toward Syrian immigrants, in turn.

CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1. Participants

Even the total of 802 participants started the survey, 684 of them reached the end
of the survey questions as 87 of them have not responded the dependent variable

questions. Because the target of the current study was residants of Turkey, 5 more
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participants who live abroad were also excluded from the data set. Finally, 592
participants were remained for the final data set after the missing value analysis.
The details of the analysis are given in the results section. The participants consisted
341 women (57.6%), 249 men (42.1%), and 2 (.3%) individuals who declared their
sex as other. The age of the remaining 592 participants ranged from 18 to 73 (M =
26.25, SD = 11.15) as the mean age of females was 26.71 (SD = 7.95) and that of
males was 28.19 (SD = 8.19). Majority of the participants were from the biggest
cities in Turkey (see Table 2.1); 61.1% from Ankara, 25.5% from Istanbul and 1.9%
from Izmir. There were 10 participants from Mugla (1.7%) and 4 participants from
Gaziantep (.7%) as seen in Table 2.1. Also, there are 42 participants who had
working experience in an organization dealing with refugees/asylum-
seekers/immigrants (7.1%) as the other 550 had no working experience in that field
(92.9%).

Majority of the participants reported that they were university or college graduates
(n = 406, 68.8%). While 107 individuals (18.1%) reported to have graduated from
high school, 72 individuals (12.1%) reported to have completed a graduate school
(doctoral or master’s degree). Of the remaining, 3 participants (.5%) were primary
and secondary school graduates as there were 4 individuals (.7%) who have not
responded this question.

More than half of the participants, 311 (52.5%), reported themselves as Sunni as 29
(4.9%) participants categorised themselves as Alevi. The other most frequently
chosen religious categories were atheist (19.3%) and agnostic (8.6%). For the
gender distribution, education levels, religious, and ethnic identity the participants,

see Table 2.1. The city that the participants lived, also included in the same table.
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Table 2.1.
Demographic Characteristic of the Study Sample

Variables Range M SD n %
Age 18-73  28.22 11.15
Gender
Female 341 57.7
Male 249 42.1
Education level
Secondary school 2 0.3
High school 107 18.1
College/University 406 68.6
Master’s/Doctoral degree 72 121
Religious identity
Sunni 311 52.5
Alevi 29 4.9
Christian 3 1.9
Jewish 2 0.3
Agnostic 51 8.6
Atheist 114 19.3
Other* 75 12.7
Ethnic identity
Turk 442 74.7
Kurd 38 6.4
Alevi 25 4.2
Circassian 9 15
Laz 6 1.0
Arab 8 1.4
Other** 52 8.8
Working experience
Experienced 42 7.1
Inexperienced 550 92.9
Knowledge on Syrian issue 2.92 .92
City that lived in
Ankara 362 61.1
[stanbul 151 25.5
[zmir 11 1.9
Mugla 10 1.7
Other*** 8 3.1

Note. *The “other’’ category consists of options such as Muslim and Deist. **The “‘other’’
category consists of options Armenian, Rum, and Bulgarian. ***The “other’’ category includes
19 cities of Turkey such as Antalya, Eskigehir, Bursa, Adana Sanlurfa, Tekirdag, and Hatay
with not more than 2 participants from each. Working experience = Condition of the participants
whether they have worked with refugees/asylum-seekers/immigrants or not. Knowledge on
Syrian issie = Amount of participants’ knowledge on Syrian issue.

Same interpretation should also be done for the frequencies of the parties that the
participants intended to vote for in June 2015 elections. Although they were quite
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diverse as seen in Table 3.4, the frequencies were not representative of the
population in Turkey when the results of the elections were observed thus AKP
received 40.83%, CHP received 25%, MHP received 16.33% and HDP received
13.16% of the total votes (Milliyet.com, 2015, 9, June). However, in the present
study, the 33.3% of the participants intended to vote for CHP, 24.5% intended vote
for HDP, 6.3% intended to vote for MHP whereas only 3.9% intended to vote for
AKP. Therefore, the results of this study should be interpreted with caution.
Consistently, the most frequently chosen political opinion categories were
attributable to CHP; 105 participants categorised themselves as social democrats
(17.7%), 71 as Kemalist (12%), 32 as liberal democrats (5.4%), 22 as nationalist
(3.7%) and 81 as secular (13.7%). Another populous category was socialist chosen
by 96 participants (16.2%), which can be attributed to HDP. The other categories
such as nationalist conservative (2%), nationalist opinion (2.5%), idealist (2.2%)
can be associated with the MHP voters. For the political identities of the participants
and the political parties that the participants intended to vote for in June 2015

elections, see Table 3.4.
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Table 2.2.
Political Characteristics of the Study Sample.
Variables n %

Political identity

Social democrat 105 17.7
Socialist 96 16.2
Muslim democrat 34 5.7
Secular 81 13.7
Kemalist 71 12.0
Nationalist 22 3.7
Conservative democrat 11 1.9
Liberal democrat 32 5.4
Nationalist conservative 12 2.0
Nationalist opinion 15 25
Idealist 13 2.2
Anarchist 18 3.0
Communist 19 3.2
Political Islam 4 0.7
Other* 47 7.9
Missing 12 2.0

Political parties
planned to vote for

AKP 23 3.9
CHP 197 33.3
HDP 145 24.5
MHP 37 6.3
SP 3 0.5
Independents 10 1.7
Indecisive 30 5.1
Other** 11 1.9
Missing 136 23.0

Note. *The “’other’’ category consists of statements such as Kurdish
movement, apolitical, and radical democrat. AKP = Justice and
Development Party; CHP = Republican People’s Party; HDP =
Peoples’ Democratic Party; MHP = Nationalist Movement Party; SP
= The Felicity Party. **The “’other’’ category consists of political
parties such as TKP = Communist Party of Turkey and BBP = Great
Union Party.

2.2. Instruments

The information about all the scales used to prepare the survey will be given in the
following section with corresponding internal reliability coefficients and results of

relative factor analyses.
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Data reduction was utilised and Principle Component Analyses (PCAs) method was
employed for the individual factor analyses of each scale. Missing values were
excluded in a list-wise way; thus only the participants who answered all the items
in a scale were included in the factor analysis of the related scale. Number of
iterations was always kept at 25 as the cut-off point for loadings was set at .30.
Regarding the scales translated to Turkish even before a back-translation and used
for the first time in this study, the rotation method was chosen to be direct oblimin
and the reported loadings are taken from the pattern matrixes. Rotation method was
selected specifically for each scale regarding the correlations of the items in the
respective scale; because the items of empathy scale were found low, direct oblimin
rotation was chosen for the empathy scale and varimax rotation was used for threat
scale, social distance scale and negative out-group affect scale as the correlations
of the items were respectively high. Because the empathy scale was translated in
Turkish and the Turkish version was used for the first time in this study, this is the

additional reason why direct oblimin method was selected for empathy scale.

2.2.1. Prejudice toward Syrian Immigrants

In order to measure attitudes toward Syrian immigrants, two scales were used;
negative out-group affect scale by Stephan and collegues (1998; see Appendix F)
and Bogardus’s social distance scale (1997; see Appendix G).

2.2.1.1. Negative Out-group Affect Scale

First scale to measure prejudicial attitudes toward Syrian immigrants was the
revised version of the negative out-group affect scale developed by Stephan et al.
(1998; see Appendix F). The scale evaluates emotional reactions such as hostility,
admiration, dislike, acceptance, superiority, affection, disdain, approval, hatred,
sympathy, rejection, and warmth, was used. Because half of the items had a positive
valence as the other half of them has negative valence, it was considered as balanced

measure.
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The response format was a 7-point Likert scale, from 1 (it does not reflect my
feelings towards the out-group at all) to 7 (it completely reflects my feelings
towards the out-group). The higher scores refer to higher negative feelings felt
toward the Syrian immigrants as the lower scores imply less negative feelings
toward them.

A factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted in the items. Both the KMO
statistic (KMO = .87) and the Barlett’s statistic (}2 (66) = 3314.84, p = .000) were
satisfactory. The model indicated a two-factor solution in which the factors
corresponded to the negative and positive affect items. Even the admiration item
refers to positive affect and should be loadad under the positive affect factor in the
original scale format by Stephan and colleagues (2009), the loadings of this item to
both factors were found almost the same. Thus, the item was excluded prior to the
analyses with the interpretation that the item is irrelevant with the Syrian

immigrants context; in other words, context of the study.

Of the remaining 11 items, the 5-item factor which named as “’positive affect’” had
an eigenvalue of 4.06 and explained 36.94% of the total variance. The factor
loadings of the items ranged from .71 to .80. It was found to be an internally
consistent factor (a = .86, n = 559). The other half of the scale with a negative
valence loaded on the second factor; thus it is named as “negative affect”. Its
eigenvalue was 3.17 and the explained variance by this factor was 28.79%. The
loadings ranged from .44 to .71. This factor met the internal reliability standards

moderately, as well (a = .74, n = 532).

The whole scale explained 65.73% of the total variance the internal reliability of
the whole scale was satisfactory, as well (« = .74, n = 524). As stated before,
“’admiration’’ item was excluded from the data set because of its almost equal
loadings to the both factors, .43 and .46 and irrelevance to the context. The factor
loadings and the communalities of the scale are given in Table 2.3.
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Table 2.3.
Loadings on Factors for the Negative Out-group Affect Scale

Items Negative Positive
Affect Affect

1. Hostility (Diismanlik) .67

2. Dislike (Antipati) .53

3. Superiority (Ustiinliik) .63

4. Contempt (Hor gorme) 72

5. Hatred (Nefret) .78

6. Ostracism (Dislama) 75

7. Adoration (Hayranlik) .46 43

8. Appropriation (Benimseme) .79

9. Affection (Sevgi) .83

10. Approval (Onaylama) g7

11. Compassion (Sefkat) .82

12. Warmness (Sicaklik) .86
Percent of variance explained 36.94 28.79
Eigenvalues of % explained variance 4.06 3.17
Cronbach’s alpha .86 74

Note. Factor loadings are taken from the pattern matrix and factor loadings. Both
communalities and percentages of variance explained are calculated after extraction. Items are
rated on a scale from 1 (it does not reflect my feelings towards the Syrian immigrants at all)
to 5 (it does reflect my feelings towards the Syrian immigrants at all).

2.2.1.2. Social Distance Scale

Another scale for measuring the prejudice toward Syrian immigrants was
Bogardus’ social distance scale (1967; see Appendix G). However only the items
of the scale were used rather than the response format as it was changed into a 7-
point Likert scale for the first time to make it consistant with the format of other
prejudice measures used in the current study. The scale assessed the social distance
between Turkish citizens and Syrian immigrants from the perspective of Turkish
citizens. Originally, the scale consists of of questions depicting different social
relations between different group members; and participants were asked whether
they feel comfortable or not if an out group member would be their spouse,

neighbors on the same street or in the same apartment. In the present study, the
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Turkish translated format of the questions by Carkoglu and Toprak (2006) was
adopted for Syrian context. Parallel with the conceptualization of Bogardus (1967),
higher scores indicated greater social distance and less willingness to participate in
social contact of varying degrees of closeness with Syrian immigrants. In other
words, higher scores indicated more prejudicical attitudes toward Syrian
immigrants. The response format was a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (I would not
feel uncomfortable at all) to 7 (I would feel highly uncomfortable). The internal
reliability of the scale was still satisfactory (a = .91, n = 585), even the response

format was changed from the original one.

2.2.2. Social Dominance Orientation Scale

16-item Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) scale (see Appendix D) whose eight
items are reverse coded, was developed by Pratto et al. (1994). The scale was
adapted to Turkish by Akbas (2010). 8 of the items are reverse coded such as “No
one group should dominate in society” (reverse item). The scales also include items
like “Some groups of people are simple not equals of others”, “To get ahead, it is
sometimes necessary to step on others” (see Appendix D). The response format was
a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree), as
higher scores indicated higher levels of SDO as higher scores indicate higher levels
of social dominance orientation. The internal reliability of the scale was found (a =
40, n = 565) which is not satisfactory. The statistical adjustments that were done

to increase the internal reliability were stated below.

Before initiating the factor analysis with VVarimax rotation, the factorability of the
items was checked upon 16 items. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling
adequacy was .935 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (2 (120) =
4592.21, p < .001). Therefore, the items of the questionnaire were found suitable
for factor analyses. The model indicated a two-factor solution after observing the
scree plot and the eigenvalues. As the loaded items on the factors were almost same
with the two-factor SDO model of Jost and Thompson (2000), they were named
corresponded to their factor names; SDO-D (Social dominance orientation-
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dominance) and SDO-E (Social dominance orientation-egalitarian). As the names
revelaed, the SDO-D factor contained the items more related with group dominance
and out-group suppression as SDO-E factor refered to opposition to group-based

equality.

SDO-D factor consisted of 8 items with changing loadings from .34 to .77. Even
though the item, “It’s probably a good thing that certain groups are at the top and
other groups are at the bottom” loaded SDO-E factor, it was decided to be in SDO-
D factor similar with the Ho et al. (2012). The eigenvalue of SDO-D factor was
7.20 and it explained 44.91% of the total variance. The internal reliability of the

factor was satisfactory (a = .83, n = 578).

On the other hand, SDO-E factor consisted the other half of the all items as seen in
Table 2.4. The loadings of the 8 items vary from .63 to. 80 as the factor explained
11% of the total variance with an eigenvalue, 1.76. The internal reliability of the
factor was satisfactory (o =.91, n = 574). The factors explained 56% of the variance

together.

Table 2.4.
Loadings on Factors for SDO Scale

Items SDO-E SDO-D
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1. Gelirleri olabildigince esit hale getirmek i¢in ¢abalamaliyiz.* .63

2. Toplumda higbir grup baskin olmamalidir.* .65

3. Farkli gruplarin kosullarini esitlemek i¢in elimizden geleni .79
yapmaliy1z.*

4. Tiim gruplar esit olabilseydi iyi olurdu.* .80

5. Toplumda gruplar arasi esitligi arttirmaliyiz. 7

6. Eger farkli gruplara daha esit davransaydik daha az 75
sorunumuz olurdu.* '

7. Gruplarin esitligi idealimiz olmalidir. 73

8. Tiim gruplara hayatta esit sans verilmelidir. 71

9. Istedigimizi elde etmek igin bazen diger gruplara kars: giig .64
kullanmak gerekir.

10. Bazi gruplarin hayatta digerlerinden daha fazla sansa sahip -52 34
olmasi kabul edilebilir bir seydir.

11. Eger belirli gruplar yerlerini bilselerdi, daha az sorunumuz 43
olurdu.

12. Belirli gruplarin {istte, diger gruplarin ise altta olmasi iyi bir =77
seydir.

13. Daha alttaki gruplar yerlerini bilmelidir. =77

14. Bazen diger gruplara hadleri bildirilmelidir. .59

15. Bazi gruplar digerlerinden daha listiindiir. -74

16. Hayatta 6ne gecmek i¢in bazen diger gruplarin iistiine -.66

basmak gereklidir.*

Note. Factor loadings are taken from the pattern matrix and factor loadings. Both communalities
and percentages of variance explained are calculated after extraction. Items are rated on a scale
from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). SDO-E = SDO-Egalitarian; SDO-D = SDO-
Dominance. *Items were reverse-coded prior to the analyses.
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2.2.3. Threat Scale

18-item threat scale of Stephan, Ybarra, and Bachman (1999; see Appendix E) was
used in order to measure out-group threat. The scale was adopted for this study’s
context from the Turkish translated version of Balaban (2013). The whole scale was
a combination of symbolic threat and realistic threat scales. None of the items were
reverse coded. The response format was a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (completely
disagree) to 5 (completely agree), as higher scores indicated higher levels of
perceived threat. Some examples for realistic threat from the scale would be stated
as “Syrians are decreasing the social welfare in Turkey” or “Syrians harm the
national unity of Turkey by conserving their Syrian identity” whereas an item for
symbolic threat would be “Syrians are not like citizens of Turkey regarding their
life styles” (see Appendix E). The internal reliability of the scale was satisfactory
(e =.93, n =585).

A factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted. Both the KMO statistic
(KMO = .94) and the Barlett’s statistic (32 (153) = 6390.97, p = .000) were
satisfactory. The model indicated a two-factor solution after observing the scree
plot and the eigenvalues in which the factors corresponded not exactly to the

symbolic threat and realistic threat.

Because there is no strict difference between the symbolic threat and realistic threat
items in the first factor, it was named as “’general threat’’, which consisted of 14
items with and eigenvalue of 8.55 that explained 47.50% of the total variance. The
factor loadings of the items ranged from .59 to .83. The items loaded on this factor
were included all those written to be realistic threat items (e.g., “Syrian immigrants
steal the job opportunities from the residents of Turkey”; “Syrian immigrants are
lowering the social welfare of Turkey.”) but also the symbolic threat items
measuring whether expression and practices of Syrian immigrants culture would
harm Turkey (e.g., “Syrian immigrants are overprotecting their culture and

language.”). The factor was found internally consistent (a = .94, n = 589).
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The remaining 4 symbolic threat items loaded on the second factor. The factor had
an eigenvalue of 1.77 and explained 9.84 of the total variance. Factor loadings
ranged from .44 to .69. This factor included the items in which Syrian immigrants
and Turks were explicitly compared in terms of their social practices (e.g., Syrian
immigrants differ from citizens of Turkey regarding their family relations and
child-rearing practices); consequently, the factor is named as “cultural differences”.
This factor was also found as internally consistent (« = .78, n = 592). Furthermore,
the whole scale explained 55.30% of the total variance with its satisfactory internal
reliability (o = .93, n = 586). The communalities of the items included in the whole
scale, ranged from .41 to .83 and the correlation between the factors was .50. By
those results, there were two threat factors prior to the analyses as the principal
component analyses revealed. The factor loadings and the communalities of the

scale are given in Table 2.5.

Table 2.5.
Loadings on Factors for the Threat Scale

40



Cultural

ltems General difference
threat  threat

1. Suriyeliler, is olanaklarini Tiirkiyelilerin elinden
aliyorlar. .69

2. Suriyelilerin bulundugu ortamlarda sug oranlari artar. 74

3. Suriyeliler, Tiirkiye nin sosyal refah seviyesinin .78
azalmasina neden oluyorlar.

4. Suriyeliler, Tiirkiye’nin Avrupa’da giliglenmesini 7
engellemektedir.

5. Suriyelilere miilteci olarak birgok hak saglanmasi, diger .67
miilteci gruplarmn da (Afganlar, Iranlilar, Iraklilar,
Somalililer gibi) bu haklar1 talep etmesine ve dolayisiyla
iilkede boliinmelere yol acabilir.

6. Ulkemize giren Suriyelilerin artan sayis1 Tiirkiye’nin 78
diizenini tehdit etmektedir. '

7. Suriyeliler ekonomik olarak Tiirkiye’ye yarar 7
saglamaktan ¢ok zarar veriyorlar.

8. Suriyeliler iilke biitiinliigline zarar vermeye 15
caligmaktadirlar.

9. Suriyeliler, Tiirkiye nin kurulu diizenini tehdit .83
etmektedirler.

10. Suriyelilerin kimliklerine sahip ¢ikmalari, Tiirkiye’ nin .68
birlik ve beraberligine kars1 olduklar1 gosterir.

11. Suriyeliler is yapislar1 agisindan Tiirkler kadar ahlakli 13
degildir.

12. Suriyelilerin 6rf ve adetleri Tiirklerinkinden farklidir. .69

13. Suriyeliler, yasam tarz1 agisindan Tiirkiyelilere .67
benzemezler.

14. Suriyeliler. Tiirkiyelilerin yogun oldugu bolgelere goc .80
ettiklerinde o bélgeyi kotii etkilemektedirler.

15. Suriyeliler kiiltiirlerine ve dillerine gereginden fazla .59
sahip ¢ikiyorlar.

16. Dini inanislar acisindan Suriyeliler ve Tirkiyeliler 44
birbirlerine benzemezler.

17. Suriyelilerin kendi kiiltiirlerini yasatmaya calismasi 73
Tiirkiye’yi olumsuz etkiler.

18. Aile iliskileri ve gocuk yetistirme tarzlar1 agisindan .60

Suriyeliler. Tiirkiyelilerden farklidir.

Note. Factor loadings are taken from the pattern matrix and factor loadings. Both communalities and
percentages of variance explained are calculated after extraction. Items are rated on a scale from 1
(completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree).

2.2.4. Empathy Scale

To assess empathy level of the individuals, the Toronto empathy questionnaire by
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Spreng, McKinnon, Mar, and Levine (2009; see Appendix C) was used. The scale
consists of 16 questions, each rated on a 5-point Likert scale from ‘never’ to ‘often’,
whose internal consistency, construct validity, and test-retest reliability are high.
The scale was created by reviewing and determining the common factors of other
available empathy questionnaires and shines out with its good internal consistency,
high test-retest reliability, high correlation with social decoding, and strong
convergent validity (Spreng et al., 2009). In this measure, which has positive
correlation with measures of social decoding, other empathy scales besides having
negative correlation with autism symptomatology, empathy is conceptualized as
emotional process. The response format was a 5-point Likert scale from 1
(completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree) as the higher scores indicated higher
levels of empathy as the lower scores indicated the lower levels. The scale was
translated to Turkish and then translated back to English for the first time for the
present study. However, the internal reliability of the scale was not satisfactory (a
= .37, n = 587) with all the 16-items included in the empathy scale. Thus, below

statistical adjustments were done to increase the internal reliability.

Before initiating the factor analysis, the factorability of the items was checked upon
16 items. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .888 and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (y? (120) = 2161.00, p < .001).
Therefore, the items of the questionnaire were found suitable for factor analyses as
the correlations between the items were high enough. Even the original scale
(Spreng et al., 2009) was proposed as unidimensional, the scree plot analyses and
the eigenvalues revealed 3-factor model. However, only one factor has consistency
and relatively high loaded items compared to the other two as seen in Table 2.6.
For this reason, as the 8 items were loaded with almost same values on all the three
factors, those 8-items, first, third, sixth, eighth, nineth, eleventh, thirteenth, and
sixteenth items, were excluded prior to the analyses (see Appendix C). The
eigenvalue of the remaining items loaded on the same factor was 4.76 and it
explained 29.76% of the total variance. The loadings of the items vary from .53 to
.88. The internal reliability of the scale also increased up to satisfactory level (o =
.75, n = 587) by those radical arrangements. The interprations regarding the
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empathy scale will be discussed in the discussion section.

Table 2.6.
Loadings on Factors for the Empathy Scale
Items F P P
1. Bagka biri heyecanlandiginda ben de
heyecanlanmaya yatkin olurum.* -45  -45 -38
2. Bagkalarinin talihsizlikleri bana biiyiik rahatsizlik .53
vermez.
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9.

10.
11.
12.
13.

14.

15.
16.

Baska birine saygisizca davranilmasi beni kizdirir.*
Baskalarini iyi hissettirmekten mutlu olurum.
Baskalarini iyi hissettirmekten mutlu olurum.
Maddi durumu benden daha koétii kisilere karst
kendimi hassas hissederim.

Bir arkadasim kendi sorunlarindan bahsetmeye
baglayinca konuyu degistirmeye calisirim.
Baskalari aksini belirtirken bile mutsuz olduklarini
anlayabilirim.*

Kendimi diger insanlarin ruh halleriyle uyum iginde
bulurum. *

Ciddi hastalig1 olanlarin acisini paylasamam.

Birisi agladig1 zaman rahatsiz olurum.

Baska insanlarin ne hissettigi ile ilgilenmem.
Uzgiin birini gérdiigiimde yardim etmek i¢in giiglii
bir diirtii hissederim.

Birine haksizca davranildigini gérdiigiimde ¢ok fazla
acima duygusu hissetmem.

Mutluluktan aglayan insanlari aptalca bulurum.

-39
.64
.88

.28
.60

-.37

-49

.60
.20
7
22

.62

.55

Uzerinden fayda saglanan biri gordiigiimde ona kars1 -.55

korumaci hissederim. *

.35

.26

43

.53

21

19

47

.35

.39

15

19

21

Note. Factor loadings are taken from the pattern matrix. Items are rated on a scale
from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). *Items were reverse-coded prior
to the analyses.
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2.2.5. Demographic Questions

The demographic questions consist of the ages, sexes, education levels, city they
lives in, their political orientations, religious identities, the political party they are
eager to vote in the June 2015 selections and whether the participants have
experience with an organization which deals with immigrants/refugees/asylum-
seekers (see Appendix A) Those basic demographic questions are followed by
whether the participants have interest on news about Syrian policy of Turkey and
also the familiarity and knowledge level of the participants about the policy of
Turkish government of Syrian issue. Please note that, because the individuals may
practice Alewith traditons and customs as parts of their daily life even they do not
identify themselves as believer on this sect of Islam, “Alevi” item was included in
the religious identity section as well as the ethnic identity section intentionally. In
the literature, same usage was also present (e.g., Balaban, 2013).

2.2.6. Knowledge on Syrian Issue

Items under the control questions were prepared to measure the information and
familiarity level of the participants about the Syrian issue (see Appendix B). The
response format was 5-point Likert scale; 1 stands for ‘’not rarely” as 5 stands for
“’quite much”’. Higher scores refer to higher endorsement and knowledge about

Syrian issue. The internal reliability of the factor is satisfactory (a« = .84, n = 592).

2.3. Procedure

Prior to data collection, an approval from Middle East Technical University
(METU) Human Subjects Ethics Committee (HSEC) (see Appendix J) was
obtained in order to be able to conduct the study. Upon the approval of the study,
an online survey was prepared on Qualtrics. Furthermore, the online link of the
study was distributed SONA online data collection system which allows the
students who enrolled psychology department lectures in spring 2015 semester to

gain bonus course credit in exchange for their participation. Besides, the link of the
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survey was shared via Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn accounts and group pages,
besides mailing lists of the specialists who work with refugees/immigrants/asylum-
seekers. Also, the participants were recruited through convenience sampling and
the study was basically introduced as *’Attitudes toward Syrian Immigrants’’, for
the sake of the research purposes.

The brief information about the survey with an accompanying consent form were
given on the first page of the survey (see Appendix H). Among those who agreed
to continue, firstly the demographic questions are requested to fill out. The scales
of the independent variables were given in the following order: Empathy, SDO,
threat and control questions for confirming the familiarity of the participants to the
Syrian immigrant issue. The independent variables were followed by the prejudice
measures given in the following order: Negative Out-group Affect and Social
Distance. As the target group of the study has no restriction but having Turkish
natitonality, all the participants were asked to respond each question. Having
completed the study, the participants were presented with the debriefing form (see
Appendix 1) where they were further informed about the purpose of the study
besides the major variables included in the study such as SDO, empathy, and threat.
Afterwards, the participants were thanked for their collabration. The whole survey

took approximately 15 minutes to complete.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

Even the total of 802 participants started the survey, 704 of them reached the end
of the survey questions as 87 of them have not responded the dependent variable
questions. Thus, total 185 participants excluded from the data set and the responses
of the 617 participants were analyzed for missing value.

Because the scale scores were calculated by averaging that scale’s item scores, a
score was calculated for that participant even if only one item was answered. Above
617 cases, there 8 individuals who did not answered empathy scale, 28 individuals
who did not answer SDO scale, 7 individuals did not answer threat scale, 55
individuals who did not answer positive out-group affect items, 62 individuals who
did not answer negative affect items, and 46 individuals who did not answer social
distance scale. Thus, missing value analyses was conducted for the missing cases;
the analyses revealed that non-significant t-test results for all the previous measures
that these participants filled for each scale. Therefore, it was assumed that the
missing cases were non-systematic and all of them were replaced with the mean
scores of the respective variables. Afterwards, to identify multivariate outliers,
Mahalanobis distance was calculated from the six variables. Calculation of
Mahalanobis distances (Mahalanobis distance (6) = 29.59, p < .001) revealed that
there were one outlier in the data. Having deleted this, there was left univariate
outliers in the remaining data set, which had z scores higher and lower than the
critical value of +3.29. After deleting those cases, a sample with a total of 597

participants remained for the analyses.

The normality assumption was met by none of the variables in the model as
empathy (skewness = 0.22, kurtosis = 1.02), SDO (skewness = 0.34, kurtosis =
0.55), threat (skewness = -0.12, kurtosis = 0.12), positive affect (skewness = 0.78,
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kurtosis = 0.11), negative affect (skewness = 1.10, kurtosis = 1.0) and the social
distance (skewness = 1.08, kurtosis = 0.65) variables were non-normally distributed
which makes the analyses prone to Type | error. Yet, any transformations of
squareroot, reflecting, logarithm or inverse did not improve the normality.
Therefore the results should be interpreted with a cautious manner. However,
because the aim of the study is not generalizing the results to the all residents of
Turkey In addition, linearity, homoscedasticity, multicollinearity and singularity

assumptions are met by all the variables.

3.1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study Variables

For mean scores and standard deviations of the major variables of the study with
reliability statistics of the respective scale, see Table 3.1. SDO (M =3.14, SD =0.3)
and empathy level (M =2.92, SD = 0.27) of the participants were on moderate level.
The low standard deviation on the scores indicated an almost uniform sample in the
means of SDO-E, SDO-D, and empathy. Furthermore, participants scored low on
social distance (M = 1.86, SD = 1.74) and negative affect (M = 1.20, SD = 1.08),
which is a indicator of citizens of Turkey were not very socially-distanct to each
other as well as have not generated negative affect toward Syrian immigrants. The
scores of both types of threat, general threat (M = 2.70, SD = .80) and cultural
difference threat (M = 3.20, SD = .72) scores, especially the scores of cultural
difference threat were the highest scores among all the variables. These highest
scores can be interpreted as the Syrian immigrants are perceived as threat especially
to cultural values that citizens of Turkey hold. In addition, it can be assumed that
the participants were familiar or more than familiar to the context of the present
study when the mean scores for the knowledge on Syrian issue questions were
examined (M =2.92, SD =.92).
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Table 3.1.
Means, Standard Deviations and Reliability Statistics of the Major Study
Variables for the Turkish Sample

Variables Likert n M SD Cronbach
Scale a

1. Social distance 1-7 549 1.86 1.74 91

2. Negative affect 1-7 532 1.20 1.08 74

3. Positive affect 1-7 524 2.25 1.70 .86

4. SDO-D 1-5 574 2.28 .03 91

5. SDO-E 1-5 578 4.00 .03 .83

6. Empathy 1-5 587 2.29 54 .75

7. General threat 1-5 589 2.70 .80 94

8. Cult. Diff. Thr. 1-5 592 3.20 72 93

Note. SDO-D=Social Dominance Orientation-Dominance; SDO-E=Social Dominance
Orientation-Egalitarianism; Cult. Diff. Thr.=Cultural difference threat.

The correlations among the study variables were examined by Pearson two-
tailed correlation analysis. Social distance, negative affect, positive affect,
general threat, cultural difference threat, SDO-D, SDO-E, empathy level,
knowledge of the participants on Syrian issue, education level, political,
ethnical and religious identities, working experience in
refugee/immigrant/asylum-seeker related organization, gender, age and
residency of the participants were included as seen in the Table 3.2. The missing

cases were excluded in a listwise method.

When the indicators of prejudice were examined, it is seen that three prejudice
indicators were significantly correlated with each other (for social distance and
negative affect, r = .46; for social distance and positive affect, r = -.18; for positive
affect and negative affect, r = -.13; p < .01). Moreover, social distance was
negatively correlated with SDO-E (r = -.19, p < .01), knowledge level of the
participants on Syrian issue (r = -.10, p < .01), and religious identity of the
participants (r = -.10, p < .05) as was positively correlated with SDO-D (r = .24,

p < .01) and empathy (r = .09, p < .05). Also, negative affect was positively
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correlated with SDO-D (r = .34, p <.01), empathy (r = .15, p <.01), general threat
(r = .48, p <.01), and cultural difference threat (r = .29, p <.01). Negative affect
also had negative correlation with SDO-E (r = -.17, p < .01) and religious identity
(r=-.10, p <.06). In addition, positive affect was found negatively correlated with
SDO-D (r =-.27, p <.01), SDO-E (r = .24, p < .01), empathy (r = -.25, p <.01),
general threat (r = -.53, p < .01), cultural difference threat (r = -.29, p <.01), and
working experience (r = -.25, p <.01) as it was found positively correlated with
knowledge on Syrian issue (r =.36, p <.01) and age (r =.12, p <.01). SDO factors
(r = -.61, p < .01) were also within a significant negative association as threat
factors (r = .50, p < .01) had significant positive relationship with each other.
Overall, the correlations indicated that, all the main study variables were
significantly interrelated. While SDO-D increases, negative affect and social
distance increases as positive affect decreases. Contrary, while SDO-E decreases
negative affect and social distance increases and positive affect decreases. Among
the dependent variables, when social distance increases, negative affect also
increases and while positive affect, knowledge on Syrian issue increase, social
distance decreases. Also, positive affect was positively associated with the
working experience of the individuals; if they had experience, the positive affect
felt, increased. In addition, when knowledge on Syrian issue of the participants

increases, they perceive less general and cultural difference threat.

On the other hand, the correlations among the independent variables were examined
and SDO-D and SDO-E were found significantly correlated with empathy (r = .45,
p <.01;r=-.38, p<.01, respectively), general threat (r = .51, p<.01; r=-.27,p <
.01, respectively), cultural difference threat (r = .24, p < .01; r = -.10, p < .05,
respectively), knowledge on Syrian issue (r = -.11, p < .01; r = -.18, p < .01,
respectively), religious identity (r =-.17, p<.01; r =.11, p <.01, respectively), and
working experience (r =.09, p <.05; r =-.13, p < .01, respectively). Thus, it can be
interpreted that when SDO-D and SDO-E moved contradictory that when SDO-D
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increased, empathy level, both types of threat increased and when SDO-E

increased, empathy and both types of perceived threat decreased.

Among the possible mediators, empathy was negatively correlated with general
threat and cultural difference threat (r = -28, p <.01; r =-.10, p < .01, respectively),
knowledge on Syrian issue (r = -.11, p < .01) as was positively correlated with

working experience (r = .13, p <.01).

Among the descriptive variables, knowledge on Syrian issue significantly
correlated with many others (with education level, r = .17; with ethnic identity, r =
.13, with working experience, r = .40, with gender, r = .22; p < .01, and with
political identity, r = -.10 and with age, r = .10; p < .05); male participants were
found more knowledgeable about Syrian issue than the female participants.
Religious identity was found significantly correlated with education level (r = .08,
p <.05), political identity (r = .13, p <.01), and ethnic identity (r =.26, p <.01). In
addition, working experience was significantly correlated with age (r = -.17, p <
.01), education (r = -.16, p < .01), ethnic identity (r =-.17, p <.01), and residence
(r = -.16, p < .01). Interpretations on those correlations will be discussed in

discussion section.
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Table 3.2.
Correlations between the Study Variables.

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. Soc. Dist. 1
2. Neg. Aff. A6** 1
3. Posit. Aff. - - 1

1Q** 13**
4.SDO-D oaxx  gare - 1

' ' 27 **
5. SDO-E - - QG - 1

19%* 17%* A1**
6. Empathy 09* 15** - - - 1

' ' IG** AR** Q**
7. Gen. Thr. A gges - B - oges ]

GR** 27**

8. Cult. Diff. Thr. DY 2Q** - Y% -.10* 10* 50** 1

. . PV . . .
9. Knowledge - -.02 36** - - - - - 1

0** ' ' A1** 18*%*  11*F* 8%+ A1**
10. Edu. Level .01 -02 .00 -100 02 - N [ R A S

09**  14**

11. Work. EXp. 06 09* - 09* - 13%* 19%* 09* 40** -

. . P . qaEe . . . ke
12. Gender 06 .00 .04 09% -10% 22%* 05 -03 22** 02 -00 1
13. Age -05 .00 A2 -13% 06 -02  C . -04 0% 127 177 00 1

Note. N = 592. Soc. Dist. = Social distance; Neg. Aff. = Negative Affect; Posit. Aff. = Positive Affect; SDO = Social Dominance Orientation; Gen.
Threat = General threat; Cult. Diff. Thr. = Cultural difference threat; Knowledge = Knowledge on Syrian Issue; Edu. Level = Education level; Work.
Exp. = Working experience. * p < .05, two-tailed. ** p < .01, two-tailed.



3.2. Mean Differences for Study Variables

The gender-based mean scores and standard deviations of the study variables are
represented in Table 3.3. As seen on the table, the significant difference between
genders was found in negative affect (t = -2.04, p < .05), SDO-D (t = -2.33, p <
.05), SDO-E (t = 2.54, p < .05) and empathy (t = -5.39, p < .01), which were very
slight. Thus, the male participants seeked for domination more and egalitarianism
less, compared to the women participants. Also, the male participants scored
significantly higher than the females on negative affect toward Syrian immigrants
whereas female participants were found significantly less empatic than the male
participants. However, in the literature, women were found more empathic than
men in social relationships (e.g., Batson et al., 1996; Toussaint & Webb, 2007).
Why the mean gender differences contradicted with the literature can be reasoned
with interpretations; women in Turkey may not feel empathic concern for this issue
or the sample may not be representative, thus the results should be taken with

caution.
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Table 3.3.
Gender Differences for the Major Study Variables

Women Men
Variables General (n=341) (n = 249)

M SD M SD M SD t
1. Social distance 1.86 1.74 1.95 1.75 1.76 1.74 1.29
2. Negative affect 1.20 1.08 1.12 1.03 1.31 .06 -2.04**
3. Positive affect 2.25 1.70 2.19 1.66 2.30 1.76 -74
4, SDO-Dominance 2.28 .03 2.22 .75 2.37 g1 -2.33**
5. SDO-Egalitarianism 4.00 .03 4.06 .68 3.91 .75 2.54**
2. Empathy 2.29 54 2.19 53 2.43 52 -5.39%
3. General threat 2.70 .80 2.70 .81 2.79 .81 -1.22
4. Cultural difference threat 3.20 72 3.22 .69 3.18 g7 .66

Note. SDO = Social Dominance Orientation. Higher scores on SDO-D, SDO-E, empathy, general threat, and cultural
differences indicate higher endorsement of respective constructs. Higher scores of social distance and negative affect indicate
more prejudice toward Syrian immigrants; whereas higher scores on positive affect, thus less prejudice, toward Syrian
immigrants. *p <.01. **p < .05.






3.3. Analyses for Main Hypotheses

The hypotheses of the current study were tested by conducting separate multiple
regression analyses on the prejudice variables which are social distance, negative
affect and positive affect toward Syrian refugees. Of the six models, SDO-D and
SDO-E were entered as independent variable in each as empathy was proposed as
mediator variable in half of them as cultural difference threat with general threat
were proposed as mediator varibles for the other half. Six separate multiple
regression analyses were conducted with SPSS Regression in order to assess the
mediational model for each dependent variable. Preacher’s (2011) Calculations for
The Sobel Test and Hayes’ (2011) mediation macro for SPSS was utilised for
testing the significance of paths through mediators and 95% bootstrap confidence
interval based on 5000 bootstrap samples was used when calculating confidence
intervals of the indirect effects of independent variables through mediators. The
results of the regression analyses, significant Sobel Test statistics and confidence
intervals of significant indirect effects will be presented for each dependent variable
separately.

Each proposed mediational model with multiple regression analyses will be

reported in sequence as only the significant mediational relations between the 1V,

DVs and mediator varibles will be stated for the respective variables.
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3.3.1. Predicting Prejudice toward Syrian Immigrants

Firstly, for testing whether attitudes were predicted by SDO-D, SDO-E, empathy,
general threat, and cultural difference threat, all the variables were regressed on
social distance (Adj. R? = .20, F (5,509) = 26.46, p = .000), negative affect (Adj. R?
= .24, F (5,489) = 31.36, p = .000), and positive affect (Adj. R? = .30, F (5,510) =
44.03, p = .000) simultaneously. In other words, three separate multiple regression
analyses were conducted with same predictors but three different dependant
variables. As seen in Table 3.4, social distance was predicted significantly by SDO-
E (6 = -.13, p < .05) and general threat (# = .43, p = .000). Negative affect was
significantly predicted by SDO-D (# = .13, p < .05), general threat (8 = .38, p =
.000), and cultural difference threat (4 = .09, p < .05) as positive affect was
predicted significantly by all the constructs except cultural difference threat; SDO-
D (8 =-.13, p <.05), SDO-E (8 = -.13, p < .05), empathy (8 = -.13, p < .05) and
general threat (8 = -.13, p <.05). In summary, all the components explained 20%
of the variance in social distance, 24% of the variance in negative affect, and 30%

of the variance in positive affect together.

Secondly, I investigated whether SDO-D and SDO-E predicted empathy, general
threat, and cultural difference threat (e.g.,, mediators). In the initial model, SDO-D
and SDO-E were simultaneously regressed on possible mediators; empathy (Adj.
R? = .22, F (2,557) = 79.15, p = .000), general threat (Adj. R? = .25, F (2,556) =
92.41, p = .000), and cultural difference threat (Adj. R? = .06, F (2,561) = 18.86, p
=.000). Empathy was predicted significantly by both SDO-D (# = .37, p = .000)
and SDO-E (B = -.15, p = .000). Furthermore, general threat was predicted
significantly only by SDO-D (f = .53, p = .000) whereas cultural difference threat
was significantly predicted by both of SDO-D (5 = .30, p =.000) and SDO-E (f =
.10, p = .50). Therefore, 22% of the total variance of empathy, 25% of the total
variance in general threat and only .6% variance of the cultural difference threat
were explained by SDO-D and SDO-E together.
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After the multiple regression analyses conducted, the results revealed that possible
mediational models are only be tested for model combined with SDO-D, general
threat, cultural difference threat, and negative affect besides for model combined
with SDO-D, SDO-E, empathy, and positive affect. The results of the mediational

models are below.
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Table 3.4.

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Attitudes toward Syrian Immigrants (N = 592).

Social Distance Negative Affect Positive Affect
Variable B SEB S B SEB S B SEB S
SDO-Dominance -11 14 -.05 19 .08 A3* .28 A2 -12*
SDO-Egalitarianism -.32 A2 - 13** .02 .08 .01 .38 A1 16%*
Empathy =17 15 -.05 .00 .09 .00 -30 13 10*
General threat .96 A1 A3** .52 .07 .38** -1.02 10 - 49**
Cultural distane threat .06 A2 .02 .07 .07 .09* -14 10 -.06
R? .20 24 .30
F for Change in R2 26.46 31.36 44.03

Note. *p <.05. **p < .0L.



09

Table 3.5.

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Moderator Variables (N = 592).

Empathy General Threat Cultural Difference Threat
Variable B SEB B B SEB p B SEB p
SDO-Dominance
27 .04 37F* .59 .05 53** .29 .05 30**
SDO-Egalitarianism -11 04 - 15 07 05 .06 10 05 10%
R? 22 .25 .06
F for Change in RZ 7915 9241 1886
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01.




3.3.1.1. Predicting Negative Affect: General Threat and Cultural Difference
Threat as Mediators

Mediational analysis was conducted with the macro of Hayes as proposed by him
to avoid possible Type Il errors (2008). As negative affect was significantly
predicted by SDO-D, general threat, cultural difference threat and both of the threat
types were predicted by SDO-D, conducting mediational analyses between those
was found reasonable. In the mediational model, SDO-D was added to the model
as main predictor of negative affect, whereas general threat and cultural difference
threat were added to the analyses as mediators. The results of mediation analyses
showed that SDO-D had significant direct effect (5 = .50, SE = .06, p < .001) on
negative affect as well as indicated significant indirect effect (5 = .30, SE = .04,
95% CI [.22, .40], p = .000; Sobel Test statistic = 1.74, p < .01) on negative affect
through cultural difference threat. General threat was not found as a significant

mediator.

Overall, cultural difference threat, significantly mediated the relation between
SDO-D and negative affect as the total model explained .16% variance (Adj. R? =
16, F (2,511) = 49.67, p = .000). Briefly, higher level of SDO-D, literally,
dominance, was directly related to higher levels of negative affect that felt toward
Syrian immigrants as the higher level of cultural difference threat increased the
negative affect by mediating the relationship. The mediational model is presented
in Figure 1.
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Figure 3.1. Mediational Model predicting Negative Affect

3.3.1.2. Predicting Positive Affect: Empathy as Mediator

For predicting positive affect, two different mediational models were proposed.
Firstly, the mediational model between SDO-D, SDO-E, empathy, and positive
affect were tested with the same procedure with the previous model. As positive
affect was significantly predicted by SDO-D, SDO-E, empathy, and empathy was
predicted by SDO-D and SDO-E, conducting mediational analyses between those

was found reasonable.

In the mediational model, SDO-D and SDO-E were added to the model as main
predictors of positive affect, whereas empathy was added to the analyses as
mediator. The results of mediation analyses showed that SDO-D and SDO-E had
significant direct effects (8 = -.62, SE = .10, p <.001; g = .59, SE = .10, p < .001,
respectively) on positive affect as well as indicated significant indirect effects (8 =
-.17, SE = .05, 95% CI [-.28, -.08], p < .001, Sobel Test statistic = 3.76, p < .01; S
= .60, SE = .10, 95% CI [.08, .26], p < .001, Sobel Test statistic = 2.16, p < .01,

respectively) on positive affect through empathy.

Overall, empathy, significantly mediated the relation between SDO-D, SDO-E, and
positive affect as the total model explained 9% variance (Adj. R? = .09, F (2,532) =
26.97, p = .000). Briefly, lower level of SDO-D and higher level of SDO-E were
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directly related to higher levels of positive affect that felt toward Syrian immigrants
as the higher level of empathy increased the positive affect by mediating the
relationship between SDO-D, SDO-E, and positive affect. The mediational model

is presented in Figure 2.
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G

Figure 3.2. Mediational Model predicting Positive Affect

3.3.1.3. Predicting Positive Affect: General Threat as Mediator

As the second mediational model for predicting positive affect, SDO-D, general
threat and positive affect were tested as same as the abovementioned way of
analyses. Because, SDO-D predicted both general threat and positive affect as
positive affect was also predicted by general threat, the mediational model among

those variables was found reasonable.

The results of mediation analyses showed that SDO-D had significant direct effect
on (f = -.62, SE = .10, p < .001) positive affect as well as indicated significant
indirect effect (# = -.60, SE = .07, 95% CI [-.73, -.47], p < .001, Sobel Test statistic
= 1.89, p < .01) on positive affect through general threat. Overall, general threat,
significantly mediated the relation between SDO-D and positive affect as the total
model explained 27% variance (Adj. R? = .27, F (2,530) = 98.23, p = .000). Briefly,

lower level of SDO-D was directly related to higher levels of positive affect that
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felt toward Syrian immigrants as the higher level of general threat reduced the
positive affect by mediating the relationship between SDO-D and positive affect.

The mediational model is presented in Figure 3.
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Figure 3.3. Mediational Model predicting Positive Affect

3.4. Supplementary Analyses

To test the additional hypotheses that the participants who have working experience
in an organization that deals with immigrants/refugees/asylum-seekers have less
prejudice toward Syrian immigrants compared to the inexperienced ones,
independent samples t-test was conducted. Professional experience based mean
scores and standard deviations of the study variables are seen in Table 3.6. The
participants who have professional or volunteer experience in an organization,
which deals with immigrants/refugees/asylum-seekers scored significantly lower
on SDO-D and higher on SDO-E (t =-2.24, p<.01; t = 3.10, p < .01, respectively).
The experienced participants were also found significantly higher on positive affect
(t=5.52, p <.01) and significantly lower on both types of threat; general threat and
cultural difference threat (t = -4.38, p < .01; t =-2.17, p < .01, respectively) when
compared to the inexperienced participants with immigrants/refugees/asylum-
seekers. As stated above, contact was an important antecedent of prejudice (Brown
et al., 2003; Novotny & Polonsky, 2011; Savelkoul et al., 2011). Because the
experienced participants have more contact with the immigrants, inevitably, the

reason why they perceived less threat and more positive affect, can linked the
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outcomes of intergroup contact reasonably. However, the significant differences in
SDO and empathy levels also underlied the importance of characteristics and

individual differences on choosing to work in this field.

Another comparison in major study variables with independent samples t-test, was
done between the participants who reside in the cities where Syrian immigrants
populate more frequently and the participants who reside where Syrian immigrants
populate less frequently to test the other additional hypothesis. The cities which are
populous or not in terms of Syrian immigrant population, were designated
according to the data of Ministry of Internal Affairs of Republic of Turkey received
from Milliyet daily newspaper (1, Agustos, 2014). As seen in Table 3.7, the
participants who who reside in the cities where Syrian immigrants populate less
frequently were found significantly more empathic than the participants who reside
where Syrian immigrants populate more frequently (t = -3.16, p <.01). The SDO-
D and SDO-E levels of the participants also differed significantly (t =-3.98, p <
.01;t=23.28, p <.01, respectively). Furthermore, contradictory with one of the main
hypothesis that the individuals who reside in the cities where Syrian immigrants
populate more frequently perceived less threat than the participants who reside
where Syrian immigrants populate less frequently; the findings reveal that the
participants who reside where Syrian immigrants populate less frequently perceive
significantly more general threat (t = -3.25, p = .00) and cultural difference threat
(t=-2.10, p < .05) accompanying significantly high positive affect affect (t = 4.15,
p = .00) than the participants who reside in the cities where Syrian immigrants
populate more frequently. For the possible reasons of the findings see the discussion

section.
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Table 3.6.

Working Experience Differences for the Major Study Variables

Experienced

Inexperienced

Variables General (n=42) (n =550)

M SD M SD M SD t
1. Social distance 1.86 1.74 137 176 1.88 1.70 -1.68
2. Negative affect 1.20 1.08 115 .94 1.20 1.10 -.32
3. Positive affect 2.25 1.70 356 197 2.06 1.59 5.52*
4. SDO-Dominance 2.28 .03 2.03 .66 2.30 73 -2.24%*
5. SDO-Egalitarianism 4.00 .03 432 .60 4.00 71 3.07*
6. Empathy 2.29 54 204 41 2.31 54 -3.16*
7. General threat 2.70 .80 224 .88 2.82 A7 -4.38*
8. Cultural difference threat 3.20 72 3.00 .92 3.25 .66 -2.17*
9. Knowledge on Syrian issue 2.92 .93 420 .79 2.82 .86 9.88*

Note. SDO = Social Dominance Orientation. Higher scores on SDO-Dominance, SDO-Egalitarianism, empathy, general
threat, and cultural differences indicate higher endorsement of respective constructs. Higher scores of social distance and
negative affect indicate more prejudice toward Syrian immigrants; whereas higher scores on positive affect, thus less

prejudice, toward Syrian immigrants. * p <.01. ** p <.05.
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Table 3.7.

City Differences for the Major Study Variables

Populous Cities?

Less-Populous Cities®

Variables General (n = 155) (n = 398)

M SD M SD M SD t
1. Social distance 1.86 1.74 1.79 1.83 181 1.64 -14
2. Negative affect 1.20 1.08 113 .95 1.20 1.09 -.69
3. Positive affect 2.25 1.70 270 1.85 2.00 1.57 4.15*
4. SDO-Dominance 2.28 03 2.10 .67 2.37 75 -3.98*
5. SDO-Egalitarianism 4.00 .03 416 .62 3.94 74 3.28*
6. Empathy 2.29 54 290 .22 2.95 .28 -3.16*
7. General threat 2.70 .80 219 44 2.35 .56 -3.25*
8. Cultural difference threat 3.20 72 3.09 .75 3.24 .66 -2.10%*

Note. SDO = Social Dominance Orientation. Higher scores on SDO-Dominance, SDO-Egalitarianism, empathy, general threat, and cultural
differences indicate higher endorsement of respective constructs. Higher scores of social distance and negative affect indicate more
prejudice toward Syrian immigrants; whereas higher scores on positive affect, thus less prejudice, toward Syrian immigrants. # Populous
cities include the participants who live in Istanbul, Gaziantep, Sanlrfa, Kilis, Konya, and Adana. ® Less-populous cities include the
participants who live in Ankara, Izmir, Tekirdag, Samsun, Kocaeli, Antalya, Tokat, Kirklareli, Mugla, Yozgat, Nigde, Amasya, Bursa,
Kirsehir, Sakarya, Corum, Nevsehir, Aydin, and Eskigehir. * p <.01. ** p <.05.






CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

The current study focused on attitudes toward Syrian immigrants of the citizens of
Turkey with regard to the role of SDO by examining the mediational role of intergroup
threat and empathy. It was hypothesized that SDO would predict all the indicators of
prejudice; social dominance, negative affect, and positive affect whereas empathy,
cultural difference threat, and general threat would moderate the relationship between
SDO and the prejudicial attitudes toward Syrian immigrants. Because having
overlapping material and cultural sources with Syrian immigrants as stated previous
sections this may invoke more threat within the high SDO individuals, perceived threat

was added to the model as mediator, reasonably.

Prior to the analyses, SDO was suspected to have two-factor solution: SDO-D and
SDO-E. Therefore, in all the analyses SDO-D and SDO-E were presented. To test the
hypotheses of the current inquiry, multiple regression analyses and three separate
mediation analyses with macro of Hayes (2011) were conducted. In all of the models,
SDO-D and SDO-E were the main predictor variables, as social distance, positive
affect, and negative affect were the dependent variables. For the first mediation model,
both types of perceived threat were added as mediator variable in predicting negative
affect. For the second one, two possible mediators, general threat and cultural
difference threat, shined out in predicting positive affect. The third mediation model

was set to positive affect by SDO-D when general threat is the mediator.
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However, the hypotheses were only partially supported by the results. Even the
correlations between most of the variables were significant, causal relationship among
them were proved only for some of them. For instance, social distance and positive
affect were predicted by SDO-E as negative affect and positive affect were predicted
by SDO-D. Above all the prejudice measures, positive affect was predicted by all the
variables, except cultural difference threat. Thus, when SDO-E and cultural distance
threat increased, social distance also increased. Also, negative affect significantly
reduced when SDO-D and general threat reduced. Finally, positive affect increased

significantly when SDO-D, SDO-E, and general threat increaasd.

In addition, SDO-D significantly predicted empathy, cultural difference threat, and
general threat. In other words, once the whole frame of the study was examined, it is
inferred that when SDO-D level increased, the negative affect felt for the Syrian
immigrants, and both types of perceived threat also increased as empathy level
decreased. Also, when empathy level of the individuals increased, positive affect felt
for Syrian immigrants increased as negative affect and social distance decreased.
Moreover, the relationship between SDO and negative affect was mediated by empathy
and general threat as separate mediation analyses indicated. Generally, the ones strived
for dominance had more prejudicial attitudes through perceived threat, and less
empathy. Therefore, each hypothesis was refuted partially. The reasons behind these
results may be due to several points: methodological problems and theoretical issues.
Each will be discussed individually. In parallel with the previous studies of Kugler and
colleagues (2010) and Ho and colleagues (2012) that SDO-D predicted the subjugation
of out-groups when SDO-E predicted egalitarianism among groups. Thus, the present
findings confirmed the scope of SDO-D and SDO-E within the context of Syrian
immigrants and the population of Turkey. In other words, the two-factor solution for
SDO explained the attitudes of population of Turkey toward Syrian immigrants,

significantly.
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The descriptive analyses of the studies revealed that overall the participants’ approach
to Syrian immigrant is not negative at all which is 1.20 above 5.00 (see table 3.1). This
brings out the issue that even the attitudes are not negative at all, the moderate level of
positive affect (it is also not high with 2.25 above 5.00), indicated the social desirability
concerns of the participants. In other words, participants may have avoided to express
negative attitudes for social concerns, however their attitudes do not reflect on behavior

as they still express low positive affect.

As seen from the results, the most predicted concept after the analyses was positive
affect, which is not defined as prejudicial attitude at all. Thus, the study explained
attitudes generally rather than prejudice. The reason why positive affect was predicted
by more concepts than negative affect was predicted that the low variance of the
responses given to negative affect. As seen above, participants avoided responfing
higher on negative affect may be due to social desirability and responded around 1.

Moreover, positive affect was the only concept that empathy predicted. The first reason
of this finding may be the positive nature of the empathy rather than negative (e.g.,
Bartlett & Desteno, 2006). The other reason of this may be connected with the scale’s
measuring emotional empathy rather than cognitional one. As cognitive empathy
(perspective taking), rather than emotional empathy (sharing emotions) predicting
helping behavior and altruism toward the victims, whereas emotional empathy can
cause positive feelings, emotional distress, helplessness (Einolf, 2012; Marjanovic et
al., 2011) that ended up with positive feelings, the cognitive aspect of the empathy
should be promoted in Syrian immigrant context rather than emotional aspect if its

relation with prejudice is studied.

Secondly, as social distance was predicted significantly by SDO-E, it can be interpreted
that striving for equality reflected on the attitudes of the participants about sharing the

same social environment. For instance, the ones who were high on SDO-E was not
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disturbed by sharing same neighborhood or apartment with Syrian individuals or did
not feel offensive if they have a Syrian employer. In parallel with the previous findings
of Ho and colleagues (2012), individuals who were higher on SDO-E strive for equal
distribution of the sources; equality on accessing the material sources and legal/human
rights. As sharing same social environment requires equality, the findings of the current
study support the predictivity of SDO-E.

Moreover, as stated in the results section, internal reliability of the original empathy
scale by Spreng and colleagues (2009) was found quite unsatisfactory, r = .37, at the
firsthand. After some arrangements, its internal reliability was raised to satisfactory
level. One of the reason why this empathy scale has not worked for the Turkish sample
may be the wording of the items. As Turkey obtains a collectivistic cultural norms in
where relationships with family, relatives, and significat others are crucially important,
it is necessary to identify the person who is the object of empathy. However, in the
present scale, some items such as “I feel uncomfortable when someone cries.” or “I
feel protective when someone is abused.”, the identity of the empathy object is blurry.
The participants were free to attribute any identity to the empathy object which
decreases the internal reliability of the scale for Turkish sample. For such kind of

collectivistic population, the empathy objects should be identified properly.

Furthermore, even they were not included in the main hypotheses, some findings are
worth to discuss. First of all, the mean differences between the participants who are
experienced with refugees/asylum-seekers/immigrants and who are not, revealed that
the experienced ones scored significantly higher on positive affect as scored
significantly lower on general threat and cultural difference threat (see Table 3.4).
Same difference was also found between the scores of participants who live populous
and less-populous cities in terms of Syrian immigrant population. The ones live in
more-populous cities expressed less general threat and cultural difference threat

whereas expressing more positive affect toward Syrian immigrants. This finding can
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be interpreted that the individuals who have contacted with immigrants had less
prejudicial attitudes toward the Syrian immigrants. Therefore, the reason of less
prejudice indicated a fruitful, well-established concept: Intergroup contact theory. As
the ones who work with immigrants already have more contact with Syrian immigrants
as well the ones who live with more populous cities by Syrian immigrants, there is a
inevitable association between more intergroup contact and less negative attitudes

compared to the negative attitudes.

In addition to the possible effect of intergroup contact, the knowledge on Syrian issue
may be a factor in this relationship. As the humanitarian workers in that field eventually
have more knowledge, understanding and comprehension on Syrian issue including the
struggles that Syrian immigrants face, those are the additional factors that reduce

prejudicial attitudes.

4.1. Contributions and Implications

First of all, evaluating SDO with two-factor solution, SDO-D and SDO-E was a novel
contribution to the Turkish literature as SDO was studied as unidimensional concept
(e.g.,, Balaban, 2013; Yilmaz, 2013). As explained above, SDO-D predicted both
negative affect and positive affect whereas SDO-E predicted only positive affect. Thus,
the distinction between the notions that were predicted by difference types of SDO was
underlined for the first time in the Turkish literature. Thus, striving egalitarianism has
no predictability on deriving negative affect toward out-groups whereas significantly

predicted positive affect.

Secondly, including the participants who worked with refugees/asylum-
seekers/immigrants is a novel contribution to the field when especially the literature
with participants from Turkey was reviewed. Even some descriptive and correlational

studies was done with non-governmental organization workers (Yildirim & Akgiin,
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2013), the present study was essential by inferring causality. By hosting increasing
number of immigrants especially from Syria, the attitudes of humanitarian aid workers
are worth to study. In addition, because both types of threat shined out with significant
correlations with many other variables included in the current study (e.g., Social
distance, negative affect, positive affect, SDO, empathy), their interrelatedness can be
pragmatically used as practical concern. Also, significant correlations of knowledge
level of the participants on Syrian issue with prejudicial attitudes and threat indicate
the soothing effect of knowledge. For instance, public service announcements to be
broadcasted in TV and radio channels, social media tools, and open-air platforms to
give knowledge on Syrian issue and immigrants may reduce the prejudicial attitudes

by decreasing perceived threat.

Interestingly and surprisingly, the findings of Enos (2014) that even very minor,
noninvasive demographic change triggered the threat, was refuted from the current
study’s findings. According to study of Enos (2014), perceived threat would just occur
seeing a Syrian immigrant in a public transportation vehicle or in a corner, begging.
Because coming across with immigrants is more prevalent in the cities where the
immigrants populate more, such as Istanbul and Gaziantep, the attitudes of the residents
of those cities would be expected to be more negative and prejudicial compared to the
others. However, the scores of prejudicial attitudes of both experienced participants
with refugees/asylum-seekers/immigrants and participants live in populous cities by
Syrian immigrants revealed that, they felt less threat compared to the others. This
finding addressed two contributions: importance of intergroup contact and illusion of
perceived threat. In other words, when the individuals contact the Syrian immigrants,

they start not to see the other as a threatening subject.

4.2. Limitations and Future Directions
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First of all, the main problem occurred when internal reliability of the SDO scale was
observed. Because it was unsatisfactory, some arrangments were done and was decided
on two-factor solution (Jost & Thompson, 2000) whose internal reliability was
satisfactory. Above the two factors, SDO-D was found more predictive on attitudes,
thus striving for dominance on out-group was found more interrelated with prejudicial
attitudes. On the other hand, SDO-E, which was more related with equality between
groups in the society and equal rights provided for them by the authorities, was found

more related with positive attitudes rather than negative ones.

However, even two-factor solution for SDO well worked on explaining attitudes
toward population of Turkey toward Syrian immigrants, SDO-E, which is
egalitarianism contradicts with the essence of SDO. As conceptual definition of SDO
includes hierarchy, striving for dominance, being less supportive for equality (e.g.,
Duckitt, 2001; Sidanius et al., 1994), factor of egalitarianism reduces the face-validity
of SDO.

Relatedly, as the current sample has high education level with diverse political
attitiudes, a further study with more representative sample should be conducted to
generalize the findings over the all population. Also, as economic sources of high-
educated sample and the Syrian immigrants do not contradicts. Thus, the respectively
low scores of general threat when compared to cultural difference threat is reasonable.
It can be said that, the attitudes of the high-educated individuals toward Syrian
immigrants are derived from media content that they watched on TV, heard from radio,
or read from Twitter rather than a real-life exposure. As a consequence of this virtual
exposure, the image of Syrian immigrants on media gained more importance. At that
point, the objectivity of the news with its ethical considerations should be well
organized by the responsible persons (e.g., journalists, broadcasters, social media

leaders). Also, the high-educated individuals in Turkey may have possible contact with
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the Syrian immigrants after the younger Syrian generation continued to have higher
education in Turkey. Thus, it is reasonable for the time being not to see higher levels
of negative attitudes, social distance, and perceived threat. Because, the sections that
the high-educated individuals and Syrian immgrants work are different, it is very soon

for observing clashing economical and cultural norms.

Depending the same reason, the attitudes of the high-educated individuals may evolve
in time with the media content. For instance, the dead body of 3-year-old Syrian
immigrant baby, Aylan Kurdi, who was drowned and ashored in Bodrum, Turkey
created an inflation that evoked individuals’ emotion all over the world (BBC, 2015, 4
September). Namely, the empathic concern and positive attitudes including pity and
identification with Aylan and his family, may have changed the attitudes of population
of Turkey toward Syrian immigrants on those days. Because of this reason, a long-term
study is needed for eliminating the fluctuation in emotions related with the up-to-date

events.

Even it is novel to measure the attitudes of the ones who have experience in working
immigrants and significant differences were obtained between the groups, it caused
methodological problems. Because the participants who have worked with immigrants
have very distinctive bound with the concept, they may not be evaluated as “ordinary”
participants. In other words, the responses of the experienced ones ma have acted as
outliers in the results. Thus, those 42 individuals who have experience with immigrants

may not be included in determining the attitudes of the population of Turkey.

In addition to methodological problems, in the present study, no questions directly
indicate intergroup contact with Syrian immigrants was asked; interpretation was done
from the scores of the participants that already contacted with the Syrian immigrants.

Therefore, additional questions to confirm that the contact happened and also to assess
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the dimensions of contact (e.g., whether it has professional purpose or within a social
relationship context), should have been asked in the current study.

As stated above, intergroup contact was found explanatory factor for attitudinal
differences between experienced and inexperienced participants work in field of
refugees/asylum-seekers/immigrants and participants live in populous and less-
populous cities in terms of Syrian immigrant population. Because intergroup contact
mostly performs as mediating factor (e.g., Tausch et al., 2007; Velasco et al., 2008;
Voci & Hewstone, 2003), mediating effect of intergroup contact can be examined in
further studies with additional questions regarding to that issue.

Among the descriptive variables, religious identity shined out with its significant
correlation with many other study variables (see Table 3.1). However, the relationship
between religiosity and prejudice is not clear in the literature as some studies revealed
positive relationship (Batson et al., 1993) when some others indicated negative
correlation (Allport & Ross, 1967). Thus the effect of intensity level of their religiosity

may be a valuable contribution to the field by adding knowledge to this suspected topic.

Overall, with this current thesis, the reasons and underlying mechanisms of the
attitudes toward Syrian immigrants of the population of Turkey were identified and
discussed. Inspired from those findings, educational programs in various degrees,
peace-building activities between Syrian immigrants and population of Turkey to
increase the possibility of contact between the groups such can be prepared by
providing them common goals as Allport suggested (1954). Because the time and social
space that are shared together will increase in the future as Syrian immigrants will be
a part of population of Turkey in long term, integration of them to the major population,
creating new business sectors for them decrease the prejudicial attitudes by decreasing

realistic threat and clashing economic and cultural norms.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Demographic Questions

1. Cinsiyetiniz: UKadin Q Erkek U Diger:

2. Yasmz:

3. Egitim diizeyiniz nedir? (Tamamladiginiz en yiiksek derece):
a. lkokul e. Yiiksek okul/Universite
b. Ortaokul f. Yiiksek lisans/Doktora
c. Teknik okul g. Higbiri

d. Lise h. Diger:

4. Etnik kimliginizi nasil tanimlarsimz?

a. Turk d. Laz g. Ermeni
b. Kiirt e. Arap h. Rum
c. Cerkez f. Alevi i. Yahudi
j. Diger

5. Dini kimliginizi nasil tanimlarsimz?
a. Siinni’ d. Yahudi
b. Alevi(] e. Ateist / Agnostik

c. Hiristiyan [J [ f. Diger
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6. Su anda hangi sehirde yasiyorsunuz? O

7. Kendinizi asagidaki siyasal kimliklerden hangilerine daha yakin

hissediyorsunuz? Birden fazla secenek isaretleyebilirsiniz

a. Muhafazakar democrat  g. Milli goriis m. Komiinist
b. Siyasal Islam h. Ulkiicii[] n. Ulusalc1
¢. Miisliiman demokrat!’ i. Sosyalist 0. Diger

d. Sosyal demokrat j. Anarsist

e. Liberal demokrat( K. Laik

f. Milliyet¢i muhafazakar  I. Kemalist

8. 2015 Secimlerinde oy verecek misiniz?
QEvet U Hayir

9. Cevabiniz evetse, hangi partiye oy vermeyi

diisiiniiyorsunuz?

10. Mesleginiz?

11. Miilteci/siZinmaci/géocmenlerle ¢calisan bir kurumda profesyonel veya goniillii

olarak calisma deneyiminiz oldu mu?
U Evet U Hayir

12. Cevabimiz evet ise, ne kadar siiredir bu alanda cahismaktasiniz? Ay ve yil

olarak belirtiniz.

Goniillu olarak
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Profesyonel olarak
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Appendix B: Questions about Knowledge on Syrian Issue

1. Suriye sorunu ile ilgili giindemi ne kadar takip ediyorsunuz?

2. Suriye sorunu ne siklikta giinliik konusma konunuz oluyor?

3. Suriye sorunu ile ilgili Tirkiye’nin tutumu hakkinda ne kadar bilginiz var?
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Appendix C: Empathy Scale (Spreng et al., 2009)

Empati Olcegi

1. Bagka biri heyecanlandiginda ben de heyecanlanmaya yatkin olurum.

2. Bagkalarinin talihsizlikleri bana biiyiik bir rahatsizlik vermez.*

3. Bagka birine saygisizca davranilmasi beni kizdirir.

4. Bana yakin birinin mutlu olmasi beni etkilemez.*

5. Bagkalarini iyi hissettirmekten mutlu olurum.

6. Maddi durumu benden daha koti kisilere karsit kendimi hassas hissederim.

7. Bir arkadasim kendi sorunlarindan bahsetmeye baslayinca, konuyu degistirmeye
calisirim.*

8. Bagkalar1 aksini belirtirken bile mutsuz olduklarini anlayabilirim.

9. Kendimi diger insanlarin ruh halleriyle uyum i¢inde bulurum.

10. Ciddi hastalig1 olan insanlarin acisini paylagamam.*

11. Birisi agladig1 zaman rahatsiz olurum.

12. Bagka insanlarin ne hissettigi ile ilgilenmem.*

13. Uzgiin biri gordiigiimde yardim etmek igin giiclii bir diirtii hissederim.

14. Birine haksizca davranildigini gérdiigiimde ¢ok fazla acima duygusu hissetmem.*
15. Mutluluktan aglayan insanlar1 aptalca bulurum.*

16. Uzerinden fayda saglanan biri gordiigiimde ona kars1 korumaci hissederim.

Note. Items 1, 3, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 16 were excluded prior to the analyses. * Items were reverse-coded
prior to the analyses.
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Appendix D: Social Dominance Orientation Scale (Pratto et al., 1994)

Sosyal Baskinlik Yonelimi Olcegi (Akbas, 2010)

Gelirleri olabildigince esit hale getirmek i¢in ¢abalamaliy1z.*
Istedigimizi elde etmek igin bazen diger gruplara kars1 gii¢ kullanmak gerekir.
Bazi gruplarin hayatta digerlerinden daha fazla sansa sahip olmasi kabul edilebilir

bir seydir.

. Toplumda higbir grup baskin olmamalidir.*
. Eger belirli gruplar yerlerini bilselerdi, daha az sorunumuz olurdu.

4
5
6.
.
8
9

Belirli gruplarin iistte, diger gruplarin ise altta olmasi iyi bir seydir.

. Daha alttaki gruplar yerlerini bilmelidir.
. Farkli gruplarin kosullarini esitlemek i¢in elimizden geleni yapmaliyiz.*

. Tum gruplar esit olabilseydi iyi olurdu.*

10. Bazen diger gruplara hadleri bildirilmelidir.

11. Toplumda gruplar arasi esitligi arttirmaliyiz.*

12. Eger farkli gruplara daha esit davransaydik daha az sorunumuz olurdu.*

13. Baz1 gruplar digerlerinden daha {istiindiir.

14. Gruplarin esitligi idealimiz olmalidir.*

15. Hayatta 6ne gegmek icin bazen diger gruplarin {istiine basmak gereklidir.

16. Tiim gruplara hayatta esit sans verilmelidir.*

Note. Items 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 10, 13, and 15 are SDO-Dominance items as items 1, 4, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, and
17 are SDO-Egaliarianism items. * Items were reverse-coded prior to analyses.
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Appendix E: Threat Scale (Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999)

Tehdit Olgegi

1. Suriyeliler, is olanaklarini1 Tiirkiyelilerin elinden aliyorlar.*

2. Suriyelilerin bulunduklari ortamlarda su¢ oranlar artar.*

3. Suriyeliler, Tiirkiye’ nin sosyal refah seviyesinin azalmasina neden oluyorlar.*

4. Suriyeliler Tiirkiye’nin Avrupa’da giiclenmesini engellemektedir.*

5. Suriyelilere miilteci olarak birgok hak saglanmasi, diger miilteci gruplarin da (
Afganlar, Iranlilar, Iraklilar, Somaliler gibi) bu haklar1 talep etmesine ve dolayisiyla
iilkede boliinmelere yol acabilir.*

6. Ulkemize giren Suriyelilerin artan sayis1 Tiirkiye’nin diizenini tehdit etmektedir.*
7. Suriyeliler ekonomik olarak Tiirkiye’ye yarar saglamaktan ¢ok zarar veriyorlar.*

8. Suriyeliler iilke biitiinliigline zarar vermeye ¢alismaktadirlar.*

9. Suriyeliler Tiirkiye’nin kurulu diizenini tehdit etmektedirler.*

10. Suriyelilerin kimliklerine sahip ¢ikmalari, Tiirkiye’nin birlik ve beraberligine kars1
olduklarimi gosterir.*

11. Suriyeliler 1s yapislart agisindan Tiirkiyeliler kadar ahlakli degildir.*

12. Suriyelilerin orf ve adetleri Tiirkiyelilerinkilerden farklidir.f

13. Suriyeliler, yasam tarz1 agisindan Tiirkiyelilere benzemezler.t

14. Suriyeliler, Tiirkiyelilerin yogun oldugu bolgelere gog ettiklerinde o bolgeyi kotii
etkilemektedirler.*

15. Suriyeliler kiiltiirlerine ve dillerine gereginden fazla sahip ¢ikiyorlar.5

16. Suriyeliler kendi kiiltiirlerini yasatmaya ¢alismas1 Tiirkiye’yi olumsuz etkiler.*

17. Dini inanislar1 agisindan Suriyeliler ve Tiirkiyeliler birbirlerine benzemezler.

18. Aile iliskileri ve ¢ocuk yetistirme tarzlari agisindan Suriyeliler, Tiirkiyelilerden

farklidir.

Note. *General threat items. 8 Cultural difference threat items
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Appendix F: Negative Out-group Affect Scale (Stephan, Ybarra, Martinez,
Schwarzwald, & Tur-kaspa, 1998)

Dis Gruba Yonelik Olumsuz Duygular Olgegi

1. Diismanlik
2. Hayranlik*
3. Antipati’
4. Benimseme*
5. Ustiinliik
6. Sevgi*
7.Hor gérme
8. Onaylama*
9. Nefret

10. Sefkat*
11. Dislama

12. Sicaklik

Note. Item 2, Admiration (hayranlik) was excluded prior to the analyses. * Positive affect items.

96



Appendix G: Social Distance Scale (Bogardus, 1967)

Sosyal Uzaklik Olgegi

1. Suriyeli biri ile evlenseniz

2. Suriyeli bir yakin arkadasiniz olsa

3. Suriyeli bir kap1 komsunuz olsa

4. Suriyeli biri ile ayn1 sokakta yasiyor olsaniz
5. Suriyeli biri ile ayn1 yerde ¢alisiyor olsaniz

6. Suriyeli bir patronunuz olsa

97



Appendix H: Informed Consent Form

Gonillu Katilim Formu

Bu calisma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Psikoloji Boliimii dgretim iiyesi Prof. Dr.
Nuray Sakalli Ugurlu gbézetiminde, Sosyal Psikoloji boliimii yiiksek lisans 6grencisi
Ezgi Karaoglu tarafindan yiriitilmektedir. Caligmamizin amact Tiirkiye
vatandaslarinin empati seviyeleri ve sosyal baskinlik yonelimleri, Tirkiye’deki
Suriyeli siginmacilar1 ne sekilde gordiikleriyle ve Tiirkiye’deki giincel politik konulara
dair diistinceleri ve bu kavramlar arasindaki etkilesim ile ilgili bir fikir edinmektir. Bu
sebeple sizden istedigimiz hazirlamis oldugumuz anketleri doldurarak bu konulardaki
goriislerinizi bize iletmenizdir. Calismaya katilim tamamiyla goniilliiliik temellidir.
Calisma stiresince, sizden kimlik belirleyici hicbir bilgi istemiyoruz. Cevaplariniz
tamamen gizli tutulacak ve sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir; elde
edilecek bulgular bilimsel amaglarla kullanilacaktir. Bu ¢alismada size oOncelikle
demografik bilgi formu ve cesitli sosyal konularda olgekler verilmistir. Calisma

yaklasik 10 dakikanizi alacaktir.

Calisma sirasinda sorulan sorular, kisisel rahatsizlik verecek herhangi bir ayrinti
icermemektedir. Size verilen Ol¢eklerdeki sorularin dogru ya da yanlis bir cevabi
yoktur; Onemli olan sizin ne diislindiigiiniiz ve ne hissettiginizdir. Caligsmanin
sonuglarmin giivenilirligi agisindan sorulara igtenlikle cevap vermeniz bizim i¢in ¢ok

onemlidir.

Katilim sirasinda herhangi bir sebepten oOtiirli kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz, bir
neden gostermeksizin, ¢calismayi yarida birakabilirsiniz. Calismamiza katildiginiz igin
simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Calismanin sonuglar1 bilimsel dergilerde yayinlanabilir veya
bilimsel toplantilarda sunulabilir. Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak igin
Psikoloji Bolimii ogrencilerinden Ezgi Karaoglu (e-posta:

ezgikaraoglu@gmail.com/ezgi.karaoglu@metu.edu.tr) ve/veya Psikoloji Bolimii
Ys



http://ezgikaraoglu@gmail.com/ezgi.karaoglu@metu.edu.tr

ogretim liyelerinden Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli Ugurlu (e-posta: nurays@metu.edu.tr) ile

iletisim kurabilirsiniz. Caligmamiza katilmay1 kabul ediyorsaniz ve agagidaki ciimleyi

onayliyorsaniz liitfen ’Evet’’ secenegini isaretleyerek anketimize baslayiniz.

U Evet U Hayir
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Appendix I: Debriefing Form

Katilim Sonrasi Bilgi Formu

Anketimiz sona ermistir. Calismamiza katildiginiz icin tesekkiir ederiz. Bize
verdiginiz bilgiler gizli tutulacak ve anonym sekilde saklanacaktir; sonrasinda sadece

bilimsel aragtirmalarda ve yayinlarda kullanilacaktir.

Bu calisma, daha énce de belirtildigi gibi, ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii yiiksek lisans
ogrencilerinden Ezgi Karaoglu tarafindan ve 6gretim iiyelerinden Prof. Dr. Nuray
Sakalli Ugurlu gozetiminde ytiriitiilen bir ¢alismadir. Calismanin amaci, Tiirkiye’de
yasayan kisilerin, iilkelerindeki savas durumundan kacarak Tiirkiye’ye siginan ve
Gegici Koruma Rejimi altinda olan Suriyelilere yonelik dnyargilarini tespit etmek; bu
degerlendirmelerin empati, sosyal baskinlik yonelimi gibi kavramlarla olan ilgisini

arastirmaktir.

Asagida c¢alismamizdaki anketlerde deginilen konular kisaca aciklanmistir; bu

calismada deginilen konular sunlardir:

Empati: Empati, bir kimsenin i¢sel durumunu duygulari ve diisiinceleri de dahil
bilmek, bir kimsenin bir olaya verecegi norolojik tepkiler sonucunda yapacagi
davranis1 tahmin edebilmek, karsidakinin hissettigini hissedebilmek ve belli bir olay
karsisinda ne hissedip diislinebilecegini hayal edebilmek, bagkasi stres altindayken
veya act ¢ekerken onun hislerine vakif olabilmek gibi cesitli sekillerde tanimlanabilir

ve temel yasam becerilerinin 6nemli bir pargasidir.

Sosyal baskinlik yonelimi: Sosyal baskinlik yonelimi, kisinin farkli sosyal
gruplar arasindaki esitsizligi ne kadar kabul edilebilir gordiigii ile ilgilidir. Sosyal
baskinlik yonelimi kuvvetli olan kimseler diinyanin, insanlar arasindaki hiyerarsik

diizenden meydana geldigine ve bunun da zaten boyle olmasi gerektigine inanirlar.
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Gruplar arasi tehdit: Gruplar arasi iligkiler yazinina gore, 6zellikle Stephan &
Stephan’in Entegre Tehdit Teorisi’ne gore, gruplar birbirlerini farkli sebeplerden
dolay1 tehdit unsuru olarak gorebilir. Toprak, dogal zenginlikler ya da is imkanlar1 gibi
gruplarin paylagmasi gereken sinirli kaynaklar s6z konusu ise bu gergekei tehdide girer.
Ote yandan gruplar birbirlerinin degerlerini ve inanglarini paylasmiyorsa, bu durumda
gruplar birbirleri i¢in sembolik tehditler olustururlar. Bu iki ¢esit tehdit, grup
seviyesinde algilanabilecek tehdit ¢esitleridir ve calismamizda Tirklerin Suriyelileri

bu iki ¢esit tehdit cergevesinde nasil gordiikleri aragtirilmaktadir.

Bunlarin yani sira ankette sizlere yasiniz, cinsiyetiniz, dini ve siyasi gorlisleriniz, baris
stireciyle ilgili tutumlariniz ve benzeri konular1 kapsayan ¢esitli demografik bilgileri

toplamaya yonelik sorular da verilmistir.

Tekrar etmek isteriz ki anket sorularinda gegen goriisler kisisel olarak bizlerin
goriiglerini yansitmamaktadir. Calismada gegen sorular birtakim giincel fikirler olup
sizin bunlara ne kadar katildigimizi/katilmadiginizi 6lgmek iizere ¢alismamizda yer

verilmis gortislerdir.

Calismamiza katildiginiz i¢in ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz. Soru, goriis ve Onerileriniz i¢in,
calismamiz hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak ya da ¢alismamizin sonuglarini 6grenmek

i¢in asagidaki isimlere bagvurabilirsiniz:

Ezgi Karaoglu (ezgikaraoglu@gmail.com/ezgi.karaoglu@metu.edu.tr)

Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli Ugurlu (nurays@metu.edu.tr)
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Appendix J: Ethics Committee Approval
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Appendix K: Turkish Summary

1. GIRIS

Onyargi, Allport (1954) tarafindan, bir kisi veya olguya kars1 onceki deneyimlerden
yola ¢ikarak veya tamamen bagimsiz olarak sahip olunan olumlu veya olumsuz fikirler
ve duygular olarak tanimlanmstir. Franzoi (2005), belirgin veya tistii kapali bir sekilde,
din, irk, milliyet, etnik koken, cinsiyet, cinsel yonelim, politik goriis, zihinsel ve
fiziksel agidan asag1 goriilen belirli bir gruba yonelik tutumlardir. Tiirkiye ¢ergevesinde
diistinecek olursak, uluslararasi gog ile Tiirkiye’ye gelen Suriyeli gogmenler, 6nyargi
ile ayrimciliga maruz kalan en Onemli gruplardandir. Bu Onyargi Tiirkiye
vatandaslarinin gilinliik konugmalarina “Bizden daha iyi durumda yasiyorlar.”, “Herkes
Arapca konusuyor, dilimizi unuttuk vallahi.”, “Neredeyse biz azinlik olduk, Suriyeliler
her yerde.”, “Zaten Tirkiye kendi vatandasini doyuramiyor, bir de Suriyeliler ¢ikt1.”

gibi 6rneklerle yansimaktadir.

Uluslararasi go¢, ekonomi, sosyal yap1 ve sosyo-politik durumlari etkileyerek insanlik
tarthini degistirmekte olan en 6nemli etkenlerdendir. Son zamanlarin en kalabalik
uluslaras1 gocii olarak Suriye’deki savastan kacan halk, Filistin’den sonra en kalabalik
gégmen grubu olmustur (Habertiirk, 2014, 31 Agustos). 2010°da baslayan Arap
Bahari’nin devami olarak Suriye’de patlak veren i¢ savas, savasin tiim taraflarinin
verdigi milyona yakin kayiplarla siviller, kadinlar ve c¢ocuklarin hayatlarini
kaybetmesine sebep olmustur (BBC News, 2015; United Nations, 2015). Bu sebeple 4
milyon Suriyeli basta Tiirkiye olmak iizere, Liibnan, Urdiin ve Irak’a s1igmmis ve iltica
talebinde bulunmustur (Fanack Chronicle, 2015, 1 Nisan). Ozellikle Tiirkiye’de artan
Suriyeli gogmen sayisi ile, 2011°de kiiltiirel ve dini benzerliklerden dolay1 kendilerine
olan olumlu tutumun, son zamanlarda olumsuza dondigii gozlemlenmektedir (Deutche

Welle, 2015, 25 Martt). Tutumlardaki bu keskin degisimden esinlenilerek yapilan
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literatiir taramasindan sonra, bu olumsuz yargilarin, sosyal baskinlik yénelimi (SBY),

empati ve gruplar arasi tehdit kavramlariyla iliski olabilecegi diistintilmiistiir.

1990’Ih yillarda psikoloji literatiiriine giren sosyal baskinlik yonelimi, Pratto ve
arkadaslar1 (1994, s. 742) tarafindan, “kisinin gruplar arasi iligkilerdeki esitlik¢i veya
hierarsi yanlis1 tutumu” ve “kisinin gruplar arasi iligkilerde kendi grubunu iistiin ve
hakim gorme istegi” olarak tanimlanmistir. Duckitt’e (2001) gore yiiksek sosyal
baskinlik yonelimine sahip bireyler, diger gruplar iistiinde gii¢ kazanmaya, baskinlik
kurmaya daha yatkin olup esitlik ve evrensellige kars1 durmaktadirlar. Ayrica, SBY,
gocmenlere ve etnik azinliklara yonelik ayrimcilik ve Onyarginin  da

belirleyicilerindendir (Amiot ve Bourhis, 2005).

Diger bir ilintili kavram olan empati ise dnyarginin yani sira bir¢ok hayati beceri ile de
yakindan ilgilidir. Temel olarak, “diger bir kisinin referans noktasi ve bakis acisindan
bakabilme kapasitesi” olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Bellet, Michael ve Maloney, 1991, p.
1831). Stephan ve Finlay’a (1999) gore empati, ayrimcilik ve adaletsizlikle kars
karsiya kalan etnik azinliklara yonelik daha olumlu tutumlarla baglantili bulunmustur.
Ayrica, ayni ¢alismada, empati agilanan bireyler 6ncekine kiyasla daha olumlu ve daha
az Onyargili tutumlar sergilemekle beraber, dnyarginin sebeplerini bireysel baglantilar
yerine daha nedensel durumlarla aciklamiglardir. SYB ve empatinin baglantisini ¢ok
kiiltiirlii ¢alismalarla arastiran Sidanius ve arkadaslar1 da (2006), empatinin SYB ve
saldirganlik ile dis gruba yonelik siddet arasindaki iligkide araci olabilecegini

gostermistir.

Onyargiy1 yordayan diger bir kavram olarak Stephan ve arkadaslarinin (1996; 1998;
1999) Birlesik Tehdit Teorisi (BTT), sosyo-politik tutumlarla 6nyargi arasindaki
iliskiyi dort temel baglikta agiklamistir: gergekei tehdit, sembolik tehdit, gruplar arasi
kaygi ve kaliplasmis olumsuz yargi. Sherif ve Sherif’in (1969) Gergekei Catigsma

Kuramu iistiine insa edilen gercekei tehdit kavrami, bir grubu hedef aldig1 diisiiniilen
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fiziksel, ekonomik ve politik olmak iizere gercekei tehlikeler olarak tanimlanmigtir. Bu
tehditlerin gergek olmasina gerek yoktur, sadece gercek olarak algilanmasi bile tehdide
yola acar (Whitley ve Kite, 2010). Sembolik tehdit ise gruplarin kendi normlari,
standartlar1 ve inanclar ile dis gruplarin degerleri arasinda algilanan farklardir ve
fiziksel biitiinliikten ¢ok hayat goriisline tehdidi ifade etmektedir (Stephan ve ark.,
1999). D1s grubun temsilciyle olan temasta yasanan rahatsizlik, gruplar arasi kaygi
olarak tanimlanirken, dis grubun temsilcisiyle olacak temasin olumsuz bir sonug
doguracagimi diisinmek de kaliplagmis olumsuz yargi olarak tanimlanmaktadir
(Stephan ve ark., 1998). BT T nin tiim bilesenlerin Suriyeli siginmacilara yonelik tehdit
ile ilintili olacagi diisiiniilse de paylasilan maddi ve fiziksel kaynaklar ile ¢arpisan
kiiltiirel degerler géz Oniine alindiginda 6zellikle gergcek¢i ve sembolik tehdidin bu

calismayla en alakali kavramlar oldugu diistiniilmektedir.

Tehdit algisinin azaltan bir faktor olarak otoriteler, yasalar ve kurallarla belirlenen ve
desteklenen gruplar arasi temas, paydaslarin ortak hedefleri, is birligi ve bireysel
iletisimi ile 6nyargiy1 azaltarak gruplar arasi iliskileri giiglendirebilmektedir (Allport,
1954). Atletlerle yapilan ¢alismada, takimlarinda Afro-amerikan atletler bulunan
Beyaz katilimcilar ve siniflarinda Miisliman 6grenciler bulunan Slovak ve Cek
tiniversite 6grencileri daha az 6nyargili tutumlar sergilemislerdir (Brown ve ark., 2003;

Novotny ve Polonsky, 2011; Savelkoul ve ark., 2011).

Suriyeli siginmacilarin uzun vadede de hayatlarimizin bir pargasi olacagini 6ngorerek,
bu c¢alismanin gelecek uygulamalar anlaminda da sahaya katkilar1 olacagi
diistiniilmektedir. Farkindalik yaratmak i¢in otoriteler tarafindan hazirlanabilecek olan
egitim programlarina katki saglayarak gd¢menler ve miiltecilere ev sahipligi yapan
iilkelerde daha baris¢il bir ortam olugsmasina yol agilacaktir. Bu sebeple, bu tezin amaci
Tiirkiye vatandaglarinin 6nyargili tutumlar ile sosyal baskinlik yonelimi, empati ve

tehdit algis1 arasindaki baglantiyr anlamak ve agiklamaktir.
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1.1. Tiirkiye’deki Suriyeli SiZinmacilara Yonelik Onyargi ve Suriyeli

Siginmacilarin Hukuksal Statiisii

Cografi konumu ve vize uygulamalari sebebiyle siginmacilar i¢in ¢ekici bir konumda
bulunan Tiirkiye, Mart 2015 itibariyle 1.6 milyon Suriyeli’ye kamp i¢i ve kamp dis1
olmak tizere ev sahipligi yapmaktadir (Koser-Akgapar, 2010; UNHCR, 2015).
Suriye’nin ¢esitli bolgelerinden, farkli gruplarin zuliimlerinden kagarak Tiirkiye’ye
siginan Suriyeliler, 2014’te yiiriirliige giren Gegici Koruma Rejimi ile devlet korumasi

altina alinmistir (BBC, 2015, 15 Haziran).

Tiirkiye’nin hemen hemen her bdlgesinde artan Suriyeli siginmact saysi ile
siginmacilarin  Sosyo-politik etkisi de artmis olup Tiirkiye toplumu ile cesitli
sebeplerden sikintilar da yaygin hale gelmistir. Yerel ve uluslararasi basindan takip
edilebilecegi gibi 6zellikle is ve barinma sebebiyle ortaya ¢ikan sorunlarda, Gaziantep,
Sanlurfa, Istanbul, Hatay, Kilis gibi sehirlerde birgok Suriyeli siginmaci ve Tiirkiyeli
vatandas yaralanmalar ve 6liimlerle sonuglanan kavgalara girmis, Suriyeli siginmacilar
barindiklar1 bolgelerden siiriilmiistiir (Radikal, 2014, 8 Agustos; Habertiirk, 2014, 8
Agustos). Bunlarin yani sira, bir fast-food zincirinde kalan yemekleri yemesi sebeiyle
Suriyeli bir ¢ocugun doéviilmesi ile Istanbul, Halkali’da Suriyeli siginmacilarin
evlerinin yakilmas1 gibi olaylar da yerel halk ve siginmacilari kars1 karsiya getirmistir

(Bugtin, 2015, 27 Mart; Radikal, 2015, 10 Mayzs).

Bunun gibi 6rnekler izlendiginde, altta yatan sebeplerin dnyargili tutumlar oldugu
diistiniilmektedir. Bu Onyargili tutumlar ise literatiirde Onyargiyr olgmek ve
tanimlamak i¢in olduk¢a yaygin olarak ele alinan sosyal uzaklik ve dig gruba yonelik

olumsuz duygular iizerinden incelenecektir.

1.2. Suriyeli Siginmacilara Yénelik Onyargimin Belirleyicisi Olarak Sosyal

Uzaklik ve D1s Gruba Yonelik Olumsuz Duygular
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Sosyal uzaklik kavrami Williams (1964, s. 29) tarafindan “grup liyelerinin diger bir
grubun tiyeleri ile olan yakinlig1 kabul ve onay seviyesi” olarak tanimlanmistir. Sosyal
Uzaklik Olgegi’nin yaraticis1 olan Bogardus’a (1957; 1967; 1968) gore bu kavram din,
irk ve milliyete dayali 6nyargi ¢aligmalarinda oldukca fazla kullanilmakta ve daha
Onyargilt grup iyelerinin kendilerini dig grup iiyelerinden daha fazla soyutladigi,
onlarla aralarina daha ¢ok mesafe koyduklari, yakin arkadas, es veya komsu olarak
se¢medikleri gériilmiistiir. Parillo ve Donoghue’nin 2013 tarihli ¢alismasinda da beyaz
Amerikalilarin Siyah Amerikalilar’la aralarina cinsiyet, dogum yeri, 1tk kimi temel

kavramlari referans alarak sosyal mesafe koyduklar: bulunmustur.

Yurtdisindaki ¢alismalarin yani sira Toprak ve Carkoglu’nun 2006 tarihli Tiirkiye’deki
deger yargilarin1 ve Onyargili tutumlart arastiran ¢alismasinda, kisilerin dig gruplara
yoenlik tolerans: diistiikkge sosyal ortamlarda aralarina daha ¢ok mesafe koyduklari
ortaya konmustur. Bununla baglantili olarak, Istanbul, Gaziantep, Hatay gibi sehirlerde
yerel halkla ayni bolgede yasayan Suriyeliler’e yonelik saldirilar is ve mahalle
ortaminda Suriyeli siginmacilar ile mekansal bir mesafe koyma egilimi ile ilgili oldugu

diistiniilmektedir (Hiirriet, 2014, 14 Agustos).

Bunun yani sira, Bogardus’a (1947) gore, mekansal sosyal uzaklik duygusal uzaklik ve
dis gruba yonelik sempati seviyesi ile de ilintilidir. Bu noktada, Stephan ve Stephan’in
(1985) dis gruba karst hissedilen aksi, kaygi ve endise olarak tanimlanan Dis Gruba
Yonelik Olumsuz Tutumlar Kavrami, onyargiy1 belirlemede onemlidir. Esses ve
arkadaglar1 (1993) azinlik gruplara yoenlik Onyargiyr yordamada tutumun biligsel
boyutundan ziyade duygusal boyutunun daha yordayici oldugunu ifade etmislerdir.
Ayrica, Dijker’in (1996) Hollanda’da yasayan Miisliiman azinliklara yonelik tutumlari
ve Rodgers ve arkadaglarinin (2002) ABD’deki etnik azinlik konumundaki 6grencileri
yonelik tutumlari belirlemek i¢in yaptiklari ¢caligmalarda, olumsuz duygularin 6nyargi

dogurdugu bulunmustur. Tiim bu ¢aligmalardan yola ¢ikarak, kiiltiirel, etnik ve irksal
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olarak farkli olanlarla iletisimin duygu durumunda degisiklik ve sosyal uzaklik ile
iligkili olmasi1 beklenmekte, Suriyeli siginmacilara yonelik Onyargiyr yordamasi

beklenmektedir.

1.3. Sosyal Baskinlik Yonelimi & Onyargi

Yaraticilar1 Pratto ve arkadaslar1 tarafindan (1994, ss. 741-742), “bireylerin kendi
gruplarinin diger gruplara gore iistiin olmasina yonelik tutkusu” ve “bireylerin gruplar
aras1 esitsizligi kabul edebilme seviyesi” olarak tanimlanmistir. SBY, karakter
ozelliklerinden saldirganlik ve aksilik ile pozitif iligkili iken agiklik ve uzlasmacilik ile
negatif iligkilidir (Sidanius ve ark., 2000). SBYyi kisilik 6zelligi olarak tanimlayan
Perry ve Sibley’e (2010) gore, SBY seviyesi yiiksek kisiler, is ortamlarinda baskin,

yiiksek statii sahibi ve hitkmeden olma egilimindedirler; ayrica yarigmacidirlar.

Sidanius ve arkadaglar1 (1994), SYB’nin irk¢ilik ve milliyetcilik ile siki iligskide
oldugunu bulmus, yliksek SYB sergileyen kisilerin toplumdaki esitlige, azinlik ve
LGBTI haklarina, ¢evreci uygulamalara kars1 durdugunu gostermislerdir. Ayrica, bu
kisiler dig grubun bireylerine karst daha ayrimci ve aksi tutumlar sergilemektedir.
Ornegin, Kemmelmeier’in (2005) laboratuar ortaminda gerceklestirdigi ¢alismasina
gore, yiikksek SBY seviyesindeki ABD’li beyaz katilimcilar, deney i¢in hazirlanmis
gercek olmayan tecaviiz vakalarinda beyazlardan ¢ok siyahlar1t suglu olarak
isaretlemislerdir. Aynm1 dogrultuda, Amiot ve arkadaslarinin yine Siyah ve Beyaz
ABD’lilerle 2005 yilinda gercgeklestirdikleri ¢calismalarinda yiiksek SBY’li Beyazlar,

sahip olunan kaynaklar1 Siyahlardan ¢ok Beyazlar arasinda paylastirmigtir.

Tiirkiye’deki Suriyeli sigimmacilara yonelik tutumlarla baglantilandiracak olursak,
Esses ve arkadaglarinin 2001 tarihli ¢alismasinda yiiksek SBY sahibi bireylerin
devletlerin iltica karsit1 tutumlarint destekledikleri ve sigimmaci dostu uygulamalara

kars1 olduklari belirlenmisir. Ayrica yiiksek SBY’li bireylerin, siginmacilar ve
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gocmenlerin  baskin grup igerisinde asimile olmasi gerektigini diistindiikleri
bulunmustur (Thomsen ve ark., 2007). Onlara gore, siginmacilar i¢ine gordikleri

topluma benzemeli ve baskin toplumun isteklerini yerine getirmelidir.

SBY, tek boyutlu bir kavram olarak yiiksek agiklayiciliga sahip olsa da Ho ve
arkadaslarina (2012) gore SBY-Baskinlik ve SBY-Esitlik¢ilik olarak iki boyutlu da
incelenebilir. Ho ve arkadaslarina gore (2012) SBY-B, bir grubun diger gruba gore
baskinlig1 ve hilkkmetmesi ile agiklanirken, SBY-E, gruplar arasi iliskilerde esitsizligi
kabullenebilme seviyesi olarak tanimlanmaktadir. ki boyutlu bu ¢dziimde, SBY-B,
azinliklara yonelik baskict tutum, eski tarz irk¢ilik ile iliskili iken, SBY-E daha ¢ok
gruplar arasi esitsizlige yonelik tutumlar1 ve azinliklar ile go¢menlere yonelik olumlu

tutumlar1 yordamaktadir (Orn. Kugler ve ark., 2010; Tyler, 2006).

Iki boyutlu olsun olmasin, SBY *nin sosyo-ekonomik olarak dezavantajli konumda olan
gocmenlere ve onlara saglanan is imkanlarina yonelik tutumlart da yordadig
goriilmiistiir Cohrs ve Stelzl (2010). Ayn1 ¢alismada go¢menler ve Yyerel halk
arasindaki ekonomik miicadeleye yonelik tutumlarin da SBY ile ilgisi oldugu
bulunmustur. Bu bulgudan yola ¢ikarak SBY ’nin farkli mekanizmalar ile 6nyargiy1
acikladigr ve bunlardan birinin de gruplar arasi tehdit algis1 olmasi beklenmektedir

(Duckitt, 2006).

1.4. Birlesik Tehdit Teorisi (BTT)

Di1s gruba yonelik onyargilarla iligkili olan BTT, tehdit gercek olsun olmasin, baska
gruplarla olan iligkilerdeki korku ve endisenin altin1 ¢izmektedir (Stephan & Stephan,
1996) ve dort temek baslikta toplanir: gercek tehdit, sembolik tehdit, gruplar arasi

endise, olumsuz yargi.

1.4.1. Onyarginin Yordayicis1 Olarak Tehdit Tiirleri
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Sherif ve Sherif’in (1969) Gergekei Tehdit Teorisi’nden esinlenerek olusturulan gercek
tehdit kavrami, kisinin varligina, sagligina, viicut biitiinliigiine, maddiyat ve gii¢
kaynaklarma yonelik tehdit olarak tanimlanmistir. Ornegin, Suriyeli siginmacilardan
hastalik bulasabilecegini diislinmenin veya onlarla ayni is ortaminda bir ise sahip

olabilmek i¢in yaris igerisinde olmanin tehdit algisi olusturabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.

Diger bir yandan, sembolik tehdit kisinin kendi grubu ve diger bir grubun normlari,
inanglari, tutumlar1 ve degerlerinin ¢arpismasidir (Biernat & Vescio, 1998). Dis grup,
direk olarak kisinin grup degerlerini tehdit etmese veya bu niyete sahip olmasa bile,
kisinin sadece bdyle algiliyor olusu bile sembolik tehdit hisssedilmesine neden

olmaktadir.

Velasco ve arkadaslarinin Hollanda’da yapilan 2008 tarihli ¢alismasinda, Miisliiman
azinliklarin yerel halk tarafindan dinlerinin farklilig1 sebebiyle sembolik tehdit olarak
goriildiigli bulunmus, Stephan ve arkadaslarinin 2002 tarihli ¢calismasinda da Beyaz
ABD’lilerin Siyahi ABD’lileri gergek tehdit olarak gordiigii ortaya konmustur. Diger
bir deyisle, iki tiir tehdit de azinliklara yonelik tutumlari belirlemede etkilidir.
Diinyanin en ¢ok miilteci Kabul eden iilkerinden Avustralya’da yapilan ¢alismalarda,
Aborjin kokenli Avustralyalilarin ekonmik kaynaklar ile sosyo-kiiltiirel yapiya tehdit
olarak goriildiigii bulunmustur (Ho ve arkadaglari, 1994).

Enos ve arkadaslarimin 2014 tarihli deneysel ¢alismasinda ise, bir hafta boyunca
sabahlar1 tren beklerken Hispanik ABD’lilerle karsilasan Beyaz ABD’liler,
karsilagmayanlara gore azinliklara yonelik daha olumsuz tutumlar sergilemis, devletin
esitlik¢i politikalarinin daha ¢ok karsisinda durmustur. Bu ¢alismaya gore, dis grup
olarak tanimlanan grubun temsilcileri ile yapilan en ufak bir temas bile tehdit algisin

hareketi gecirmistir. Bu sebeple, Istanbul ve Gaziantep gibi Suriyeli siginmacilarin
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daha ¢ok ikamet ettigi bolgelerde, yerel halkin daha fazla tehdit algilayabilecegi

distiniilmektedir.

1.4.2. Gruplar Arasi Tehdidin Belirleyicileri

1.4.2.1. Gruplar Arasi Temas

Farkli diinya goriisii ve zit fikirlere sahip grup temsilcilerinin temasi olarak tanimlanan
gruplar arasi temas kavramina gore gruplar arasi temasin miktar ve niteliginin dnyargi
ile olumsuz yargilar arasinda iliskilidir (Pettigrew ve Tropp, 2004; 2006). Vezzali ve
Giovannini’nin 2006 yilinda miiltecilere isveren Italyan is adamlariyla yaptig
calismada, miiltecilerle giinliik bireysel temasta bulunan isverenlerin azinlik yanlis1
politik uygulamalar1 savundugu ve daha esitlik¢i tutumlar sergiledikleri bulunmustur.
Aym sekilde, Avrupali olmayan go¢menlerle calisan Italyan hastane calisanlari,

gdcmenlere yonelik daha olumlu tutumlar sergilemislerdir (Voci ve Hewstone, 2003).

1.5. Onyarginin Belirleyicisi Olarak Empati

Empati, “Bagka birinin i¢sel deneyimlerini onun géziinden algilayabilmek, duygularin
ve hislerini onun bakis acisindan gérebilmek” olarak tanimlanmistir (Rogers, 1957, s.
97). Baska bir deyisle, baska bir bireyin deneyimlerini bilissel ve duygusal olarak
anlayabilme kabiliyetidir (Davis, 1983). Empatinin duygusal ve biligsel boyutlarinin
altt Marjanovic ve arkadaslari ile Einolf (2011; 2012) tarafindan ¢izilmistir. Literatiire
gore, duygusal empati daha ¢ok sempati, duygusal farkindalik ile iliskilendirilirken
bilissel empati, bakis acist kavrayisi ve diger bir kisinin zihin yapisina adapte olma ile

baglantilandirilmistir.

Toplumun % 20°si gd¢men olan Avustralya’da, go¢menlere yonelik Onyargilari

azaltma amaclh olarak “Sadece Bizim Gibi” isimli farkindalik arttirici televizyon
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programi hazirlanmig ve empatinin en énemli bileseni olan benzerliklerin altini ¢izme
iistline gidilmistir (The Sydney Morning Herald, 2011, 23 Haziran). Benzerliklerin 6n
plana ¢ikarilmasi ayni1 sekilde gruplar arasi tehdit algisin1 da etkilemektedir. Pederson
ve Thomas’a (2013) gore kisilerin diger gruplara 6nyargilarinin azalmasi benzerliklerin
on plana cikarillarak empatinin arttirilarak tehdit algisinin azaltilmasiyla ilgilidir.
Ornegin, Fisher’in 1994 yilinda Kibris’ta yasayan Yunanlilar ve Tiirklerle yaptigi
caligmada, iki halkin benzerlikleri vurgulandiginda birbirlerini tehdit olarak
gormedikleri, birbirleriyle empati kurma ihtimallerinin arttig1 ve bu sekilde de daha az

onyargili olabildikleri goriilmistiir.

Diger bir yandan, empatinin SBY ile olan iligkisi nérolojik olarak da kanitlanmis, bagka
bir bireyin stress ve acisi deneyimlenirken beyin sap1 da dahil olmak iizere beynin
birgok bolgesinin aktiflestigi bulunmustur (Decety ve Jackson, 2004; Hein & Singer,
2008).

Ayrica Pratto ve arkadaslarina (1994) gore, SBY ile empati arasinda dnlenemez bir
negatif baglanti bulunmaktadir. Nicol ve arkadaslarina gore de (2013), empati, SBY ve
Onyargi arasindaki iligkide araci rol iistlenmektedir. Bu sebeple, bu calismada da

empati, araci degisken olarak dsiintilmiistiir.

1.6. Calismaya Genel Bakis

Bu tez, temel olarak, Tiirkiye vatandaslarinin Suriyeli siginmacilara yonelik dnyargili
tutumlarmi sosyal uzaklik ve dig gruba yonelik olumsuz tutumlar {izerinden
inceleyerek, kisilerin sosyal baskinlik yonelimi, empati seviyeleri ve tehdit algilari ile
aciklamay1 amaglamaktadir. Yukarida aciklanan temellere dayanarak, bu ¢alismada ti¢

ana hipotez one siiriilmektedir.
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Hipotez 1: Sosyal baskinlik yonelimi, Suriyeli sigmmacilara yonelik tutumlar
acgiklamaktadir.

Hipotez la: Katilimcilardan yiiksek SBY degerine sahip olanlar, Suriyeli
siginmacilar ile arasinda daha fazla sosyal mesafe koymaktadir.

Hipotez 1b: Katilimcilardan yiiksek SBY degerine sahip olanlar, Suriyeli

siginmacilara yonelik daha fazla olumsuz duygu beslemektedir.

Hipotez 2: SBY, gercekgi ve sembolik tehdit olmak tiizere, Suriyeli siginmacilara
yonelik gruplar arasi tehdidi agiklamaktadir. Diger bir deyisle, katilimcilardan yiliksek
SBY degerine sahip olanlar Suriyeli siginmacilar1 daha fazla ger¢ek¢i ve sembolik

tehdit olarak algilamaktadir.

Hipotez 3: Tehdit algisi, SBY ve Suriyeli siginmacilara yonelik onyargilar arasinda
araci gorevi gormektedir.

Hipotez 3a: SBY ve sosyal uzaklik arasindaki iliskiye tehdit algisi araci
olmaktadir.

Hipotez 3b: SBY ve Suriyeli siginmacilara yonelik olumsuz duygulara tehdit

algis1 aract olmaktadir.

Hipotez 4: Empati, SBY ve Suriyeli siginmacilara yonelik onyargilar arasinda araci
gorevi gormektedir.

Hipotez 4a: SBY ve sosyal uzaklik arasindaki iliskiye bireylerin empati
seviyesi aract olmaktadir.

Hipotez 4b: SBY ve Suriyeli siginmacilara yonelik olumsuz duygulara

bireylerin empati seviyesi aract olmaktadir.

Ana hipotezlerin disinda, Gruplar Aras1 Temas Kurami’ndan ilham alinarak daha 6nce
miilteciler/sigimmmacilar/go¢menlerle calsanlarin calismayanlara gére daha az onyargi

gosterecegi ve Suriyelilerin yogun oldugu bolgelerde yasayan katilimcilarin daha
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yiiksek tehdit algisi ile daha fazla Onyargiya sahip olacagi diisiiniilmektedir. Bu ek

hipotezler i¢in de gerekli analizler yapilacaktir.

2. YONTEM

2.1 Katilimcilar

Ankete baslayan 802 katilimcidan 592’sinin sonuclar analize uygun bulunmustur ve bu
592 kisiden 341’1 kendini kadin, 249°u erkek, 2’si de diger olarak tanimlamistir.
Katilimcilarin yaglari 18 ila 73 arasinda degigsmektedir ve biiyiik ¢ogunlugu (% 86.6)
Istanbul ve Ankara’da ikamet etmektedir. Katilimcilarin 42’sinin (% 7.1) daha &nce

siginmacilarla ¢alisma deneyimi vardir veya halen siginmacilar ile ¢calismakatadir.
2.2. Olciim Araclar

Kullanilan 6lgeklerden Sosyal Uzaklik Olgegi ve Dis Gruba Yénelik Olumsuz
Duygular Olgegi 7’li Likert Tipi 6lgek iken, geri kalan SBY, Empati, Gruplar Arasi

Tehdit dlgekleri ile Suriye sorunu ile ilgili bilgi 6l¢timii sorular1 5’11 Likert Tipi 6l¢ekle

Olgtilmiistiir.

2.2.1. Suriyeli Siginmacilara Yénelik Onyarg

2.2.1.1.D1s Gruba Yénelik Olumsuz Duygular Olgegi
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Onyargiyr 6lgmek icin kullanilan &lgeklerden biri Stephan ve arkadaslarmin 1998
tarihli 6lcegidir. Olgek, diismanlik, hayranlik, iistiinliik, nefret, sevgi, acima, antipati,
sefkat, dislama, hor gérme ve benimseme kavramlarinin belirlenen gruba karsi ne kadar
hissedildigini sormaktadir. Faktoér analizi sonucunda olumlu ve olumsuz duygular
olmak {iizere iki boyutlu bir sonug¢ alinmis, “hayranlik” maddesi iki faktore de esit
yiiklendigi i¢in analiz 6ncesi ¢ikartlmistir. Olumlu duygular faktoriiniin Cronbach’s
Alpha degeri .74 iken, olumsuz duygular faktériiniin Cronbach’s Alpha degeri .86

bulunmustur.

2.2.1.2. Sosyal Uzakhk Olcegi

Onyargiyr 6lgmek icin kullanilan ikinci &lgek orjinali Bogardus’a (1967) ait olan
Sosyal Uzaklik Olgegi’dir ve 6 soru icermektedir. Kisilere, Suriyeli siginmacilarla belli
sosyal ortamlart1 kullanma durumlarinda hissedecekleri rahatsizlik seviyesi

sorulmustur. Olgegin Cronbach’s Alpha degeri .91 olarak bulunmustur.

2.2.2. Sosyal Uzaklik Olgegi

Pratto ve arkadaslar1 (1994) tarafindan gelistirilen 16 maddeli 6lgek kullanilmistir.
Olgegin faktor analizi 6ncesi Cronbach’s Alpha degeri .40 olarak bulunmustur. Faktor
analizi iki faktorlii, SBY-Baskinlik ve SBY-Esitlik, bir ¢6ziim 6nermis ve analizlerde
bu faktorler kullanilmistir. SBY-Baskinlik faktoriiniin Cronbach’s Alpha degeri .83
iken SBY-Esitlik faktoriiniin Cronbach’s Alpha degeri .91 olarak bulunmustur.

2.2.3. Tehdit Algis1 Ol¢egi

Stephan ve arkadaslar1 (1999) tarafindan hazirlanan 18 maddeli dig gruba yonelik tehdit
algis1 olcegi kullanilmistir. Faktor analizi 6ncesi 6lgegin Cronbach’s Alpha degeri .93

iken faktor analizi sonrasi genel tehdit ile kiiltiirel farklilik tehdidi olmak tizere iki
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faktorlii bir ¢éziim sunulmustur ve analizler bu faktorler ile yapilmistir. Genel tehdit
faktoriiniin Cronbach’s Alpha degeri .94 iken kiiltiirel farklilik tehdidi faktoriiniin
Cronbach’s Alpha degeri .78 olarak bulunmustur.

2.2.4. Empati Olcegi

Spreng ve arkadaslar1 (2009) tarafindan gelistirilen ve bu ¢alisma i¢in ilk kez Tiirkge’ye
cevrilen, 16 maddeli 6lgcegin Cronbach’s Alpha degeri .37 gibi ¢ok diisiik bir deger
bulundugundan faktor analizi sonucunda diisiik yiiklenme degeri olan 8 madde analiz
oncesi ¢ikarilmis ve .75 Cronbach’s Alpha degerine sahip 8 maddelik o6lgek

kullanilmuistir.

2.2.5. Demografik Bilgi Sorulari

Katilimcilara, cinsiyet, dogum yili, egitim seviyeleri, siyasi, etnik ve dini kimlikleri,
yasadiklar1 sehir ile daha once veya halen miilteci/siginmaci ve gd¢menlerle calisip
caligmadiklar1 sorulmustur.

2.2.6. Suriye Sorunu ile Tlgili Bilgi Sorular

Katilimcilara Suriye sorunu ile ilgili bilgi diizeyleri ii¢ soru ile sorulmus ve sorularin
Cronbach’s Alpha degeri .84 olarak bulunmustur.

2.3. Islem

ODTU Etik Kurulu’ndan alinan izin ile katilimcilarin internet iizerinden anketi

doldurmalar1 istenmistir. Katilimcilar sisteme giris yaptiklarinda bilgilendirilmis ve
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onay formunu okuyup kabul ettikleri takdirde ¢aligmaya baglamis ve anket sorulari

tamamlandiktan sonra ¢aligma hakkinda bilgilendirilip tesekkiir edilmislerdir.

3. BULGULAR

Sosyal uzaklik, SBY-E ve genel tehdit kavramlar1 tarafindan, olumsuz duygular SBY-
B, genel tehdit ve kiiltiirel farklilik tehdidi tarafindan, olumlu duygular ise SBY-B,
SBY-E, empati ve genel tehdit tarafindan yordanmistir. Ayrica kiiltiirel farklilik
tehdidinin, SBY-B ve olumsuz duygular arasindaki iliskiye araci oldugu, empatinin de
SBY-B ve SBY-E ile olumlu duygular arasindaki iliskiye araci oldugu bulunmustur.
Bunlarin yani sira, genel tehdidin de SBY-B ile olumlu duygular arasindaki iliskiye

araci etkisi vardir.

Yapilan ek  analizlerde  si@inmacilar/gé¢gmenler/miiltecilerle  calisanlarin,
caligmayanlara gore SBY ve empati seviyelerinin daha yiiksek, tehdit algilarinin ve
Onyargi seviyelerinin daha diisiik oldugu bulunmustur. Ayrica, Suriyeli siginmacilarin
daha yogun ikamet ettigi sehirlerde yasayan katilimcilar da o sehirlerde yasamayanlarla
kiyaslandiginda daha az tehdit algisina sahip olmakla beraber, aynm sekilde daha az

Onyargili tutum sergilemislerdir.

4.  TARTISMA

Coklu regresyon analizleri ve yapilan aract degisken analizleri sonucunda hipotezlerin
bir kismu reddedilirken bir kismi da onaylanmistir. Yukarida belirtildigi gibi onyargili
tutumlar sunulan bazi1 kavramlar tarafindan agiklanabilirken, bazi1 kavramlarin etkisi
goriilmemistir. SBY-E’si yiiksek katilimcilar Suriyeli siginmacilarla aralarina daha az
sosyal uzaklik koymaktayken, siginmacilar tehdit olarak gorenler daha fazla sosyal
uzaklik koymaktadir. SBY-B’si yiiksek katilimcilar ile siginmacilari genel ve kiiltiirel

olarak tehdit olarak goren katilimcilar, Suriyeli siginmacilara yonelik daha negative
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duygular beslemekte iken, empati seviyesi ve SBY-E’si yiiksek katilimcilar daha fazla
olumlu duygu ifade etmistir. Son olarak, Suriyeli siginmacilar1 genel tehdit olarak
goren katilimcilar ile SBY-B’si yiiksek katilimcila, kendilerine yonelik daha az pozitif

tutum beyan etmistir.

Oncelikle, calisma sonucunda istatistiksel olarak en ¢ok agiklanabilen kavramin
olumlu duygular olmasi, ¢alismay1 6nyargidan ¢ok genel olarak tutumlarin sebeplerini
arastirir hale getirmistir. Dikkat ¢ceken diger bir nokta da katilimcilarin neredeyse hig
olumsuz tutum beyan etmemesi (5.00 tizerinden 1.20) olmustur. Bunun sebebi sosyal
istenebilirlikle agiklanirken katilimcilarin olumlu tutumlarinin da yiiksek olmamasi bu
tutumlarinin davranisa dokiilmediginin, daha cok sosyal kaygilar sebebiyle bu
ifadelerin verildiginin gostergesi olabilir. Bunun disinda empati kavraminin da sadece
Olumlu duygular yordamasi da kullanilan 6l¢egin empatinin daha c¢ok duygusal

boyutunu 6l¢mesi ile agiklanabilir.

Ikinci olarak, sosyal uzaklik kavrami SBY-E tarafindan yordandigi igin, esitlikci
yaklagimi ytliksek olan kisilerin Suriyeli siginmacilar ile farkli sosyal mekanlari

paylasmakta beyis géormedigi sdylenebilir.

Bunun disinda, arastirmada kullanilan, Spreng ve arkadaslari (2009) tarafindan
gelistirilen 6zgilin empati dlgeginin Cronbach’s alpha degerinin r = .37 olarak olduk¢a
yetersiz ¢ikmasi, 6lgegin Tiirkiye populasyonunun kiiltiirel yapisina uymamasi ile de
aciklanabilir. Tiirkiyeli insanlar i¢in iligkilerin derecesi, akrabalik, es-dost olma gibi
kavramlarla belirlendiginden, “Birisi agladigindan rahatsiz olurum.” veya “Birisine
haksizlik yapildigina sinirlenirim.” maddelerindeki empati 6znelerinin kimliginin
belirgin olmamasi, her katilimcinin o empati Oznesine farkli bir karakter
yerlestirmesine neden olmus bu da yetersiz Cronbach’s alpha degerinin goriilmesine

neden olmus olabilir.
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Ayrica, ana hipotezlerde bulunmadigi halde siginmacilarla ¢alisanlar ve siginmacilarin
yogun oldugu yerlerde yasayan katilimcilarin daha az 6nyargili olmasi Gruplar Arasi
Temas Kurami’nin éneminin altin1 ¢izmistir. Ek olarak, Suriyeli siginmacilarla ayni
kaynaklar1 kullandiklar1 halde onlar1 tehdit olarak algilamamak da bu ihtimalin altin1
cizmektedir. Bunun disinda Suriye sorunu ile ilgili bilgi sahibi olmak da onyargil

tutumlari azaltan bir faktor olmustur.

4.2. Cahsmanin Katkilar

SBY kavraminin SBY-E ve SBY-D olarak iki faktorlii kullanilmasi yerel ¢alisamalarda
ilk kez yapilmistir. Daha onceki calismalarda (6rn. Balaban, 2013; Yilmaz, 2013),
SBY ’nin genel olarak yordayicilig1 ortaya konmusken bu ¢alismada SBY-B’nin hem
olumlu hem olumsuz tutumu yordarken, SBY-E’nin sadece olumlu tutumlari
yordamasi, iki boyut arasindaki farki ortaya koymustur. ikinci olarak, Suriyeli
siginmacilarin uzun siire Tiirkiye’de kalacagi ve siginmacilarla ¢alisan kisi sayisinin
da artacagi diistiniiliirse, siginmacilarla ¢alisan katilimeilar da ¢alismaya dahil etmek
gelecek uygulamalar agisindan 6nemlidir. Ayrica, yordama giicii en yiiksek olan
kavramin tehdit algis1 olmasi, bu konuya yonelik farkindalik arttiran, bilgilendirici

kamusal caligmalara 6n ayak olabilir.

Ayrica, miilteci/siginmaci/gd¢menlerle ¢alisan gruplari da katilimeilar arasina dahil
etmek onemli bir yenilik iken ayn1 zamanda yontemsel birtakim sorunlara da yol agmis
olabilir. Profesyonel olarak ¢alisan grubun Suriyeli si§inmacilara yonelik tutumlari
belirgin sekilde farklilik gdsterbilecegi ve istatistiksel olarak aykir1 degerlere tekabiil
etme riski tasidigi icin, genel olarak Tiirkiye vatandaslarinin tutumlaria dahil etmek,

toplumun genel tutumunun tam olarak ortaya konamamasina neden olmus olabilir.

4.3. Cahsmanmn Simrhhklari ve Gelecek Cahismalar icin Oneriler
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[lk olarak, empati 6lgeginin Cronbach’s Alpha degerinin ¢ok diisiik ¢ikmasi ve bir hayli
istatistiksel ayarlama gerektirmesi bu Olgegi gelecek ¢alismalarda kullanmamak
gerektigine isaret edebilir. Ayrica ¢alismanin O6rneklemi toplumdaki demografik
dagilima uymadigindan temsiliyet giicii diisiik oldugu soylenebilir. Bu nedenle,

bulgularin dikkatli yorumlanmasi gerekmektedir.

Bunlarin yam sira, Gruplar Aras1 Temas Kuramu ile ilgili bulgular sadece Suriyeli
siginmacilarla ¢aligma veya calismama durumu ile onlarin yogun yasadigi bolgelerde
yasama ve yasamama lizerinden ifade edilmis, konuya yonelik daha ayrintili sorular
sorulmamistir. Bu nedenle, bulgularin gercekten de Gruplar Arasi Tehdit kuramu ile
baglantilt olup olmadigimi kesin olarak bilmek icin gelecek calismalarda ek sorular
sorulmalidir. Ayrica dini kimlik ile dnyargili tutumlar arasinda anlaml korelasyonlar
bulundugu i¢in, gelecek calismalarda dindarlik seviyesinin tutumlar siginmacilara

yonelik tutumlara olan etkisi de incelenebilir.

Ayrica, mevcut c¢alismanin katilimci grubu siradist bir sekilde yiiksek egitimli
bireylerden olustugu ve bu grubun heniliz Suriyeli sigimmacilar ile ekonomik
cekismelere girmedigi ve egitimsiz grup kadar kendileriyle sosyal temasta bulunmadigi
icin, bu grubun gercek tutumlarinin yillar sonra ortaya ¢ikacagi soylenebilir. Bu
nedenle, yiiksek egitimli grup goz Oniine alindiginda ileride tekrar bir ¢aligma

yapilmasi1 daha uygun goriilmektedir.

Appendix L: Thesis Photocopying Permission Form

TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU
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ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisti

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisti

IR

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiist

YAZARIN

Soyadi: KARAOGLU

Adi : EZGI

Béliimii: PSIKOLOJI

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce): The Role of Social Dominance Orientation, Empathy, and
Perceived Threat in Predicting Prejudice of Turkish Citizens Toward Syrian

Immigrants.

TEZIN TURU: Yiiksek Lisans X Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

2. Tezimin igindekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi aliabilir.

3. Tezimden bir bir (1) y1l siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARIHi:
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