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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECT OF THE CONTENT OF INTERGROUP CONTACT AND
INGROUP IDENTIFICATION ON SUPPORT FOR SOCIAL CHANGE AMONG
ADVANTAGED GROUP MEMBERS

Coksan, Sami
Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli

September 2021, 149 pages

This study aimed to examine the role of the content of intergroup contact and ingroup
identification on support for social change among advantaged group members.
Preregistered two experimental and one correlational study were conducted with a
representative Turkish sample to examine this association. In Study 1 (N=148,
Mage=40.92, SD=17.66), the content of contact was manipulated as similarity-focused
or difference-focused contact, and the effect of it on perceived ingroup fairness,
perceived intergroup inequality, and the supporting behavior of some social policies
were examined. Findings revealed that advantaged members who had difference-
focused contact perceived more intergroup inequality and supported the high-cost
social policy more than those who had similarity-focused contact. In Study 2 (N=173,
Mage=42.48, SD=16.79), also ingroup identification was manipulated as low or high,
and the effect of the content of contact and ingroup identification on the same
dependent variables were examined. The findings showed that advantaged members
with high ingroup identification who had difference-focused contact opposed the
social change most, while those with low ingroup identification who had difference-

focused contact supported social change most. In Study 3 (N=232, Mage=40.74,

iv



SD=15.82), the moderating role of ingroup identification on the association between
difference-focused contact and similar dependents was examined. The findings
indicated the moderating effect of ingroup identification on the ingroup fairness and
supporting no-cost social policy. Intergroup contact with different contents may be
more effective for members with high and low ingroup identification in intervention
programs to be developed to harmony for groups with different social advantage

statuses.

Keywords: Intergroup contact, ingroup identification, social identity, support for social
change.
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AVANTAIJLI GRUP UYELERI ACISINDAN GRUPLAR ARASI TEMAS
ICERIGI VE IC GRUP OZDESIMININ SOSYAL DEGISIME DESTEK
UZERINDEKI ETKISI

Coksan, Sami
Ph.D., Psikoloji Boliimii
Danigman: Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli

Eyliil 2021, 149 sayfa

Bu caligmanin amaci, avantajli grup liyeleri agisindan gruplar arasi temas igerigi ve i¢
grup O6zdesiminin sosyal degisime desteg§e yonelik tutum ve davranislar {izerindeki
etkisini incelemektir. Bu iliskiyi incelemek ig¢in ¢esitli temsil edici bir Tirk
orneklemiyle, 6n kayith iki deneysel ve bir iligkisel ¢alisma yiiriitiilmiistiir. Calisma
1’de (N=148, Mage=40.92, SD=17.66) gruplar arasi temas igerigi benzerlik odakli
temas ve farklilik odakli temas olarak degisimlenmis ve gruplar arasi temas igeriginin
algilanan i¢ grup adilligi, algilanan gruplar arasi esitsizlik ve gesitli sosyal politikalara
destek tizerindeki etkisi incelenmistir. Hipotezleri dogrulayan bulgular, dezavantajhi
grup tyeleri ile farklilik odakli temas kuran avantajhi iiyelerin, benzerlik odakli temas
kuranlara gore daha fazla gruplar arasi esitsizlik algiladigini ve yiiksek maliyetli sosyal
politikayr daha fazla destekledigini ortaya koymustur. Caligma 2’de (N=173,
Mage=42.48, SD=16.79) ayrica i¢ grup 6zdesimi yiiksek ve diisiik olacak sekilde
degisimlenmis ve gruplar arasi temas igerigi ve i¢ grup 6zdesiminin Calisma 1°de
kullanilan bagimli degiskenler tizerindeki etkisi incelenmistir. Bulgular, sosyal
degisimi en fazla reddedenlerin farklilik odakli temas kuran yiiksek 6zdesimli liyeler

oldugunu, kabul edenlerin ise farklilik odakli temas kuran diisiikk 6zdesimli iiyeler
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oldugunu gosterdi. Calisma 3’te (N=232, Mage=40.74, SD=15.82) farklilik odakl
temas ile bu calismaya uyarlanan bagimli degiskenler arasindaki iliskide i¢ grup
0zdesiminin diizenleyici rolii incelenmistir. Bulgular, algilanan i¢grup adilligi ve
maliyetsiz sosyal politikay1 destekleme degiskenleri i¢ grup 6zdesiminin diizenleyici
etkisini isaret etmistir. Sonuclar, toplumsal avantaj durumu farkli olan gruplarin
birbirleriyle uyumlari igin gelistirilecek miidahale programlarinda, sosyal kimlikleri
baskin olan ve olmayan iiyeler i¢in farkli icerikli gruplar arasi temasin daha etkili

olabilecegini isaret etmektedir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Gruplar arasi temas, i¢ grup 6zdesimi, sosyal kimlik, sosyal

degisime destek
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To those who still have not lost hope for a more just society...
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

After the Arab Spring, nearly eleven million Syrians were displaced, and more than
half of them had to take shelter in neighboring countries. According to the United
Nations Refugee Agency (UNHCR, 2017, 2019), this crisis, the Syrian refugee
migration, is the most massive refugee mobility of the last century and has turned the
situation into a global scale. Nevertheless, although there were cultural similarities
between refugees and neighboring countries, many social problems such as prejudice
and discrimination emerged. Consequently, social psychologists have begun to
undertake various investigations to identify, prevent, and mitigate these social

problems (Demoulin et al., 2009).

Positive intergroup contact was one of the most commonly used theoretical structures
to reduce these problems (Dixon, 2017; Dovidio et al., 2003; Gaertner et al., 1994;
Hodson & Hewstone, 2013; Paluck & Green, 2009; Pettigrew, 1998; Vezzali & Stathi,
2017). Since Allport (1954), intergroup contact has been used to lower tension between
groups (e.g., Aronson et al., 2016; Maoz, 2004). In these contact practices, especially
if these contact practices are driven by the common identity, group members were
often asked to focus on similar features (Saguy et al., 2017). For instance, Eller and
Abrams (2003) demonstrated that having similar characteristics with the outgroup was
associated with a positive evaluation of the outgroup. Members who categorize
themselves in a common identity with outgroup members evaluate them more
favorable (Nier et al., 2001). Studies (e.g., Crisp & Turner, 2009) and meta-analyses
(e.g., Pettigrew & Tropp, 2000, 2006, 2008) showed that intergroup contact plays a

vital role in reducing prejudice and discrimination.

Recent studies, on the other hand, showed that contact which indicates a common
identity has a different meaning for groups (Dixon et al., 2012). It reduces attention to

social inequality, decreases individuals' motivation to eliminate inequality, and



prevents them from collective action to diminish inequality, especially for
disadvantaged group members (Aslih et al., 2019). For instance, Vezzali et al. (2017)
showed that contact which indicates commonalities between groups undermined social
change motivation. According to this phenomenon, which Tamar Saguy (2008; see
also for review, Saguy et al., 2013, 2017) named irony of harmony, although the social
distances of disadvantaged group members to their outgroups were reduced following
similarity-focused contact (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006, 2008), there was a decrease in
their behavior towards changing the unequal social system compared to other
disadvantaged members (Dixon et al., 2012; Saguy et al., 2017; Saguy et al., 2009),
which means that the disadvantaged group members feel closer to advantageous group

members, but they prevent them from taking steps to eliminate injustice (Saguy, 2008).

Following the irony of harmony explanations (Saguy, 2008; see also for review, Saguy
et al., 2017), this dissertation aimed to examine the effect of the content of intergroup
contact and ingroup identification on perceived ingroup fairness, perceived intergroup
inequality, which are the attitude-level indicators of support for social change, and
supporting four types of social policies that give either the host or refugees an
advantage or disadvantage, which are the behavior-level indicator of support for social
change. Among the host (advantaged group members, Turks), perceived ingroup
fairness and perceived intergroup inequality indicate attitudes towards social change
in favor of refugees. Greater perceived ingroup fairness and greater rejection of
intergroup inequality highlight a more negative attitude towards social change in favor
of refugees. On the other hand, supporting different types of social policies indicates
a behavior that changes social change in favor of a group. In this measure, the
participants indicated the extent to which they supported social policies and signed
their resolutions, and gave consent for their ideas to be sent to The Grand National
Assembly of Turkey (TBMM). Three preregistered studies tested the purposes of the
dissertation. In Study 1, | tried to theoretically replicate findings of the irony of
harmony among advantaged group members and to extend these findings in the highly
prejudicial context of real-life groups, namely Turks and Syrian refugees in Turkey.
In Study 2, | examined whether the same dependent variables as in Study 1 change at
different levels of ingroup identification (low vs. high) and the content of intergroup

contact (similarity-focused contact vs. difference-focused contact). In Study 3, |



focused on moderating the role of identification on the association between difference-
focused contact and perceived ingroup fairness, perceived intergroup inequality, and
supporting a social policy that reduces intergroup inequality, which are the three

indicators of support for social change.

In order to reach the purposes of the dissertation, in the introduction section, first of
all, the current indicators of intergroup inequality in the context of the irony of
harmony were briefly introduced. Then, after the intergroup contact literature was
summarized, the concept of the irony of harmony was introduced, and how and why
similarity-focused contact affects attitudes and behaviors related to inequality between
groups, especially among advantaged group members, was explained. Further, the role
of social identity in attitudes and behaviors related to the content of intergroup contact
and inequality between groups was emphasized. Finally, to present a holistic
perspective, the current situation of Syrian refugees living in Turkey is presented in
the context of inequality between groups.

1.1 Perceived Ingroup Fairness, Perceived Intergroup Inequality and
Supporting Social Policies That Reduce Intergroup Inequality as the Indicators

of Support for Social Change

In order for the society to live in harmony, intervention programs were implemented
for different groups in many parts of the world to reduce intergroup inequality. In these
practices, it was aimed to prevent problems that may occur in the future, as well as to
reduce the problems between groups (Rosenberg, 2003). Supporting social change to
reduce future problems was one of the factors that increase social cohesion (Reicher,
2007; Saguy, 2008). In this dissertation, in terms of supporting social change,
perceived ingroup fairness and perceived intergroup inequality constitute attitude-
level measurement, and supporting social policies constitute behavior-level

measurement (please see for an example, Saguy et al., 2009).

First, perceiving the advantaged group to be fair was associated with members'
evaluation of the social system as more legitimate. Legitimate system perception
allowed people to maintain their existing social status (Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012).
Hence, considering advantaged group members were fair in intergroup context was

associated with reduced support for social change (Saguy et al., 2009). Perceiving the
3



advantaged group to be fair also reduced members’ motivation to participate in an
action that reduces intergroup inequality, that is, meaning supporting social change
(Zhang et al., 2007). For instance, Saguy et al. (2009) found that as contact between

groups increases, outgroup fairness increases and support for social change reduces.

Second, perceived intergroup inequality between groups, which indicates
discrimination against the disadvantaged group, was one of the necessary conditions
for initiating social change (van Zomeren et al., 2008). Rejecting inequality between
groups and the social system that signals inequality between groups made it easier for
members to adopt system-justifying ideologies (Sengupta & Sibley, 2013). Adopting
these system-justifying ideologies was associated with preferring social stability over
support for social change. Recognizing these inequalities, however, provided members

with motivation to seek social change (Saguy et al., 2009).

Third, attitudes and behaviors of members towards social policies that reduce
intergroup inequality were fundamental indicators of support for social change (Saguy,
2018). As contact with the outgroup increases, members attached less importance to
intergroup inequality (Saguy et al., 2009) and felt more sympathetic to advantaged
group members (Dixon et al., 2007). Hence, they supported social policies that reduce
inequality between groups less. This decreased support was also associated with
rejection of social change. Thus, intergroup contact deters members from attitudes and
behaviors in their favor for various reasons and causes them to give less support to
policies that reduce inequality and can hinder social change (Reimer & Sengupta,
2021).

To summarize, perceived ingroup fairness, perceived intergroup inequality, and
supporting social policies that reduce intergroup inequality may be seen as the
indicators of support for social change, which are the dependent variables of the
dissertation. In this dissertation, since I explore the effect of the content of contact and
ingroup identification on the dependent variables, in the following sections, |

summarized intergroup contact and social identification, respectively.



1.2 Overview of Intergroup Contact Theory

Intergroup contact was suggested by Allport (1954), who states that intergroup contact
has a high potential to reduce prejudice and discrimination between groups. According
to Allport (1954), there were four conditions to create positive relationships among
groups. The first condition was that there is a similar hierarchical status between
groups. Ingroup and outgroup members who established relationships with similar
status develop more friendships and spend more time with each other in the following
years of contact compared to previous years (Schofield, 1979; Schofield & Sagar,
1979). The second condition was that the groups share a common purpose. The
Robbers Cave study by Sherif et al. (1961) was an excellent example of the impact of
this condition. Children who collaborated for a common goal befriended more
outgroup members and attributed more positive value to their outgroup members than
before this condition. The third condition was active cooperation between groups.
Cooperation between groups increased the possibility of members identifying ingroup
and outgroup members together on a common ingroup. Therefore, members favored
their ingroups less in possible intergroup comparisons than before the intergroup
cooperation period (Gaertner et al., 1990). The fourth condition was that the authorities
support the relations between the groups. For instance, if religious authorities
encourage intergroup contact, problems between ingroup and outgroup members who
contact each other are reduced (Parker, 1968). Pettigrew and Tropp's (2006) meta-
analysis found that even in the absence of these conditions, contact was negatively
correlated with negative attitudes and behaviors between groups; in the contexts where
the conditions are met, it shows that there is a robust negative relationship between

intergroup contact and negative attitudes and behaviors.

Pettigrew (1998) conceptualized Intergroup Contact Theory (ICT) by criticizing the
subsequent studies based on Allport's (1954) hypothesis for various reasons.
According to Pettigrew, intergroup contact increases knowledge about the outgroup
and its members; thus, members can access relatively positive information about the
outgroup. With this positive information, cognitive dissonances change in favor of
intergroup relations. In addition, in this process, members may perceive less anxiety
from the outgroup or empathize more with the outgroup members. Such positive
emotions increase the effect of intergroup contact positively. After all these processes,
5



more intimate relations may emerge between the members and the outgroup members.
The member who contacts positively with the outgroup member generalizes the
expectation of a similar experience to the other outgroup members in this network,
thereby improving the relations with the outgroup. This process, which explains how
the effect of contact spreads, was defined by Pettigrew (2009) as the secondary transfer
effect. Empirical studies in the literature (e.g., Shook et al., 2016; Tausch et al., 2010)

confirmed the predictions about the secondary transfer effect.

Although the positive aspects were reported above, contact is not the most appropriate
method in all circumstances to improve intergroup relations. For instance, contact
interventions are not appropriate between groups that have physical boundaries
between the areas they live in (e.g., refugee camps and host cities) or between groups
that have to hide their group identities for various reasons (e.g., LGBTi+ people). In
these cases, indirect contact methods such as extended contact (Dovidio et al., 2011,
Gomez et al., 2018; Wright et al., 1997; Zhou et al., 2019), imagined contact (Bargh
etal., 1996; Crisp & Turner, 2009, 2012; loannou, 2019; Miles & Crisp, 2014; Turner
et al., 2007; Vezzali et al., 2012), vicarious contact (Castelli et al., 2008; Gémez &
Huici, 2008; Mazziotta et al., 2011; Vezzali et al., 2019; West & Turner, 2014);
parasocial contact (Ortiz & Harwood, 2007; Schiappa et al., 2005; Visintin et al., 2017;
Wojcieszak & Azrout, 2016), and electronic contact (Boccanfuso et al., 2021,
Maunder et al., 2019; White & Abu-Rayya, 2012; White et al., 2015, 2019, 2020) may
be used between groups (White et al., 2020).

Although all these indirect contact methods improved intergroup relations in various
contexts, some researchers drew attention to these methods' limitations and criticized
them. For instance, Manevska et al. (2018) stated that intergroup relations may
deteriorate when researcher control remains weak in indirect contact methods. In
addition, Manevska et al. (2018) criticized intergroup contact studies since did not
focus on sociocultural aspects of participants and the context (see also, Manevska,
2014).

Similar to these criticisms, some researchers have discussed whether some type of
indirect or direct intergroup contact will undermine societal movements towards

intergroup equality in the long run (Pettigrew et al., 2011, pp. 277-278; Reicher, 2007;
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Saguy & Kteily, 2014). In fact, some studies pointed out effect of the intergroup
contact on social immobilization among disadvantaged group members, which means
perpetual intergroup inequality, although intergroup contact is positive for intergroup
relations, especially for attitude level in the short term. For instance, does intergroup
contact, mainly if it focuses on similarity between groups, prevent participation in
collective actions to reduce intergroup inequality (Saguy, 2008)? Moreover, do direct
or indirect contact interventions that reduce prejudices affect attitudes and behaviors
towards social policies that will ensure equality between groups (Dixon et al., 2005)?
Studies addressing these questions have opened up discussion of the effectiveness of
contact interventions that focus specifically on intergroup similarity, as outlined

below.
1.3 Irony of Harmony in the Context of Power Relations

As stated above, intergroup contact improves intergroup relations (Saguy & Kteily,
2014). Although this effect is lower for disadvantaged groups compared to advantaged
group members (Saguy et al., 2008), intergroup contact, due to intergroup cooperation,
causes members to see themselves less as them and us. According to this hypothesis
put forward by The Decategorization of Social Identity Model (DSIM) (Brewer &
Miller, 1984; 1988; Miller, 2002), intergroup contact with outgroup members reduces
the saliency of their social identity. This causes members who contact with the
outgroup members to interpret the relationship in an interpersonal context (see also,
Brown & Hewstone, 2005). However, this explanation has been criticized. In fact,
decategorization alone cannot explain the irony of the harmony, which means, if this
decategorization process results in a common-ingroup identity, members' demand for
social change decrease, but if it results in dual-identity, no reduction is expected (Ufkes
etal., 2016).

On the other hand, despite the positive effect of intergroup contact as stated above, the
long-run social change-inhibiting effects of it for disadvantaged group members,
which means social immobilization and persistent intergroup inequality, were also
discussed. According to Pettigrew (2010), disadvantaged group members are
motivated to identify themselves in a common ingroup when they contact with

advantaged group members. As contact with advantaged group members increases,
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disadvantaged members' identification with common ingroup identity becomes
stronger. Disadvantaged group members who identify themselves in a common
ingroup with advantaged group members become more insensitive to intergroup
inequality compared to their past. Therefore, disadvantaged members involve less in
collective action in their favor and demand less social change that would reduce
inequality which is called as Reicher effect by Pettigrew (2010). In other words, this
sedative effect causes disadvantaged groups to participate less in collective actions.
This effect has been discussed in the literature in the context of different disadvantaged
groups for nearly two decades (e.g., Cakal et al., 2016; Dixon et al., 2010; Saguy et
al., 2009; Tausch et al., 2015). For instance, Cakal et al. (2011) showed that South
African disadvantaged group members who have more contact with advantaged group
members are less likely to intend to participate in collective actions that reduce
inequality. Tropp et al. (2012), moreover, found that both black Americans and Latinos
were less likely to engage in collective action in their favor as contact with advantaged
group members increased. This finding was replicated among Kurds living in Europe
(Ufkes et al., 2015), indigenous people living in Australia (Sengupta & Sibley, 2013),
and Muslims living in India (Tausch et al., 2009). It is argued that contact with
advantaged members not only reduces participation in collective actions, but also
supports for social policies that increase equality. For example, as contact with
advantaged group members increases, disadvantaged members support social policies
that will be in their favor less (Cakal et al., 2011; Durrheim & Dixon, 2010). A current
meta-analysis (Reimer & Sengupta, 2021) also showed that among disadvantaged
group members, intergroup contact was associated (low effect) with less perceived

injustice, collective action, and support for policies in favor of ingroup.

Why do disadvantaged group members involve less in collective action to reduce
inequality when they contact with advantaged group members? This sedative effect
can be explained by Gaertner and Dovidio's (2009) Common Ingroup Identity Model
(CHIM). According to the model, the contact of the disadvantaged groups with the
advantaged members causes them to identify themselves with the advantaged group

members in a superior-common identity?. In this case, disadvantaged group members

L 1f more than one disadvantaged group identifies themselves in a common identity, it should not be
overlooked that political solidarity and therefore resistance to inequality increases (Glasford &
Calcagno, 2012).

8



perceive an unrealistic expectation of equality between groups (Saguy et al., 2009),
feel negative attitudes and emotions towards the unequal system less (Dovidio et al.,
2009), and pay attention to inequality between groups fewer (Saguy & Chernyak-Hai,
2012). In other words, disadvantaged members who identify themselves with a
common identity with advantaged members lose their awareness of disadvantageous
social situations (Dixon et al., 2012; Saguy et al., 2009; Wright & Lubensky, 2009).
In addition, ingroup identification of disadvantaged members decreases after
similarity-focused contact between groups (Tausch et al., 2015). It is also known that
when common ingroup identity is salient, disadvantaged group members perceive
intergroup inequality more legitimately (Jasko & Kossowska, 2013). Negative
attitudes and feelings towards the unequal system (Simon & Klandermans, 2001;
Wright & Lubensky, 2009) are the most important factors that strengthen
disadvantaged group members' participation in collective actions to reduce inequality.
Moreover, acceptance of inequality was another vital variable for collective action. As
the members refuse the existence of intergroup inequality, they participate in collective
action less (van Zomeren et al., 2008). This decreased interest in intergroup inequality
prevents members from participating in collective actions. Many studies confirmed
this relationship. For instance, Greenaway et al. (2011) found that disadvantaged
members who identify themselves in a common ingroup with advantaged group
members both have less ingroup identification and are more reluctant to solve

problems arising from advantaged group members.

Saguy (2008) also acknowledged that conventional contact interventions have
developed in accordance with these models; however, she suggests that these
interventions reduce prejudice among groups, but ironically, they prevent groups from
being at equal positions in the social system. In a study that questioned this hypothesis,
Saguy et al. (2009, Study 1) created advantageous and disadvantageous groups in the
laboratory. They found that the commonality-focused contact used in conventional
intergroup contact studies was associated with a more positive attitude towards the
outgroup, consistent with the findings in the literature; however, the same study
showed that disadvantaged group members paid less attention to social inequality after
this contact and thought that their outgroup was fairer compared to members with the

difference-focused contact condition. In another similar study, Saguy & Chernyak-Hai



(2012, Study 1) found that disadvantaged group members at the commonality-focused
contact condition were more likely to deny that they are discriminated against, and
perceived the hierarchy between groups as more legitimate compared to members with
the difference-focused contact condition. These findings were supported by
correlational designs (Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012, Study 2; Saguy et al., 2009, Study
2). These findings were evaluated that the commonality-focused contact reduces
tensions between advantaged and disadvantaged groups, but this reduced conflict will
be detrimental in the long-term for disadvantaged group members (Saguy, 2018).
Consequently, by emphasizing the similarity, the disadvantaged group members
identifying themselves in a common identity with the advantaged members have ironic
consequences, contributing to social (and unequal) stability in favor of the advantaged

group rather than a social change in favor of the disadvantaged group.

On the other hand, according to another explanation, Wright and Lubensky (2009)
showed that disadvantaged groups perceive the boundaries between groups more
permeable when intergroup contact creates a perception of similarity. This perception
creates the illusion of individual mobility in disadvantaged group members. As a result
of this identity management strategy, which points to the advantageous group
orientation, in other words, the acquisition of a possible advantageous social status,
the members do not turn to collective actions to eliminate the disadvantages. Instead,
they prefer individual mobility to recategorize their ingroup identity (see also, Reicher,
2007).

Although researchers have mostly focused on intergroup contact interventions on
advantaged group members (Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005), recently, they have also started
to examine the attitudes and behaviors of disadvantaged group members about
inequality (Wright & Lubensky, 2009). One of the main reasons for this is that
disadvantaged group members experience more inequality due to power and resource
differences. Because of the perceived inequality, they tend to participate in collective
action more to reduce inequality (Simon & Klandermans, 2001). However, the
attitudes and behaviors of advantaged and disadvantaged group members differ in
terms of power relations between groups (Rouhana & Fiske, 1995). For instance,
advantaged group members desire the continuation of the existing social system more
than disadvantaged members (Blumer, 1958; Scheepers et al., 2003) and resist social
10



change (Saguy & Kteily, 2014). They control resources more and have less need for
other groups of society (Bacharach & Lawler, 1981), and systematically prefer a one-
ingroup representation than a dual-identity (Verkuyten, 2006).

On the other hand, disadvantaged members demand to challenge the status quo more
than advantaged ones (Saguy & Kteily, 2014). They tend to show a consistent
preference for dual-identity which means identifying themselves in their ingroup and
a common new ingroup (Verkuyten, 2006). If they prefer a common ingroup identity,
they demand less social change (Glasford & Dovidio, 2011). Moreover, disadvantaged
group members face more discrimination and injustice in many areas of the social
environment, such as school or job life. In the context of all these power differences,
while the advantaged members want to maintain the status quo, the disadvantaged

demand more social change (Saguy & Kteily, 2014).

It is crucial to focus on the attitudes and behaviors of advantaged group members to
examine these differences (Wright & Lubensky, 2009). For instance, Saguy (2018)
drew attention to this shortcoming in the field of social psychology, emphasizing that
very few studies examine how advantageous group members perceive intergroup
inequality after intergroup contact, while far fewer focus on behavioral measures.
Moreover, Harwood et al. (2013) stated that the relationship between intergroup
contact and advantaged group members' attitudes and behaviors that point to social

change favors the disadvantaged ones has been insufficiently studied.

There are various correlational studies in the literature showing that advantaged group
members become more sensitive to intergroup inequality after coming into contact
with the disadvantaged (e.g., Héssler et al., 2020; Pettigrew et al., 2007; Selvanathan
et al., 2018). For instance, Dovidio et al. (2010) showed that advantaged group
members who identify themselves with disadvantaged group members in a common
ingroup help disadvantaged members’ social organizations such as student clubs more
aiming to improve the social opportunities of disadvantaged members. Similar
findings were obtained in experimental studies. For instance, Kunst et al. (2015)
showed that after contact with the disadvantaged group members, advantaged group
members identify themselves with a common identity, and they have a desire to
financially help more to the disadvantaged members. Kunst et al. (2015) discussed that
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this finding demonstrated the importance of common identity in favoring advantaged
members' support for functional multiculturalism that reduce intergroup inequality in
favor of disadvantaged members. Kotzur et al. (2019) also revealed that positive
contact with asylum seekers is associated with solidarity-based collective actions

favoring asylum seekers among advantaged group members.

Some researchers, on the other hand, claimed that similarity-focused contact, which
means developing a common ingroup identity, is associated with lower social change
willingness. For instance, Vezzali et al. (2017) highlighted that if advantaged
members’ attention is focused on group-based similarities, then it is unlikely that they
would embark on the social change in favor of disadvantaged ones. Similarity-focused
intergroup contact and attitudes towards intergroup inequality among advantaged
group members were associated. For instance, advantaged group members who
contact with a disadvantaged member consider it less vital that a disadvantaged
member is exposed to negative behavior because of his identity (e.g., not being hired
because they are Black). In addition, these members perceived the victim's raising his
voice as more illegitimate (Banfield & Dovidio, 2013). Moreover, a large-scale survey
by Dixon et al. (2007) showed that advantageous group members with increased
contacts with disadvantaged group members have relatively positive attitudes towards
them, yet they refrain from supporting laws in favor of the disadvantaged group. As
Vezzali et al. (2017) pointed out, these seemingly inconsistent results for advantaged
group members highlight the need for more empirical research examining the
relationship between intergroup contact and intergroup inequality.

Studies examining intergroup contact and intergroup relations among advantaged
groups draw attention to the context and conditions in which contact takes place. For
instance, Hassler et al. (2021a) emphasized that willingness to contact with the
disadvantaged ones and feeling positive emotions towards them among advantaged
group members are vital factors in order to support social equality. Bagci et al. (2020)
also showed that volition to contact between groups is a vital factor that affects
intergroup relations across different cultural samples. Furthermore, it is argued that
factors such as system justification, social dominance, or deprivation of group-based

needs in the context in which the contact takes place may have a significant effect on
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the preference of advantaged members to support social equality or resist change
(Hassler et al., 2021a).

In summary, in cases where intergroup contact emphasizes similarity, disadvantaged
group members see intergroup inequality as less critical and have lower motivation for
change because they identify themselves in a common ingroup with advantaged group
members. On the other hand, what if advantaged group members identify themselves
in a common ingroup with disadvantaged members? Assuming that the same
psychological process would operate in them, advantaged group members would
identify themselves in a common ingroup with the disadvantaged after similarity-
focused contact. Thus, similarity-focused contact among advantaged group members,
as observed in disadvantaged members, may result in low support for social change.
In other words, similarity-focused contact would cause lower support for social
change, which means in the similarity focused contact condition would be perceived
higher ingroup fairness, lower intergroup inequality (H1 & H2). This hypothesis points

to the advantaged members’ side of the concept of the irony of harmony.

Moreover, advantaged group members would have a belief that new ingroup members
would avoid blaming themselves after similarity-focused contact so that they would
reject intergroup inequality more. This behavior will be paralleled in social policies
that diminish inequality. Because they opposed inequality, advantageous group
members after similarity-focused contact would support social policies that reduce
inequality less (H3Db), and support social policies that increase it more (H3c), unlike
those with difference-focused contact. Since contact is not only related to increasing
the interest of the ingroup, it is expected to have no effect on the behavior of supporting

social policies that do not affect intergroup inequality (H3a).

Although the relationship between contact and support for social change is basically
based on the intergroup contact theory (Pettigrew, 1998) as stated above, theorizing
about the functioning of contact and social change mainly refers to the Social Identity
Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Wright & Lubensky, 2009). For instance, as the
contact with the outgroup increases, the commitment to social identity (ingroup
identification) decreases, and accordingly, the support for social policies in favor of
the ingroup decreases (Cakal et al., 2011). Among the advantaged group members also
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interaction between group position and ingroup identification also negatively predicted
social change motivation. Thus, identification with the social identity may be one of
the most vital factor to examine the relationship between intergroup contact and

support for social change.

1.4 The Content of Intergroup Contact

So far, | have conveyed the variables and outcomes that | have focused on in the
dissertation, the historical development of the contact paradigm and the concept of
irony of harmony. Also, | stated that one of the main variables of my dissertation is
the content of intergroup contact. So, what is this content of intergroup contact?

As it is known, intergroup contact is a multidimensional concept. For example, some
studies focused on the method of contact (e.g., Bargh et al., 1996; Gomez & Huici,
2008; Schiappa et al., 2005; Wright et al., 1997), some on its context (e.g., Hassler et
al., 2021b) and some on a different feature such as volition (e.g., Bagci et al., 2020).
In this dissertation, on the other hand, | focused on the information that the intergroup
contact refers to, what characteristics the target members share with the outgroup, that
iIs, the information of the contact that includes similarities or differences between the
groups (e.g., Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012; Vezzali et al., 2017). As | mentioned
above, the content of intergroup contact may play a key role in examining irony of
harmony. Particularly in the contact of group members with power differences, the
difference or similarity in the content of the contact may affect the members' self-
identification processes, their attitudes and behaviors towards the outgroup, and thus
the measures of support for social change. Throughout the dissertation, with the
concept of content of contact, | pointed out that the contact carries information that
contains similarity or difference between groups.

1.5 Social Identity on Intergroup Contact

Identification, which is one of the fundamental variables of SIT (Tajfel & Turner,
1979), strongly affects intergroup evaluations. For instance, people whose different
levels of social identification with their ingroup have different representations about
their ingroup and outgroup (Gardikiotis, 2008; Spears et al., 1997; Tropp & Wright,

2001). Furthermore, social identity identification systematically influences intergroup
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behavior (Ellemers et al., 1997), such as collective action for social change (Di
Bernardo et al., 2019). Higher social identity identification for members of advantaged
groups is related to a greater willingness to keep their group’s advantage (Scheepers
et al., 2003).

Identification, moreover, predicts people’s ingroup and outgroup evaluations (Abrams
& Hogg, 2006). For example, people with stronger identification tend to show greater
ingroup bias, although some moderator variables such as ingroup norms differentiate
the relationship with them (Jetten et al., 1997a). Increasing identification means
increasing investments in the ingroup. A meta-analysis of Aberson et al. (2000)
supported the positive relationship between social identification and ingroup bias.

Similarly, Wright and Lubensky (2009) pointed out social identity salience and
ingroup identification in intergroup contact studies and suggested that new studies
should include these concepts in models. Some intergroup contact studies have
examined the role of identification in accordance with this recommendation. For
instance, disadvantaged group members whose higher identification desire to talk
about differences between groups when in contact with advantaged group members,
although advantaged ones with higher identification desire to talk about commonalities
between them (Saguy et al., 2008). The intention of collective action of disadvantaged
group members who contact advantaged group members in the context of similarities
between them is reduced. However, members with greater identification are immune
that means there is no reduction in their intention to participate in collective action
(Hasan-Aslih et al., 2019). All these findings indicate that disadvantaged group
members may become more sensitive to intergroup inequality if they have stronger

ingroup identification.

On the other hand, the main findings of the social identity approach showed that high
ingroup identification is associated with evaluating messages from the ingroup in favor
of the group and evaluating messages from the outgroup against the ingroup, and as
emphasized above, members with high identification are not affected by the content of
intergroup contact (Hasan-Aslih et al., 2019). Therefore, for people with high
identification, the effect of similarity and difference-focused contact can be expected
to be reversed. Because these members would probably tend to protect their existing
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ingroup -not new ingroup members emerged from the recategorization of groups in a
new common ingroup, primarily because of their high identification- that is, they will
reject inequality more. Members with high identification may view difference-focused
contact as a challenge to their ingroup, which means to challenge their advantageous
position. Contrary to the findings in the literature, which highlight that people are less
sensitive to intergroup inequality after similarity-focused contact, in the difference-
focused contact condition, members may become more motivated to protect their
ingroup. Because for these members, the differences between groups may be evaluated
as a challenge to maintaining the status quo. Therefore, after difference-focused
contact, advantaged group members with high identification would state their ingroup
is fairer than those with similar-focused contact, which means they reject intergroup
inequality more (H4). On the other hand, because members with low ingroup
identification would be less motivated to protect their ingroup, owing to the positive
effect of difference-focused contact on social change, those who had difference-
focused contact with outgroup members would more accept inequality between groups

than those other conditions (H5).

On the other hand, since the social identities of low-identity members would not be
salient, similarity-focused contact would allow recategorizing the ingroup under the
similarity-focused contact condition. Thus, my expectation for members in the low
identification condition is in line with the literature (e.g., Vezzali et al., 2017). A
similar hypothesis can be expressed for social policies. After the difference-focused
contact, the advantaged group members with high identification with their ingroup
would give more support to policies that increase inequality between groups in order
to maintain their advantages (H6c). These members will be less supportive of social
policies that reduce inequality. In this way, they would eliminate the feeling of
challenge caused by difference and, as their high identification indicates, they would
maintain the advantageous position of their group. Since similarity-focused contact
would cause advantaged group members to identify themselves with a common
ingroup with the disadvantaged ones, low ingroup identification level would cause
advantaged members to support social policies that reduce inequality less than those
who had difference-based contact, in line with the literature (H6c). In terms of policy

support, which does not make any sense in terms of intergroup equality, the level of
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ingroup identification or the content of contact type would not have a differentiating
effect (H6a).

In the present dissertation, | assumed Syrian refugees as a disadvantaged group
whereas Turkish people as an advantaged group. Therefore, | briefly covered the
current situation of Syrian refugees in Turkey in the following section; and then |
summarized the hypotheses of the dissertation.

1.6 Intergroup Inequality and the Current Situation of Syrian Refugees in

Turkey

In order to discuss the attitudes and behaviors of advantaged group members (Turks
as a host group) towards the disadvantaged ones (Syrian refugees), it is vital to
consider the dynamics of the relationship between these groups in Turkey. Recent
studies conducted in Turkey indicated that Turks perceived cultural and financial
threat from Syrian refugees. For instance, hosts perceived realistic threat from Syrian
refugees living in Turkey (Gtiger et al., 2013; Sunata & Y1ldiz, 2018). As the perceived
threat increased, the social distance of the hosts towards the Syrian refugees increased
(Yanbolluoglu, 2018). Hosts described Syrian refugees as a cultural threat and a
financial burden (Coksan et al., 2020). The narratives about Syrian refugees in the
media also supported that there is an ongoing highly prejudicial context between these
groups (Yaylac1 & Karakus, 2015). Although studies focusing on Turks and different
disadvantaged groups (e.g., Kurds) in Turkey also point to identity-based conflicts, it
can be thought that the disparity between Turks and Syrian refugees is stronger in
Turkey, which hosts the largest number of Syrian refugees in the world.

Hassler et al. (2021a) pointed out the context of intergroup contact for advantaged
group members, emphasizing that contact can have positive or negative effects. In the
model they conceptualize as the Integrated Contact-Collective Action Model
(ICCAM), Hassler et al. (2021a) argue that relatively negative and rare contact, high
levels of system justification, ingroup identification, right-wing authoritarianism,
social dominance orientation, and lack of group-based needs are associated with less
support for social change in favor of the disadvantaged ones. The findings of recent
Turkish studies supported these arguments. For instance, Turkish participants had very

rare and generally negative contact with Syrian refugees (Coksan et al., 2020). High
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ingroup identification was associated with negative representation (Coksan et al.,
2020) and negative feelings (Yitmen & Verkuyten, 2018) towards Syrian refugees. It
was also known that high dominance orientation is associated with discrimination
against Syrian refugees (Karaoglu, 2015). As ingroup identification increased, Turks
accepted the conflict narrative less in favor of refugees and less support social policies
that would eliminate social inequality (Ulug & Uysal, 2021). All these findings may
indicate that the intergroup context may also be effective when examining the effects
of contact and identification on attitudes and behaviors related to intergroup inequality,

which is the initial aim of the dissertation.
1.7 Aim of the Current Research

In this study, I aimed to examine the effect of the content of intergroup contact and
ingroup identification on support for social change. As noted above, the effect of the
content of intergroup contact and ingroup identification on intergroup inequality is not
well-documented for the advantaged group, since most of the studies have been
conducted with disadvantaged members (Saguy et al., 2017; Wright & Lubensky,
2009; Vezzali et al., 2017); thus, | thought that it would be more appropriate to work

with advantaged groups to reduce this gap.

I conducted two pilot studies, two experimental studies, and a cross-sectional study to
examine the relationship between the content of intergroup contact, ingroup
identification, and dependent variables regarding intergroup inequality, which are
perceived ingroup fairness, perceived intergroup inequality and supporting social
policies, and in the context of intergroup relations with the ongoing conflict between
them, extend past findings among advantaged group members who probably
experience outgroup threat. | conducted the first pilot study to adapt the process used
to manipulate the content of contact in the previous studies to the local culture. 1
conducted the second pilot study to test whether the similarity-focused contact
recategorizes the members themselves in a common identity with the outgroup. The
findings of the first study showed that similarity-focused contact, as in previous
studies, indicated the common ingroup identity; thus, throughout two experimental
studies, | have assumed that similarity-focused contact indicates common ingroup

identity. Vicarious intergroup contact method was used in both pilot studies. Using the
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findings of the pilot studies, | focused on the effect of the content of contact on attitudes
and behaviors regarding intergroup inequality in the first study. Combining the first
study's findings with the social identity approach, I conducted the second study. In the
second study, | examined the effects of ingroup identification and content of contact.
Face-to-face electronic contact method was used in both experimental studies. Since
the pattern of the second study’s findings indicated a possible moderation, in the third

study, | focused on the moderating role of ingroup identification.

Past seminal works, whether conducted with advantaged group members or not, may
be criticized in some respects. First, very few people participated in most of the studies
(e.g., Glasford & Calcagno, 2012, 41 participants; Glasford & Dovidio, 2011, 47
participants; Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012, 74 participants; Saguy et al., 2008; 72
participants). This is an important factor that undermines the strength of the findings.
In this dissertation, I conducted power analysis before the study to reach at least .80

power and tried to reach the minimum number of observations.

Second, almost all of these participants were psychology students participated in the
study (e.g., Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012; Saguy et al., 2008; Vezzali et al., 2017).
Therefore, the external validity of the findings seems highly doubtful. Thus, in this
dissertation, | collected data from advantaged group members with representative

characteristics in terms of various demographic variables.

Third, although it is characterized as advantageous and disadvantageous, there was no
highly prejudicial context between groups in most of the studies, but these findings
were also generalized to groups in conflict with each other (e.g., Saguy et al., 2008;
Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012). For instance, Hassler et al. (2021b) stated that their
findings depend on predominantly Global North, and groups were experiencing
intergroup inequalities, not conflict. However, highly prejudicial context and threat
perception play a crucial role in the behavior of group members (Gaunt, 2011; Stephan
& Stephan, 1985, 1996, 2000). Thus, in this dissertation, | focused on the context of
groups in which realistic or symbolic conflict continues and, | wanted to explore what

the findings in the literature might indicate for groups in highly prejudicial context.

Fourth, other studies have generally measured at the attitude level, and very few

empirical studies have used behavioral measures (e.g., Saguy et al., 2009, Study 1).
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Saguy (2018) stated that behavioral measures may provide valuable contributions to
the investigation of this phenomenon. Even in studies examining social policies, the
intention to support policy was measured, not support (e.g., Cakal et al., 2011;
Glasford & Calcagno 2012). In other words, saying | support this social policy or
signing to send it to parliament by stating that | support that social policy are different
levels of measurement. In this study, | aimed to expand the findings by measuring both
attitude (perceived ingroup fairness, perceived intergroup inequality) and behavior
(signing social policies that the participant supports or rejects) and to contribute to the

field by eliminating these criticisms.

Finally, I believe that the findings of this dissertation would shed light on what the
content of contact interventions to improve Syrian-Turkish relations should include.
As stated above, as other findings in the literature indicate, in Turkey, the focus is
mostly on disadvantaged groups (Syrian refugees) in order to improve intergroup
relations. These interventions were aimed at facilitating the integration and
acculturation of the disadvantaged group into the host society (e.g., UNHCR, 2021).
However, increasing the acceptance of disadvantaged by advantaged group members
may also improve intergroup relations. Thus, the findings of this research will shed
light on the content of interventions for advantaged group members. Hypotheses are

summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1

Hypotheses of the dissertation

Hp:t. There will be no change in the threat perception of the participants after exposure
to the content of difference-focused contact.
Hp2. Participants in the similarity-focused contact condition will identify themselves in
a common ingroup identity with outgroup members more than those in the difference-
focused contact condition.
Ha. Participants in the similarity-focused contact condition will perceive more ingroup
fairness than those in the difference-focused contact condition.
H.. Participants in the difference-focused contact condition will perceive more
intergroup inequality than those in the similarity-focused contact condition.
Hsa. No difference will be observed between groups in terms of supporting the H+R+
Study 1 type of social policy.
Hap. Participants in the difference-focused contact condition will support the HnR+ and
H-R+ type of social policies more than those in the similarity-focused contact
condition.
Hsc. Participants in the similarity-focused contact condition will support the H+R- type
of social policy more than those difference-focused contact condition.
Ha. Participants in high ingroup identification and the difference-focused contact
condition will perceive ingroup fairness more, and participants in high ingroup
identification and the similarity-focused contact condition, participants in low ingroup
identification and the similarity-focused contact condition, participants in low ingroup
identification and the difference-focused contact condition will follow it, respectively.
Hs. Participants in low ingroup identification and the difference-focused contact
condition will perceive intergroup inequality more, and participants in low ingroup
identification and the similarity-focused contact condition, participants in high ingroup
identification and the similarity-focused contact condition, participants in high ingroup
identification and the difference-focused contact condition will follow it, respectively.
Hea. No difference will be observed between groups in terms of supporting the H+R+
type of social policy.
Heb. Participants in the low ingroup identification and the difference-focused contact
condition will support the HnR+ and H-R+ type of social policies more and,
participants in low ingroup identification and the similarity-focused contact condition,
participants in high ingroup identification and the similarity-focused contact condition,
participants in high ingroup identification and the difference-focused contact condition
will follow it, respectively.
Hec. Participants in high ingroup identification and the difference-focused contact
condition will support the H+R- type of social policy more, and participants in high
ingroup identification and the similarity-focused contact condition, participants in low
ingroup identification and the similarity-focused contact condition, participants in low
ingroup identification and the difference-focused contact condition will follow it,
respectively.
H-. Ingroup identification has a moderating role on the association between difference-
focused contact and perceived ingroup fairness, perceived intergroup inequality, and
supporting the HnR+ type of social policy.
Hs. On the high ingroup identification condition, as the contact increases, participants
Study 3 will perceive more ingroup fairness. Moreover, those participants will perceive less
intergroup inequality and support less the HnR+ type of social policy.
Hso. On the low ingroup identification, this relationship will be reversed and, as the
contact increases, participants will perceive less ingroup fairness, perceive more
intergroup inequality, and support more the HnR+ type of social policy.

Pilot
Studies

Study 2

Note. Bold Hs represent hypotheses. * | am aware that the 3 null hypotheses in the table are not
statistically appropriate. However, | stated them this way in order to express my expectation in terms of
the relevant outcomes. Unlike other hypotheses, these null hypotheses may be considered as scientific
hypotheses, not statistical hypotheses (please see, Bolles, 1962).
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CHAPTER 2

PILOT STUDY 1: DEVELOPING A CONTENT OF INTERGROUP
CONTACT FOCUSING ON CULTURAL DIFFERENCES IN INTERGROUP
RELATIONS

The first pilot study was conducted to select a manipulation procedure for the content
of contact to be used in the experimental study of this dissertation. In order to do that,
| examined various methods used in the literature for changing the content of
intergroup contact, and | selected the manipulation task of the most recent study
(Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012). In the aforementioned study, psychology department
students of one university came into contact with psychology department students at
another more prestigious university in a way that would contain similarities or
differences. But in fact, the students in the psychology department at the prestigious
university were confederates, and the researchers have already determined their

answers.

However, the content in question is studied in this study with two groups that are
different from the social advantage situation. For this reason, the prescripted contents
were adapted to the Turkish-Syrian refugee context as the focus on cultural differences
or similarities between the groups. Nevertheless, there was a possibility that intergroup
difference-focused contact may be perceived as a threat by the advantaged group
members (Gonzalez et al., 2010). For instance, the emphasis on differences between
groups in interpersonal trait levels is perceived as a threat by the members of the
advantaged group members such as the host (Zarate et al., 2004). Moreover, Vezzali
et al. (2017) proposed that in order not to create a backfire effect, the content of the
difference-focused contact should be meaningful and designed in such a way that it
does not negatively affect the relationship between advantaged and disadvantaged

groups.
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Based on these findings and suggestions (e.g., Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012; Vezzali
etal., 2017), I thought that in the current manipulation task, difference-focused contact
may be evaluated as a threat factor among advantageous group members, and it may
frame a confounding effect. | also argued that such a problem may arise through
personal communication with the author of the concept, Saguy (2020). Thus, using
contents in the study of Saguy and Chernyak-Hai (2012), | decided to conduct a pilot
study to examine whether the version of the difference-focused content adapted to the
Turkish-Syrian refugee context, creating an intergroup threat. In other words, the pilot
study aimed to examine the adapted version of the manipulation task that manipulate
the content of contact whether arise any threat perception among advantaged group
members. Because of the power relations between advantaged group members (Turks)
and disadvantaged group members (Syrian refugees) and some studies (e.g., Coksan
et al., 2020) that showed Turks perceive symbolic threats from Syrian refugees, |
mainly focused on status-based threats and cultural threats. Since there was no
information that threatened Turks’ ingroup uniqueness, I did not examine the

distinctiveness threat as a potential variable (Jetten et al., 1997b).

Moreover, because of the highly prejudicial context between Turks and Syrian
refugees and ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, | thought that indirect contact methods
are more appropriate to create intergroup contact condition and | chose a vicarious
contact method to examine pilot study’s hypotheses, since the method was fast and
easy to apply. Vicarious contact was conceptualized by Gémez and Huici (2008). In
this method, members are exposed to video, audio recording, or story stimuli that
depict a positive interaction between their ingroup and outgroup. In this study, | asked
the participant to read a positive interaction that | expressed took place between the in
and out group of the participant. The basis of the method was the increase of
knowledge about positive interaction with the outgroup member and, accordingly, the
generalization of this knowledge to other outgroup members (Vezzali et al., 2019).
There was a positive relationship between vicarious contact and positive attitudes
between groups and the intention to directly contact with outgroup members in the
future (Castelli et al., 2008; Mazziotta et al., 2011; West & Turner, 2014).

To emphasize again, | thought that only difference-focused contact could create a
perception of a cultural or status-based threat since it points to cultural differences
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between groups. Similarity-focused contact did not have any potential for
distinctiveness threat, as it did not imply that the ingroup's unique characteristics were
also shared by the outgroup. Therefore, in this pilot study, I aimed to see whether only
difference-focused contact creates a threat. As stated above, the fact that the
manipulation task unveils a threat perception would create a confounding effect in the
following analyses. Finally, the effect of the content of intergroup contact on various
dependent variables was examined in this pilot study to check whether the adapted

version of the manipulation task creates a threat perception among participants.
2.1 Method
2.1.1 Participants

Thirty-eight people (11 male, 27 female) who were over 18 years old and identified
themselves as Turks participated in the pilot study. Six participants did not attend the
post-test. Final 32 participants’ (8 male, 24 female) age mean was 21.812 (Minage =
20, Maxage = 40, SD = 3.64). They spent most of their lives in a city in Turkey.

2.1.2 Measurements

2.1.2.1 Demographics

Demographic information such as age, gender, education level of the participants was

collected with a demographic information form. The form is presented in Appendix A.

2.1.2.2 Perceived Threat Scale

The perceived threat scale, which was developed by McLaren (2003) and adapted to
the Syrian refugee context and Turkish by Yangin (2017), was used to measure the
extent to which Turkish participants perceived the threat from Syrian refugees. The
scale was used for both pre and post-test. The scale consists of a 5-point Likert type (1
= | strongly disagree, 5 = | strongly agree) 5-item (e.g., "People from these minority
groups abuse the system of social services"). Three items covered economic / status-
based threats, and two items covered cultural / symbolic threats. The high score on the
measure indicated more perceived threats from Syrian refugees. Cronbach’s alpha
value of the pre-test measurement was .779 (N = 38), and Cronbach’s alpha value of

the post-test was .813 (N = 32). The scale is presented in Appendix B.
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2.1.2 Contents of Intergroup Contact

As stated above, prescripted content of intergroup contact was adapted from Saguy

and Chernyak-Hai (2012). The contents can be seen in Table 2. Turkish version of the

contents is presented in Appendix C.

Table 2

Predetermined questions and answers for contact manipulation

Similarity-focused contact

Difference-focused contact

Q1: What do you think are the similarities that Q1: Each ethnic group that lives in Turkey has

Turks and Syrian refugees share?

Al: | think we have a lot of similarities. For
example, we have common values and
beliefs. Our meals are very similar. | think
this is due to the fact that the Mediterranean
Culture deeply affects both peoples. We have
so much in common. It is very interesting,
but even our wedding ceremonies are very
similar. I noticed it when | saw a henna night
in Turkey; the same is true of the Syrians.

its own characteristics. How do you think
Syrian refugees are different from other groups
such as Turks?

Al: | think Syrian refugees are very different
from Turks. For example, our values and
beliefs are different. Our meals are different. |
think this is because Mediterranean Culture
affects the two people differently. There are so
many other differences. It is exciting, but even
our marriage ceremonies are different. |
realized that when | saw the henna night in
Turkey, this culture is different.

Q2: Where do Syrian refugees socialize?

A2: | think the same places as you. Parks,
gardens, shopping malls.

Q2: Where do Syrian refugees socialize?

A2: | think it is different from where Turkish
people do. We generally prefer to chat in our
homes rather than parks.

Q3: What jobs do Syrian refugees work in?

A3: We do work in the same jobs as the
Turks. Our dexterity is very similar anyway.
In workplaces, no one can distinguish
whether a master is Turkish or Syrian.

Q3: What jobs do Syrian refugees work in?

A3: We work in very different areas than the
work fields that Turks work in. Our handicraft
skills are also very different. Anyone can
distinguish whether a laborer is Turkish or
Syrian at work.

Q4: What social issues do you complain Q4: What social issues do you complain about?

about?
A4: Traffic, cost of living, crowd. Usually,

things like that. The things are that Turks are interpersonal
complaining about. When you think about it,

our complaints are as similar as our pleasures.

Ad: Communication, transportation,
relationships. Usually, such
things. I think it is different from the issues that
Turks complain about. When 1 think about it, |
realized that our complaints are also as

different as our tastes.

Q5: What do you think about other people Q5: What do you think about other people

living in Turkey?

living in Turkey?

A5: | like them. I mean, | like everyone living A5: | like them. | mean, I like Syrians who live

in Turkey.

in Turkey.

Note. Q indicates prescripted questions, and A

indicates prescripted answers. Only the effect of

difference-focused contact on the perceived threat from outgroup members was investigated in the pilot
study. All items adapted from Saguy and Chernyak-Hai, 2012, Study 1.
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2.1.3 Procedure

After obtaining IRB approval from the Middle East Technical University under
number 111 ODTU 2020, | started the data collection. The participants were told that
the study was about to examine their personal ideas about Syrian refugees. All
participants were accessed through the SONA system?. After the participants filled out
the demographic information form in the online link of the research, they respond to
the perceived threat scale. One week after completing this measurement, the online
link of the post-test was sent to the participants. The participants were told that they
would first read a conversation between an ingroup member (Turks) and a Syrian
refugee focused on differences between groups. After the participants read the content
of the difference-focused contact (see Table 2), they were asked how they would feel
about the Syrians if they were the person in this interview, and the perceived threat
scale was presented. At the very end of the research, participants have been explained
the real purpose of the research. Data were collected in July 2020, and participants
were given 1.5 credits as an incentive, and a gift voucher worth 50 TL was presented

to 5 people with a lottery.
2.2 Results and Discussion

Paired samples T-test was conducted to examine whether the difference-focused
contact content changed the perceived threat from Syrian refugees. Shapiro-Wilk test
results showed that the normality assumption is not violated (W = .953, p = .178).
Paired samples T-test results showed no difference in the perceived threat scores of
the participants from refugees after being exposed to difference-focused contact (t(31)
= 1.85, p = .074, Cohen’s d = .327). Detailed information is presented in Table 3.
Findings showed that difference-focused intergroup contact does not pose any threat
to advantaged group members. For this reason, | decided to use this content as the

content of difference-focused intergroup contact in other studies in the dissertation.

2 The SONA is a web-based research organization system where researchers can announce their
studies to some students studying at their own universities, invite them to research as participants, and
give them credits for participating in the study.
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Table 3

Paired samples T-test statistics for perceived threat among advantaged group
members

Mean SD SE t df p Cohen’sd
PreTest 3.18  .863 152
Post-Test 302 .876 .55 182 31 074 327
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CHAPTER 3

PILOT STUDY 2: TESTING WHETHER SIMILARITY-FOCUSED
CONTACT COULD REVEAL THE COMMON INGROUP IDENTITY

The second pilot study was conducted to test whether similarity-focused contact could
make salient the common ingroup identity among advantaged group members. Some
seminal studies (e.g., Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012; Vezzali et al., 2017) that formed
the basis of this dissertation emphasized that similarity-focused contact indicates a
common ingroup identity. However, in order to discuss the possible effects of the
content of intergroup contact on support for social change, which will be examined in
subsequent two experimental studies throughout this dissertation, it was necessary to
examine whether this finding would be replicated in the context of contact between
Turks and Syrian refugees. Therefore, in this pilot study, | examined the extent to
which members with similarity-focused contact identified themselves in a common

ingroup with their outgroup members.

For the reasons stated in the first pilot study, I used the vicarious contact method in
this study as well. The process proceeded similarly, but this time, the participants read
the content of the contact between their in and outgroup, focusing on the similarity or
difference, from the paper given to them, and their answers were collected by the

paper-pencil method.

3.1 Method
3.1.1 Participants

Twenty-nine people (14 male, 15 female) who were over 18 years old (Mage = 22.21,
Minage = 19, Maxage = 36, SD = 3.74) and identified themselves as Turks participated
in the second pilot study. They spent most of their lives in a city in Turkey.
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3.1.2 Measurements

3.1.2.1 Demographics

Demographic information such as age, gender, education level of the participants was

collected with a demographic information form. The form is presented in Appendix A.

3.1.2.2 Common Ingroup ldentity Measurement

Three items (e.g., "l think everyone living in Turkey, including Syrian refugees, is
actually part of one group.") with 7-point Likert type (1 = | strongly disagree, 7 = |
strongly agree) which were adapted from Ufkes et al. (2016, experiment 2) were used
to measure the extent to which participants identify with outgroup members in a
common ingroup identity. The high score on the measure indicated greater perceived
common ingroup identity. Cronbach’s alpha value was .854. Items are presented in

Appendix D.
3.1.2 Contents of Intergroup Contact

The content of intergroup contact was adapted from Saguy and Chernyak-Hai (2012)
used in the first pilot study was used (please see, Table 2).

3.1.3 Procedure

The participants who were reached using convenience sampling were told that the
study was about to examine their personal ideas about Syrian refugees. After the
participants filled out the demographic information form they were told that they
would read a conversation between an ingroup member (Turks) and a Syrian refugee.
14 participants were randomly assigned to similarity-focused contact condition, and
they read a conversation between in and outgroup that focused on cultural similarity
between groups. 15 participants were randomly assigned to difference-focused contact
condition, and they read a conversation between in and outgroup that focused on
cultural differences between groups. After the participants read the content of the
intergroup contact (see Table 2), the common ingroup identity scale was presented. At
the end of the research, participants have been explained the real purpose of the
research. Data were collected in July 2020. No incentives were presented to

participants.
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3.2 Results and Discussion

Independent samples T-test was conducted to examine whether the content of
intergroup contact changed the perceived common ingroup identity. Shapiro-Wilk test
results showed that the normality assumption is not violated (W = .972, p = .626).
Independent samples T-test results showed that participants who had similarity-
focused contact (M =5.55, SD = .50) identify themselves in a common ingroup identity
more than participants who had difference-focused contact (M = 3.98, SD = .41, t(27)
=9.30, p <.001, Cohen’s d = 3.460%). Findings showed that similarity-focused contact
caused advantaged group members to identify themselves in a common ingroup
identity with disadvantaged members, as shown in other similar studies (e.g., Vezzali
et al., 2017). Thus, | decided to use the content presented in Table 2, thinking that
similarity-focused contact would point to a common ingroup identity in the 2

experimental studies in the dissertation.

3 Because the difference between the two means is larger than one standard deviation, effect size was
greater than 1.
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CHAPTER 4

STUDY 1: TESTING OF THE IRONY OF HARMONY AMONG
ADVANTAGED GROUP MEMBERS

Study 1 aimed to examine the effect of the content of contact on perceived ingroup
fairness, perceived intergroup inequality, and support for four types of social policies.
In the study, the content of contact was changed to be similarity-focused, difference-
focused, and control group. All participants were randomly assigned to these
experimental conditions. In the similarity-focused contact, advantaged group members
had a video call with a Syrian refugee (confederate), emphasizing cultural similarities.
Difference-focused contact focused on cultural differences during the video call. The
control group completed the measurements without contacting anyone. In line with the
findings of the second pilot study, | assumed that people who had similarity-focused
contact with the refugee classify themselves in a common ingroup identity with the
outgroup (please see for an example, Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012).* Since identifying
oneself in a common ingroup reduces attention to intergroup inequality, | hypothesized
that members with similarity-focused contact would accept inequality less between
groups, support social policies that would reduce inequality less, and on the other hand,

more support social policy that would perpetuate inequality (please see Table 1).

There were three dependent variables in the study. Two of the dependent variables,
namely perceived ingroup fairness and the perceived intergroup inequality were at the
attitude-level. Perceived ingroup fairness means that ingroup members act fairly when
they come into contact with the outgroup and do not show any inequality or favor.

Perceived intergroup inequality, on the other hand, indicates the opposite of perceived

4 In addition, the manipulation control findings showed that participants in this condition thought there
was more similarity between the groups. Please see, 4.2 Results section.
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ingroup fairness and the acceptance that outgroup members are disadvantaged in

society.

Supporting social policies, which is the last dependent variable, was at the behavior
level. After the participants stated their support for these policy measurements, they
signed a petition to be sent to the TBMM for a change in policies. In fact, participants
read four types of social policy content. After reading each type of social policy, they
expressed to what extent they support the policies. Since it was stated at the beginning
of the research that these policy supports could change the social policies in Turkey,
the participants signed their support and allowed their support for social policy to be
sent to the TBMM with their signatures.

As stated above, the study focused on four types of social policy. The first social policy
benefits both host (advantaged group) and refugee (disadvantaged group) group
(hereinafter referred to as H+R+). Since this policy will not have a differentiating
effect on inequality between groups, it can be considered as a low-profit social policy
for the host. The second policy only benefits refugees but does not include advantages
or disadvantages for the host, which means neutral for the host group (hereinafter
referred to as HnR+). Since this policy will reduce inequality without any cost to the
host group, it can be considered as a no-cost social policy for the host group. While
the third policy is disadvantageous to the host, it gives an advantage to refugees
(hereinafter referred to as H-R+). Since this policy will cost a high price for the host
group, it can be considered as a high-cost social policy for the host group. The fourth
policy provides an advantage to the host but a disadvantage for refugees (hereinafter
referred to as H+R-). Since this policy provides the most benefit for the host, it can be
considered as a high-profit social policy. Detailed information about the policies was
given under the heading “3.1.2 Measurements”. | wanted to test the impact of the
content of contact in terms of different conditions by focusing on four different types

of policies as they alter intergroup inequality in different ways.
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4.1 Method
4.1.1 Sample
4.1.1.1 Representative sample information

Demographic statistic documents of the Turkish Statistical Institute (TUIK,
2018) and the 2012-2014 World Value Survey of Turkey (WVS, Inglehart et al., 2014)
were used to determine representative characteristics of the sample. Documents
provided some optimal characteristics such as age, gender, region people live,
religiosity level, and education level. Information regarding age, gender, and region
people live were obtained by TUIK’s document, and other characteristics are obtained
by WVS’s document. In order to reach a representative sample using these parameters,
| aimed to reach the incidence ratios of each parameter (excluding age and gender) in
Turkey among the sample. For instance, according to the WVS dataset, 78.67% of the
people living in Turkey define themselves as a religious person. | also aimed to reach
a similar ratio among my participants. Since TUIK data gives cross-tabulated
information in terms of age and gender, | directly targeted the ratio of that information.
For instance, women between the ages of 40-64 living in Turkey constitute 22% of the
population over the age of 18 in Turkey. Thus, I aimed 22% of my sample to be women
between the ages of 40-64. Finally, | aimed to reach a representative sample in terms
of many characteristics. | synthesized the demographic statistical information to create
a representative Turkish sample’s final characteristics. All tables and data I used are
seen as an Excel document on the preregistration page of the study (osf.io/vp5j8). The
final a-priori characteristics of the required sample are presented in Table 4 below.
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Table 4

A-priori characteristics of the required sample and reached sample’s characteristics

Characteristics Levels (Categories) Required N Required % Reached N Reached %
20-39 Male 36 24 35 23.65
20-39 Female 32 21.33 38 25.67
Age and gender 40-64 Male 31 20.67 26 17.57
40-64 Female 33 22 31 22.30
65-89 Male 8 5.33 9 6.08
65-89 Female 10 6.67 9 6.08
Istanbul 25 16.67 21 14.19
South Anatolia 20 13.33 22 14.86
The region where Central Ana}tolia 35 23.33 36 24.32
participant East Anatollg 25 16.67 24 16.21
mostly lives North Anato.lla 10 6.67 10 6.77
West Anatolia 20 13.33 23 15.54
Marmara Region (except 15 10 12 8.11
Istanbul)
A religious person 118 78.67 107 72.30
Religiosity Not a religious person 30 20 39 26.35
An atheist 2 1.33 2 1.35
Just literate 21 14 1 0.68
Complete primary school 45 30 36 24.32
Type of Complete or incomplete 63 42 62 41.89
- secondary school
education University without a
5 3.33 19 12.84
degree
University with a degree 16 10.67 30 20.27
Total 150 148

4.1.1.2 Sample size rationale

| used G*Power (Faul et al., 2007, 2009) to conduct a required minimum sample size
power analysis. Because | run two one-way ANOVA and one MANOVA with five
outcomes, firstly, to obtain effect size f, | explored previous studies that used the same
or similar independents and outcomes. The most current research was Saguy and
Chernyaik-Hai (2012, Study 1). Then, | used partial-eta squared of one-way ANOVA
that analyzes the association between content of contact and perception of the
hierarchy as legitimate because the most similar variables are these. First, | assumed
that the partial eta-square was like an eta-square since the researchers did not report
eta-square and SSeffect and SSerror. TO USe this parameter in G-Power, | converted it to
‘effect size f* by using Psychometrica.de®. The value was .3693. Second, | divided

alpha to two (Bonferroni correction) because | run two one-way ANOVA with one

5 https://www.psychometrica.de/effect size.html.
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outcome. Third, I chose power as .92 to be more conservative. Finally, the required
sample size was 100.

I repeated this process for MANOVA. Because there are no studies that analyze the
association between the same or similar independents and outcomes, I chose an effect
size between medium and high, as .123. Finally, the required sample size was 150. In
conclusion, I needed to observe a minimum of 150 participants' valid behavior, but |
planned to reach approximately 200 participants, assuming that not all will complete
the total task. The protocols of G*Power are seen on the preregistration page of the

study (osf.io/vp5j8).
4.1.1.3 Participants

A hundred and eighty-five people participated in Study 1. Thirty-seven participants
refused to video chat with Syrian refugees via WhatsApp®. The remaining 148
participants (70 male, 78 female) over the age of 18, who identify themselves as Turks,
have spent most of their life in Turkey, have computers, internet, and mobile phones
with WhatsApp application and camera, participated in Study 1. The mean age of
participants was 40.918 (Minage = 18, Maxage = 87, SD = 17.657). Information on the
other demographic variables of the participants is presented in Table 4. The Z-ratio
test between the required ratio and achieved ratio parameters for each level of
characteristics showed that | could reach a representative sample in terms of age,

gender, the region where participant mostly lives and the religiosity level.
4.1.2 Measurements
4.1.2.1 Demographics

Demographic information such as age, gender, education level of the participants was

collected with a demographic information form. The form is presented in Appendix A.

& While collecting data, WhatsApp renewed its user agreement for a period. All of the participants
who did not want to continue the research stated that they would not make video calls using
WhatsApp for this reason.
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4.1.2.2 Ingroup Fairness

The perceived fairness of the ingroup (Turks) was assessed by an adapted version of
Saguy et al.’s (2009) outgroup fairness measurement. Five-point Likert type (1= 1
strongly disagree, 5= | strongly agree) ingroup fairness measurement consists of 5
items (e.g., “When establishing relationships with people of different nationalities,
Turks care about being fair”). A high score on the scale indicates more belief that the
ingroup is fair. Cronbach’s alpha value was .825. The scale is presented in Appendix
E.

4.1.2.3 Intergroup Inequality

The perceived intergroup (Turks and Syrian refugees) inequality was assessed with 5
items (e.g., “Syrian refugees have less access to social opportunities in society than
Turks.”). Five-point Likert type (1= I strongly disagree, 5= I strongly agree) was used.
A higher score indicated higher perceived intergroup inequality which means Syrian
refugees are in a disadvantaged position in the social system, whereas Turks are in a
more advantageous position and have more resources and social opportunities.

Cronbach’s alpha value was .780. The scale is presented in Appendix F.’

4.1.2.4 Social Policies that Provide Advantages or Disadvantages to Turks or
Syrian Refugees

In order to measure the support of the participants to social policies that provide
advantages or disadvantages to Turks or Syrian refugees, four types of social policy
content were determined. Support for each type of social policy was measured with 3
items and a 10-point Likert type scale (1= | never support, 10= 1| fully support).

Contents of policies and items are presented in Appendix G.

The first social policy provides advantages to both Turks and Syrian refugees (it will
be referred to as H+R+). In this policy, the participants were told that in order to reduce

the effects of the global financial crisis that started to be felt at the beginning of 2018,

7 Since a total of 10 items on the ingroup fairness and intergroup inequality measurements contain
simple propositions, | translated the items. I did not carry out processes such as translation-back
translation, parallel translation. However, Cronbach's alpha values did not indicate any problems in the
measurements.
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TBMM - Economic Enterprises Commission prepared three different legislative
proposals to increase the purchasing power of consumers for primary products.
According to these policies, water fees determined by municipalities for everyone
living in Turkey will be reduced, VAT will be reset on primary products (food,
stationery, transportation expenses, housing expenses, etc.), and the purchasing power
of the consumers will be increased by reducing social security costs for individuals
(e.g., “How much would you support the law that envisages lowering the water fees
determined by the municipalities for everyone living in Turkey?”). A high score
indicates more support for social policy, which gives an advantage to both groups.

Cronbach’s alpha value was .642.

The second social policy provides advantages only to Syrian refugees (it will be
referred to as HnR+). It does not provide any advantage or disadvantage to the Turks
(neutral policy for Turks). In this policy, participants were informed that international
organizations such as the UN and OECD allocate different resources to use in global
events like the Syrian civil war. However, these resources still could not be transferred
to Turkey due to local legal irregularities. Therefore, in law to be enacted in the 2020-
2021 legislative year, it will be decided that the financial resources from these funds
will be distributed to Syrian refugees living in Turkey (e.g., “How much would you
support the law to be passed on the transfer of financial resources from the United
Nations to Syrian refugees living in Turkey?”’). A higher score indicated more support
for social policy, which gives an advantage to only refugees, which means reducing

inequality between groups. Cronbach’s alpha value for the scale was .973.

The third social policy provides advantages to Turks and disadvantages to Syrian
refugees (it will be referred to as H+R-). In the content of this policy, it was stated to
the participants that with the increase in the population of Syrian refugees living in
Turkey, it became challenging to control the enforcement of the laws against refugees.
According to the proposed law, this coercion in some regions has caused tension
between Syrian refugees and Turks. In order to reduce this tension, the TBMM Internal
Affairs Committee has prepared three different draft laws. The first of these envisages
the transfer of National or International aid to Syrian refugees to non-refugee Turks.
Second, the bill envisages the cancellation of the right of Syrian refugees to open a
business and the Turkish people of the region to be able to shop from Turkish
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merchants without paying taxes. Third, on the other hand, foresees the cancellation of
the Syrian refugees' right to benefit from free health and the Turkish people of the
region to be able to use the regional hospitals without paying any contribution (e.g.,
“How much do you support the law that provides for the transfer of National or
International aids to Syrian refugees to host Turks?”’). A higher score indicated more
support for social policy, which gives an advantage to hosts but a disadvantage to
refugees, which means increasing inequality between groups. Cronbach’s alpha value
was .770.

The fourth social policy provides disadvantages to Turks and advantages to Syrian
refugees (it will be referred to as H-R+). In this policy, it was stated to the participants
that it was seen that Syrian refugees could not provide sufficient financial resources
for electricity, food, and communication. For this reason, it was informed that the
Industry, Trade, and Energy Commission would distribute free electricity, bread, and
sim card to Syrian refugees to the extent that they can continue their lives. According
to the law, the financial burden arising from this proposal will be covered by the extra
taxes to be brought to the local Turks (e.g., “How much do you support the law that
provides for the distribution of a certain amount of white flour bread to Syrian refugee
households by local municipalities, and this price to be covered by an increase in VAT
on bread?”’). A higher score indicated more support for social policy, which gives a
disadvantage to hosts but an advantage to refugees, which means the most reducing

inequality between groups. Cronbach’s alpha value of the scale was .921.
4.1.3 Procedure

After obtaining the IRB (please see Appendix H), the participants were given the
purpose of the research. They were told that the study aims to collect the opinions of
the citizens of the Republic of Turkey from different profiles about various social
policies regarding Syrians, which will be presented to the TBMM after being
concluded in various sub-committees. This cover story of the research was announced
from online platforms such as the departmental website and social media accounts.
Volunteers who wanted to participate in the study made an appointment with the

researcher.
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A reminder e-mail and SMS were sent to the participants 24 hours and 2 hours before
the appointment. The participants were explained in detail how the whole process
would work (please see Appendix 1). The online link of the research was sent to the
participants at the appointment time. After their consent was obtained, the participants
first filled out the demographic information form. Then, the cell number of the
researcher appeared on the computer screen, and the participant was asked to call this
number. After the call, two confederates in the role of Syrian refugees and translators
video called the participant via the WhatsApp application. The participant was asked
to ask the questions that will appear on the screen to the Syrian refugee and listen to
the Turkish-Arabic translation of the translator. The Arabic responses are translated in
accordance with their phonological equivalents (please see Appendix J). The
confederate who played the refugee role gave prescripted similarity-focused contact
answers to those randomly assigned to the similarity-focused contact condition. On the
other hand, the confederate gave prescripted difference-focused contact answers to
those assigned to difference-focused contact. Participants assigned to the control group

continued the research without any video call interview.

After this intergroup contact manipulation, as a manipulation check, the participants
were asked to what extent they had similarities and differences with Syrian refugees
(please see Appendix K). Then, the participants completed the ingroup fairness and
intergroup inequality scales in random order. Also, the items in the scales were
presented in random order. Finally, participants were asked to answer an attention
question as an attention check (“Please tick the option I slightly agree as an answer to
this statement. This statement is used to test your ability to read the questions

carefully.”). In this study, all participants passed the attention check.

After informing the participants that they will sign a petition to be submitted to the
relevant subcommittee of the TBMM, the social policies were presented in random
order within each group. All three items of each social policy also were presented in
random order. Thus, the participants not only saw the four types of social policies in
a random order, but also saw the 3 items in any social policy in random order. After
the participant expressed their opinion on social policies, they signed their views on
the policies using their mouse. Finally, feedback was received to test whether the
participant understood the purpose of the research, and the research was completed.
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Feedback items are presented in Appendix L. After the research process concludes, the
real aim of the research was e-mailed to the participants (please see Appendix M).

The video interview lasted an average of 7 minutes. The whole process took an average
of 26 minutes (SD = 11.10). Data were collected between October 2020 and February
2021. An online gift voucher worth 50 TL was presented to everyone who made an
appointment for the research.

4.2 Results

A one-way ANOVA was used to test whether the manipulation task works. Because
Shapiro-Wilk test indicated a violated normality assumption (W = .965, p <.001) and
Levene’s homogeneity of variances test indicated a violated homogeneity of variance
assumption (F(2,145) = 20, p < .001), Welch’s F and Games-Howell post-hocs were
reported. One-way ANOVA results showed that there was a difference between groups
(F(2,94.8) = 77.8, p < .001). Games-Howell post-hoc tests revealed that participants
in the similarity-focused contact condition perceived more similarity between Syrian
refugees and Turks (M = 4.04, SD = .729) than those in the difference-focused contact
condition (M = 1.95, SD = .825, p <.001), and than those in the control group (M =
2.49, SD = 1.292, p < .001). Moreover, participants in the control group perceived
more similarity between Syrian refugees and Turks than those in the difference-
focused contact condition (p = .024). In conclusion, the findings showed that
manipulation worked, that is, those who had similarity-focused contact perceived their
ingroup and outgroup as more similar. Correlations between variables are presented in
Table 5.

Table 5

Correlation matrix of variables

1 2 3 4 5 6

KKk

1. Ingroup Fairness - -.565 -102  -.264™ -188" 272"

2. Intergroup Inequality - - 045 4207 4097 -2737
3. H+R+ - - - 008  -179°  .169"

4. HnR+ - - - - 47377 3587
5. H-R+ ; - ; ; - -.228"
6. H+R- - - - - - -

F*hk

Note. "p <.05, “p<.01, ™ p<.001
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One-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the relationship between the content of
intergroup contact condition (similarity-focused, difference-focused, and control
group) and ingroup fairness. Normality assumption was violated (W =.980, p = .034),
but homogeneity of variances (F(2,145) = .691, p = .503) assumption was met; thus,
Fisher’s parameters were reported. There was a significant difference between groups
in terms of ingroup fairness (F(2,145) = 24.8, p <.001). Tukey post-hoc tests revealed
that participants in the similarity-focused contact condition perceived more ingroup
fairness (M = 3.15, SD =.780) than those in the difference-focused contact condition
(M =2.64,SD =.799, p <.05). Moreover, participants in the control group (N =67, M
= 3.76, SD = .863) perceived more ingroup fairness than other two groups (for both

comparisons p < .001; please see Table 6)

Table 6

Tukey post-hoc test results for perceived ingroup fairness

Control Similarity-focused Difference-focused

group contact group contact group
Mean difference — 0.615™" 1.126™
Control group
p-value — <.001 <.001
Similarity-focused contact Mean difference — 0.511"
group p-value — 0.017

Difference-focused contact Mean difference —
group p-value —

Note. * p < .05, ™* p < .001

One-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the relationship between the content of
intergroup contact condition and intergroup inequality. Normality assumption is met
(W = .993, p = .717), but homogeneity of variances (F(2,145) = .691, p = .503)
assumption is violated; thus, Welch’s parameters were reported. There was a
significant difference between groups in terms of intergroup inequality (F(2,90.6) =
39.6, p < .001). Games-Howell post-hoc tests revealed that participants in the
similarity-focused contact condition perceived less intergroup inequality (M = 3.12,
SD = .782) than those in the difference-focused contact condition (M = 4.00, SD =
.698, p < .001). Moreover, participants in the control group (M = 2.60, SD = .959)
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perceived less intergroup inequality than other two groups. Games-Howell post-hoc

comparisons are summarized in Table 7.

Table 7

Games-Howell post-hoc test results for perceived intergroup inequality

Control  Similarity-focused  Difference-focused

group contact group contact group
Control arou Mean difference  — -0.515™ -1.397"
group p-value — 0.010 <.001
Similarity-focused contact Mean difference — -0.882™"
group p-value — <.001

Difference-focused Mean difference -

contact group p-value -

*k*k

Note. ™ p <.01, " p <.001

A MANOVA was conducted to examine the relationship between the content of
intergroup contact condition and four types of social policies. Because both
multivariate normality (W = .845, p <.001) and homogeneity of covariances (}*(20) =
39.8, p = .005) assumptions are violated; Pillai’s V was reported. There was a
statistically significant difference in different types of social policy support, F(8, 286)
=3.80, p <.001, Pillai’s V =.192. Univariate tests results revealed that the content of
intergroup contact conditions differ from each other in terms of supporting HnR+ (F(2,
145) = 5.309, p = .006), H-R+ (F(2, 145) = 7.041, p = .001), and H+R- (F(2, 145) =
6.222, p = .003) type social policies.

Tukey post-hoc tests revealed that participants in the control group supported HnR+
policy (M = 3.83, SD = 2.95) less than those in the similarity-focused contact condition
(M =5.54, SD = 3.31, p = .021) and the difference-focused contact condition (M =
5.51, SD = 3.28, p <.020). However, there was no significant difference between the
similarity-focused contact condition and the difference-focused contact condition, p =
.999.

Games-Howell post-hoc tests revealed that participants in the difference-focused
contact condition supported H-R+ policy (M = 3.88, SD = 2.91) more than those in the
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similarity-focused contact condition (M = 2.50, SD = 2.00, p =.038), and the control
group (M = 2.25, SD = 1.94, p = .006). However, there was no difference between
participants who were assigned to the similarity-focused contact condition and the

control condition, p = .817.

Tukey post-hoc tests revealed that participants in the control group supported H+R-
policy (M = 5.82, SD = 2.97) more than those in the similarity-focused contact
condition (M = 3.95, SD = 2.56, p =.004) and the difference-focused contact condition
(M=4.42,SD =2.90, p =.037). However, there was no significant difference between
the similarity-focused contact condition and the difference-focused contact condition,
p =.737. Post-hoc comparisons for MANOVA are summarized in Table 8.

Table 8

Post-hoc comparisons for MANOVA when social policies as outcomes

Experimental condition Mean SD Difference

Control group (1) 3.83 2.95 19"
HnR+  Similarity-focused contact (2) 5.54 3.31 1_3*

Difference-focused contact (3) 5.51 3.28

Control group (1) 2.25 1.94 1_3"
H-R+ Similarity-focused contact (2) 2.50 2.00 5 _g*

Difference-focused contact (3) 3.88 2.91

Control group (1) 5.82 2.97 19"
H+R- Similarity-focused contact (2) 3.95 2.56 13"

Difference-focused contact (3) 4.42 2.90

Note. “p < .05, ™ p < .01.
4.3 Discussion

This research aimed to examine the effect of the content of intergroup contact
(similarity-focused contact vs. difference-focused contact) on support for social
change. The findings showed that advantaged group members who had similarity-
focused contact perceived their ingroups fairer, accepted less inequality between
groups, and supported the H-R+ type of social policy more than those who had
difference-focused contact. On the other hand, no effect of the content of contact on
supporting the H+R+, the HnR+, and the H+R- types of social policies were observed.
Finally, except for supporting the H+R+ type of social policy, in terms of all dependent
variables, those in the control group less accepted the inequality between groups (at
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the level of attitude) and less want to eliminate the inequality in favor of the
disadvantaged (at the level of behavior).

As stated in the introduction, similarity-focused contact was associated with members
classifying themselves in a common identity with outgroup members (Dovidio et al.,
2009; Saguy et al., 2009; Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012). In this study, it can be thought
that advantageous group members who had similarity-focused contact identify
themselves in a common ingroup with the outgroup members. Thus, when assessing
new ingroup members, individuals may reject intergroup inequality more in order to
maintain their advantageous status. Thinking that the ingroup is fairer and rejecting
inequality between groups may serve to maintain social status.

On the other hand, no difference was observed between the groups in terms of
supporting the H+R+ type of social policy. This finding supported the claim that, as
hypothesized, members' identifying themselves in a common ingroup with their
outgroup members will not have a differentiating effect on intergroup behavior.
Parallel to this claim, participants who had similarity-focused contact gave less support
for the H-R+ type of social policy. Similarity-focused contact may not be effective on
ingroup and outgroup evaluation behavior but on behaviors that differentiate status
differences between groups, considering the two findings together.

However, no difference was observed between the groups in terms of supporting the
HnR+ and the H+R- types of social policies. | expected that the participants in the
difference-focused contact condition would participate more in behaviors aimed at
reducing intergroup inequality. In the HnR+ type of social policy measurement, only
the name of the outgroup was mentioned. The participants may not have noticed the
context of the comparison between groups while answering the question since the
ingroup name was not expressed together with the outgroup name. Moreover, this type
of social policy meant only assistance to the outgroup. In other policy measures,
information was presented to increase the social status of the outgroup. Because of this
shortcoming, the participants may not have seen the inequality-reducing aspect of the
HnR+ type of social policy content. There may not have been a difference between the

groups in terms of this variable for these two reasons.
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In addition, the content of the H+R- type of social policy included harmful practices
for the disadvantaged group. In the social identity literature, findings showed that
group members prefer the ingroup affirmation behavior to the outgroup harm behavior
in their behaviors to increase the difference between the ingroup and outgroup
(Brewer, 1999; Weisel & Bohm, 2015). Similarly, since all the participants in the
experimental condition avoided harming the outgroup, no difference might have been

observed between them.
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CHAPTER 5

STUDY 2: TESTING OF INTERACTION BETWEEN CONTENT OF
INTERGROUP CONTACT AND INGROUP IDENTIFICATION

The first study demonstrated that difference-focused contact was associated with
supporting social change. On the other hand, the motivating power of ingroup
identification in social change has been discussed within the framework of the Social
Identity Model of Collective Action (SIMCA, Van Zomeren et al., 2008) for almost
the last decade. For instance, Cakal et al. (2011) found that in advantaged group
members, identification and contact predicted intention to participate in collective
action and intention to support social policies that serve the group, respectively. In
addition, previous studies mainly showed a relationship between identification and
negative intergroup contact (e.g., Reimer etal., 2017; Tausch et al., 2015). Some recent
studies (e.g., Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012) have started to test approaches to social
identity and intergroup contact together, focusing on the role of ingroup identification
in the relationship between these variables. In this study, | aimed to test the role of
identification on the association between the content of contact and attitudes and
behaviors regarding intergroup inequality among advantaged group members in an

experimental design.

Few empirical studies using the contact and social identity perspective together have
shed light on the relationships between intergroup contact, ingroup identification, and
intergroup inequality. For instance, as their ingroup identification increases,
advantaged group members more frequently prefer to talk about similarities between
groups (Saguy et al., 2008). This may be interpreted as the desire of the advantaged
ones with high ingroup identification to maintain the intergroup status. Similarly, as
the ingroup identification of advantaged group members increases, the demand for

social change in their favor increases (Bagci & Turnuklu, 2019). This also may mean

46



maintaining the status. These findings shed light on the relationship between

identification and resistance to social change in advantaged group members.

On the other hand, as stated by Vezzali et al. (2017), advantaged members who had
difference-focused contact accepted social change more than those who had similarity-
focused contact. So, what happens if the participants who had difference-focused
contact have high ingroup identification? Do the participants try to perpetuate the
inequality between groups by being affected by the power of identification to resist
social change, or do they become more sensitive to inequality between groups with the
effect of difference-oriented contact? To answer this question, | conducted an
experimental study to investigate the effect of the content of contact and ingroup

identification on the same variable as in Study 1.
5.1 Method

5.1.1 Sample

5.1.1.1 Representative sample information

As in the first study, demographic statistic documents of TUIK (2018) and the 2012-
2014 WVS (Inglehart et al.,, 2014) were used to determine representative
characteristics of the sample. All tables and data I used are seen as an Excel document
on the preregistration page of the study (osf.io/u6x2r). The final a-priori characteristics

of the required sample are presented in Table 9 below.
5.1.1.2 Sample size rationale

The parameters and method specified in the 'sample size rationale' title in the first
study were used, and it was seen that the minimum number of observations should be
156. | planned to reach approximately 225 participants, assuming that not all will
complete the total task. The protocols of G*Power are seen on the preregistration page
of the study (osf.io/u6x2r).

5.1.1.3 Participants

A hundred and ninety-five participants participated in Study 2. Thirteen participants

refused to video chat with Syrian refugees via WhatsApp. Eight participants did not
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pass the attention check. Two participants’ responses were excluded because they
detected the real aim of the study. The remaining 173 participants (80 male, 93 female)
over the age of 18, who identify themselves as Turkish, have spent most of their life
in Turkey, have computers, internet, and mobile phones with WhatsApp application
and camera, participated in Study 2. The mean age of participants was 42.480 (Minage
= 18, Maxage = 80, SD = 16.790). Information on other demographic variables of the
participants is presented in Table 9. The Z-ratio test between the required ratio and
achieved ratio parameters for each level of characteristics showed that | reached a
Turkish representative sample. However, only just literate participants were
significantly less (z = 3.06, p <.01), and participants with the university with a degree

are significantly more represented (z = 3.19, p < .01).

Table 9

A-priori characteristics of the required sample and reached sample’s characteristics

Characteristics Levels (Categories) Reqll\Jllred Required % Reached N Reached %
20-39 Male 36 23.08 36 20.81
20-39 Female 35 22.44 41 23.70
Age and gender 40-64 Male 34 21.79 32 18.50
40-64 Female 33 21.15 42 24.28
65-89 Male 8 5.13 12 6.94
65-89 Female 10 6.41 10 5.78
Istanbul 27 17.31 29 16.76
South Anatolia 20 12.82 25 14.45
The region Central Anatolia 37 23.72 36 20.81
where East Anatolia 25 16.03 28 16.18
participant North Anatolia 12 7.69 12 6.94
mostly lives West Anatolia 20 12.82 26 15.03
Marmara Region (except
Istanbul) 15 9.62 17 9.83
A religious person 122 78.21 130 70.52
Religiosity Not a religious person 32 20.51 34 19.65
An atheist 2 1.28 9 5.20
Just literate 22 14.10 2 1.16
Complete primary school 47 30.13 58 33.53
Type of Complete or incomplete
eglﬁ)cation secor?dary school P 65 41.67 61 35.26
University without a degree 5 3.21 11 6.36
University with a degree 14 8.97 41 23.70
Total 156 173
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5.1.2 Measurements and Procedure

All measurements included in Study 1 were also used in this study. Descriptive

statistics and internal reliabilities of the scales are presented in Table 10.

Table 10

Means, standard deviations, and internal reliabilities of the scales

Mean SD Cronbach’s a
Ingroup Fairness 3.26 .980 .849
Intergroup Inequality 2.85 916 128
H+R+ 8.79 1.59 741
HnR+ 4.99 3.07 962
H-R+ 2.40 1.87 878
H+R- 4.77 2.57 794

The procedure in the first study was also applied in this study. The participants were
told that the purpose of the research was to collect the opinions of the citizens of the
Republic of Turkey from different profiles about various social policies regarding
Syrians, which will be presented to the TBMM after being concluded in various sub-
committees. This cover story of the research was announced, and volunteers who
wanted to participate in the study made an appointment with the researcher. The online
link of the research was sent to the participant at the appointment time. After their
consent was obtained, the participants first filled out the demographic information
form. Then, the cell number of the researcher appeared on the computer screen, and
the participant was asked to call this number. After the call, two confederates in the
role of Syrian refugees and translators video called the participant via the WhatsApp
application. As in the first study, manipulation was done with the contact in the
WhatsApp video call. The participant, who returned to the online page of the research
on the computer after the WhatsApp video call, answered two questions in Study 1 as
the manipulation check with respect to similarity-difference perception between in and

outgroup (please see Appendix K).

After the manipulation check, participants were explained that eight questions and
statements would be presented to measure how well they reflect Turks in general and

how similar characteristics they have with Turks. The participants were randomly
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assigned to levels of ingroup identification which are high or low ingroup
identification. This questionnaire consisted of statements mostly containing moderate
frequency qualifiers and highly acceptable for the high level of identification. In this
condition, participants were told that they got high scores from the tests and were
typical Turkish population members. This questionnaire consisted of statements
mostly containing extreme frequency qualifiers and slightly acceptable for the low
level of identification. In this condition, participants were told that they got low scores
from the tests and were untypical Turkish population members, and probably they
share quite a few common values. The ingroup identification manipulation task of
presenting statements that they would accept with a high probability to the participants
in the high ingroup identification condition and statements that they would likely to
reject the participants in the low ingroup identification condition was adapted from
Zuo et al. (2018). The manipulation task of ingroup identification by giving
participants dummy information about the extent to which they are a prototypical
member of their ingroup was adapted from Ellemers et al. (1997). Both of these studies
manipulated ingroup identification in experimental groups with the task they used. In
this study, however, the ingroup identification of a real group (Turks) was
manipulated. The identification of real group members is higher than experimental
groups created with the minimal group paradigm (Jetten et al., 1996); thus, it may be

more challenging to differentiate the identification of such groups.

Moreover, in my previous researches (Coksan et al., 2021), the ingroup identification
of real group members living in Turkey was more challenging to manipulate. In fact,
real group members failed more on manipulation checks, which means they did not
accept the level of identification they randomly assigned after the manipulation task.
Therefore, | thought a more powerful manipulation task might work, and | synthesized
these two tasks (Ellemers et al., 1997; Zuo et al., 2018) for use in the dissertation to
manipulate ingroup identification. Statements, questions, and dummy information are
presented in Appendix N. After the ingroup identification manipulation, participants
completed a 4-item ingroup identification scale with a 5-point Likert type (1= |
strongly disagree, 5= 1 strongly agree). The scale was developed by Kenworthy et al.
(2011) and adapted to Turkish by Coksan and Cing6z-Ulu (2021). Cronbach’s alpha

value was .928. The scale is presented in Appendix O. After the ingroup identification

50



manipulation check, participants were asked to answer an attention question as an
attention check. Then, participants answered to the ingroup fairness scale and
perceived intergroup inequality scale, in a random order, as in the first study. Again,
feedback was received from the participants, and the research was completed. After

the research process concluded, the research's real aim was e-mailed to the participants.

The video call lasted an average of 7 minutes. The whole process took an average of
44 minutes (SD = 109.8). Data were collected between February and May 2021. An
online gift voucher worth 50 TL was presented to everyone who made an appointment

for the research.
5.2 Results

The study design was a between-subject design with two factors (the content of
intergroup contact and ingroup identification), and each variable had two levels
(respectively, commonality-focused vs. difference-focused and high vs. low).
Independent samples T-test was used to test whether the intergroup contact
manipulation task works. According to the Shapiro-Wilk test, the normality
assumption is violated (W = .963, p <.001); thus, Welch’s t is reported. Participants
who were randomly assigned to the similarity-focused contact condition (N =88, M =
3.81, SD = .645) stated that there was more similarity between Syrian refugees and
Turks compared to participants who were randomly assigned to the difference-focused
contact condition (N = 85, M = 1.99, SD = .718, t(168) = 17.5, p < .001, CI [1.61,
2.02], Cohen’s d = 2.67). Another independent samples T-test was used to test whether
the ingroup identification manipulation task worked. According to the Shapiro-Wilk
test, the normality assumption is violated (W = .775, p <.001); thus, Welch’s t is
reported. Participants who were randomly assigned to the high ingroup identification
condition (N = 87, M = 4.40, SD = 1.08) reported more ingroup identification than
those randomly assigned to the low ingroup identification condition (N = 86, M = 3.98,
SD = .908, t(167) = -2.79, p = .006, 95% CI [-.72, -.12], Cohen’s d = -.424).

Correlations between variables and age are presented in Table 11.
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Table 11

Correlation matrix of variables

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Ingroup Fairness - -199” -021 -043  -053  .190"
2. Intergroup Inequality - - 069  .343™" 280" -.362""
3. H+R+ - - - -.007 -.089 170"
4. HnR+ - - - - 3767 -.228"
5. H-R+ - - - - - -.228"
6. H+R- - - - - - -
Note. "p <.05, ™ p<.01, ™ p<.001

A 2 (content of intergroup contact: similarity-focused contact vs. difference-focused
contact) X 2 (ingroup identification: high vs. low) way ANOVA was conducted to
examine the effect of the content of intergroup contact and ingroup identification on
ingroup fairness. Normality assumption is violated (W = .978, p = .007) but
homogeneity of variances (F(3,169) = .586, p = .625) assumption is met; thus, Fisher’s
parameters were reported. No main effect of the content of intergroup contact was
found (F(1,169) =.093, p =.761); however, identification has a main effect on ingroup
fairness, F(1,169) = 12.217, p < .001, np? = .067. Moreover, an interaction effect was
found F(1,169) = 10.343, p = .002, np? = .058. Fisher post-hoc tests revealed that on
the similarity-focused contact condition, there was no difference between participants
who were assigned to low ingroup identification and high ingroup identification, t(169)
=-.199, p = .842. On the difference-focused contact condition, participants who were
assigned to high ingroup identification (M = 3.70, SE = .140) perceived more ingroup
fairness than those who were assigned to low ingroup identification, M = 2.75, SE =
145, t(169) = -4.704, p < .001, Cohen’s d = -1.021. Moreover, on high ingroup
identification condition, participants who assigned to difference-focused contact (M =
3.70, SE = .140) perceived more ingroup fairness than those who assigned to the
similarity-focused contact condition, M = 3.29, SE = .142, t(169) = -2.066, p = .040,
Cohen’s d = -.443. On low ingroup identification condition, on the other hand,
participants who were assigned to similarity-focused contact (M = 3.25, SE = .1139)
perceived more ingroup fairness than those who were assigned to the difference-
focused contact condition, M = 2.75, SE = .145, t(169) = 2.481, p = .014, Cohen’s d

=.536. Detailed information is summarized in Table 12 and Figure 1.
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Table 12

Fisher post-hoc test results for perceived ingroup fairness

Comparison 95 % CI
scct lIC? SCC IIC SE t p Cohen’sd Lower Upper
Similarity Low Similarity High .198 -199 .842 -.043 -464 379
Difference Low Difference High .202 -4.704 <001 -1.021 -1.463 -.579
Similarity High Difference High .199 -2.066 .040 -.443 -869 -.017
Similarity Low Difference Low .201 2481 .014  .536 106 967

Note. ! Intergroup contact condition. 2Ingroup identification condition.

wl
I
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= ngroup identification condition
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5 High
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_ 3
[ ]
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2.5 4
Similarity Difference
Social contact condition
Figure 1

Perceived ingroup fairness means on the different levels of experimental conditions

Another 2 X 2 ANOVA was conducted to examine the effect of the experimental
conditions on intergroup inequality. Normality assumption (W = .995, p = .831) and
homogeneity of variances assumption (F(3,169) = .213, p = .888) are met; thus,
Fisher’s parameters were reported. No main effect of the content of intergroup contact
was found (F(1,169) = .093, p = .767); however, identification has a main effect on
perceived intergroup inequality, F(1,169) = 11.733, p <.001, np? = .065. Moreover, an
interaction effect was found F(1,169) = 15.141, p < .001, ny? = .082. Fisher post-hoc
tests revealed that on the similarity-focused contact condition, there was no difference
between participants who were assigned to low ingroup identification and high
ingroup identification, t(169) = -.332, p = .740. On the difference-focused contact
condition, participants who assigned to low ingroup identification condition (M = 3.36,
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SE = .134) perceived more intergroup inequality than those who assigned to high
ingroup identification, M = 2.40, SE = .129, t(169) = 5.128, p < .001, Cohen’s d =
1.113. Moreover, on high ingroup identification condition, participants who assigned
to similarity-focused contact (M = 2.87, SE = .131) perceived more intergroup
inequality than those who were assigned to the difference-focused contact condition,
M = 2.40, SE = .129, t(169) = 2.551, p = .012, Cohen’s d = .547. On low ingroup
identification condition, on the other hand, participants who assigned to difference-
focused contact (M = 3.36, SE = .134) perceived more intergroup inequality than those
who were assigned to the similarity-focused contact condition, M = 2.81, SE = .128,
t(169) = -2.951, p = .004, Cohen’s d = -.637. Detailed information is summarized in
Table 13 and Figure 2.

Table 13

Fisher post-hoc test results for perceived intergroup inequality

Comparison 95 % CI
Scct lIC? SCC IIC SE t p Cohen’sd Lower Upper
Similarity Low Similarity High .183 -332 .740 -.071 -492 350
Difference Low Difference High .186 5.128 <.001 1.113 .668  1.558
Similarity High Difference High .184 2551 .012  .547 120 974
Similarity Low Difference Low .185 -2.951 .004 -637 -1.069 -.205

Note. ! Intergroup contact condition. 2Ingroup identification condition.

A 2 X 2 MANOVA was conducted to examine the effect of experimental conditions
on social policy outcomes which are H+R+ (provides advantage to both groups), HnR+
(provides advantage to only Syrian refugee group), H-R+ (provides disadvantage to
host Turkish group but advantage to Syrian refugee group), H+R- (provides advantage
to host Turkish group but disadvantage to Syrian refugee group). Because both
multivariate normality (W =.862, p <.001) and homogeneity of covariances (¥*(30) =
81.5, p < .001) assumptions were violated; Pillai’s V was reported. There was a
statistically significant difference in different types of social policy support, F(4, 166)
= 6.867, p < .001, Pillai’s V = .142. Univariate tests results revealed that the
experimental conditions differ from each other in terms of supporting only H-R+ (F(1,
169) = 11.344, p <.001), and H+R- (F(1, 169) = 15.030, p < .001).
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Figure 2

Perceived intergroup inequality means on the different levels of experimental

conditions

Fisher post-hoc tests revealed that on the similarity-focused contact condition, there
was no difference between participants who were assigned to low ingroup
identification and high ingroup identification (t(169) = -.469, p = .620) in terms of
supporting H-R+ type social policy. On the difference-focused contact condition,
participants who were assigned to low ingroup identification condition (M = 3.31, SE
= .280) supported more H-R+ type social policy than those who assigned to high
ingroup identification, M = 1.66, SE = .271, t(169) = 4.234, p <.001, Cohen’s d =.919.
Moreover, on high ingroup identification condition, participants who assigned to
similarity-focused contact (M = 2.44, SE = .274) supported more H-R+ type social
policy than those who were assigned to the difference-focused contact condition, M =
1.66, SE = .271, t(169) = 2.033, p = .044, Cohen’s d = .436. On low ingroup
identification condition, on the other hand, participants who were assigned to
difference-focused contact (M = 3.31, SE = .028) supported more H-R+ type social
policy than those who were assigned to the similarity-focused contact condition, M =
2.25, SE = .268, t(169) = -2.727, p = .007, Cohen’s d = -.589. Detailed information is

summarized in Table 14 and Figure 3.
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Table 14

Fisher post-hoc test results for supporting the H-R+ type of social policy

Comparison 95 % ClI
scct lIC? SCC IIC SE t p Cohen’sd Lower Upper
Similarity Low Similarity High .383 -.469 .620 -.106 -527 315
Difference Low Difference High .390 4.234 <.001 .919 479 1.359
Similarity High Difference High .385 2.033 .044  .436 010 .862
Similarity Low Difference Low .388 -2.727 .007 -589 -1.020 -.158

Ingroup identification candition
Low
High

H-R+

Similarty Ciffarance

Social contact condition
Figure 3

Supporting the H-R+ type of social policy means on the different levels of

experimental conditions

Another Fisher post-hoc tests conducted and findings showed that on the similarity-
focused contact condition, there was no difference between participants who were
assigned to low ingroup identification and high ingroup identification (t(169) = -.711,
p =.442) in terms of supporting H+R- type of social policy. On the difference-focused
contact condition, participants who were assigned to high ingroup identification (M =
6.45, SE = .352) supported more H+R- type of social policy than those who were
assigned to low ingroup identification, M = 3.32, SE = .365, t(169) =-6.192, p <.001,
Cohen’s d = -1.344. Moreover, on high ingroup identification condition, participants
who were assigned to difference-focused contact (M = 6.45, SE =.352) supported more
H+R- type of social policy than those who were assigned to the similarity-focused
contact condition, M = 4.80, SE = .356, t(169) = -3.308, p = .001, Cohen’s d = -.709.
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On low ingroup identification condition, on the other hand, participants who were
assigned to similarity-focused contact (M = 4.41, SE = .348) supported more H+R-
type of social policy than those who were assigned to the difference-focused contact
condition, M = 3.32, SE = .365, t(169) = 2.178, p = .031, Cohen’s d =.470. Detailed
information is summarized in Table 15 and Figure 4. Post-hoc comparisons for
MANOVA were summarized in Table 16.

Table 15

Fisher post-hoc test results for supporting the H+R- type of social policy

Comparison 95 % ClI
SCcCt lIC? SCC IIC SE t p Cohen’sd Lower Upper
Similarity Low Similarity High .498 -771 .442 -164 -586  .257
Difference Low Difference High .507 -6.192 <001 -1.344 -1.796 -.892
Similarity High Difference High .501 -3.308 .001 -.709 -1.140 -.279
Similarity Low Difference Low .504 2.178 .031  .470 041 899

Ingraup identification condition
Low
High

H+R-

Similarity Diffarance

Social contact condition
Figure 4

Supporting the H+R- type social policy means on the different levels of experimental
conditions
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Table 16

Post-hoc comparisons for MANOVA when social policies as outcomes

Experimental condition Mean SE Difference
Similarity-focused contact & high ingroup identification (1) 2.44 .274 1o
R+ Difference-focused contact & high ingroup identification (2) 1.66 .271 >4

Similarity-focused contact & low ingroup identification (3)  2.25 .268 3_4
Difference-focused contact & low ingroup identification (4) 3.31 .280
Similarity-focused contact & high ingroup identification (1) 4.80 .356 1o

H4R- Difference-focused contact & high ingroup identification (2) 6.45 .352 >4
Similarity-focused contact & low ingroup identification (3)  4.41 .348 3_4

Difference-focused contact & low ingroup identification (4) 3.32 .365

Note. “p < .05, ™ p<.01, ™ p <.001.
5.3 Discussion

This study aimed to examine the effect of the content of intergroup contact and ingroup
identification on three indicators support for social change, which are perceived
ingroup fairness, perceived intergroup inequality, and supporting social policies that
provide advantage or disadvantage to host or Syrian refugees. Findings showed that
for all outcomes, apart from supporting the HnR+ type of social policy, difference-
focused contact in people with high ingroup identification causes less acceptance of
intergroup inequality and less support for social policies that would reduce inequality
between groups. As noted in the introduction, the effect of the content of contact
among advantaged group members was highly controversial. Some studies (Dixon et
al., 2010; Hassler et al., 2020; Pettigrew et al., 2007; Selvanathan et al., 2018) stated
that advantageous group members' similarity-focused contact with outgroup members,
in other words, classifying themselves in a common ingroup identity with outgroup
members, was associated with attitudes and behaviors that support the outgroup. Other
studies (e.g., Vezzali et al., 2017) indicated that advantageous members who reclassify
themselves in a common identity with their outgroup members, similar to the findings

of studies with disadvantaged members, reject intergroup inequality more.

Moreover, some recent studies (e.g., Hassler et al.,, 2021a) suggested that this
difference may be due to the context of the relationship between the groups. The
findings of the first study supported these studies. The findings of this study showed
that ingroup identification may be quite effective in explaining these seemingly

contradictory findings. In fact, across all outcomes, difference-focused contact, which
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consistently hinders the development of a common ingroup identity only in members
with low ingroup identification, was associated with greater acceptance of intergroup

inequality and greater support for relevant social policies to address inequality.

Moreover, as Hasan-Aslih et al. (2019) reported, even if disadvantaged members with
high ingroup identification classify themselves in a common ingroup with advantaged
members, there was no difference in their attitudes regarding intergroup inequality.
This finding is interpreted as high identification confers an immunity against the
sedative effect of developing shared ingroup identity. The findings of Study 2 may
also indicate that this immune effect turns into an accelerating effect in advantaged
group members. In fact, even if they do not develop a common ingroup identity by
establishing difference-focused contact, advantageous group members with high
ingroup identification have less perceived intergroup inequality and support social
policies that reduce intergroup inequality, compared to both members with low
identification who had difference-focused contact with the outgroup and the members

who had similarity-focused contact regardless of their ingroup identification level.

Hasan-Aslih et al. (2019) observed this immunity effect in disadvantaged members
who had similarity-focused contact with advantaged ones. In this study, however, the
accelerating effect of identification is observed only in members who have difference-
focused contact. Although it seems to support different arguments, two findings
pointed to the same thing: the decision in favor of the ingroup. Disadvantaged
members with high identification were more willing to participate in collective actions
that will eliminate the disadvantaged position of their ingroup by resisting the sedative
influence of common ingroup identity, and this actually means eliminating inequality
by deciding in favor of the group. In this study, even if advantaged members with high
identification who had difference-focused contact with the outgroup members, they
resist the power that reduces the inequality between groups that this contact will bring
compared to similarity-focused contact, and they tend more towards attitudes and
behaviors that will maintain the advantageous position of the group, and this means
making decisions in favor of the group. All these inferences may be vital in discussing
why members with high identification who had difference-focused contact with the

outgroup are the least accepting of inequality.
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On the other hand, in the similarity-focused contact condition, identification did not
differentiate any dependent variable. Similarity-focused contact was associated with
members' classifying themselves into a common ingroup with outgroup members
(Dovidio et al., 2009; Saguy, 2008). Advantageous group members may feel that they
are now evaluating new pro-ingroup members in measures of attitude and behavior.
Since high or low identification would not be expected to affect the evaluation of the
only ingroup, no difference was observed between the members with high or low

ingroup identification in the similarity-focused contact condition.

As in the first study, there was no difference between the groups in terms of supporting
the H+R+ type social policy. This finding may support the claim that the content of
contact has no effect on supporting social policies that do not change the status
between groups. Also, contrary to the hypothesis, no difference was observed for the
HnR+ type of social policy. This finding may indicate that, as discussed in the first
study, the HnR+ type of policy has a lower differentiating effect on the power-related
status between groups compared to the other two social policies (H+R- and H-R+).
Accordingly, it can be argued that the type of intergroup contact and ingroup

identification do not create a motivating force for the participants to support this

policy.

As hypotheses indicate, a difference between groups was observed in the behavior of
supporting the H+R- and the H-R+ type of social policies. These policies have the
highest level of differentiation effect on the status difference between groups.
Members with high identification, who had difference-focused contact support policy,
which is the H+R-, in a way that maintains inequality as in attitude measurements.
Although this finding supported the finding that advantaged group members pay less
attention to intergroup inequality after identifying themselves in a common ingroup
with outgroup members (Vezzali et al., 2017), the relationship was reversed in high-
identity members who had difference-focused contact with the outgroup; on the
contrary, it may indicate that it is associated with less caring about inequality between

groups.

Finally, it is seen that only low identification members become more attentive to

inequality after difference-focused contact compared to similarity-focused contacts.
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People with high identification have become more insensitive to inequality compared
to other groups. Based on similar findings in the literature (e.g., Bagci & Turnuklu,
2019), this finding may indicate the pattern-differentiating effect of identification on
the relationship between contact type and attitudes and behaviors related to intergroup
inequality. Since this effect may indicate a moderating role of identification, | focused

on the moderating role of identification in the third study below.
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CHAPTER 6

STUDY 3: TESTING OF THE MODERATING ROLE OF INGROUP
IDENTIFICATION ON THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN DIFFERENCE-
FOCUSED CONTACT AND OUTCOMES

The second study's findings indicated the differentiating effect of identification level
on dependent variables among advantaged members who had difference-focused
contact. Members with high identification who had difference-focused contacts were
the least supportive of social change compared to other experimental conditions. Those
with low identification, however, were the ones who accepted social change the most.
This finding may indicate the moderating role of ingroup identification. To test this
notion and extend and replicate the second study's findings in a cross-sectional design,
| conducted a study that focused on the moderating role of the ingroup identification
on the association between the content of intergroup contact and similar outcomes of

previous studies.

While other measures remained similar, I measured behavior only with support for the
HnR+ type of social policy in this study. There were three reasons for this. First, even
if the real aim of the study was presented at the end of the study, there was a possibility
that the participants did not pay as much attention to this information as the participants
in the experimental study due to an uncontrolled environment, and the risk of
dissemination of deceptive information on social media was quite high. Since the H-
R+ and the H+R- types of policies seemed to harm a group (Turks or Syrian refugees),
this risk was likely to attract reactions from various groups, in which case the deception
could be exposed on social media. This would mean the end of the research. Second,
social policy measures were much longer than other measures. This could have caused
the participants not to complete the research. Third, the hypotheses for the H+R+ and
the H-R+ type of social policies were confirmed in the first study and for all other

social policies in the second study. A refocus on these policies may not have made a
62



unique contribution. Hence, | focused only on the HnR+ type of social policy in this

study.

6.1 Method

6.1.1 Sample

6.1.1.1 Representative sample information

As in the previous two studies, I examined the TUIK (2018) dataset to reach a
representative Turkish sample. However, since it was challenging to reach a
representative Turkish sample in terms of religiosity and education levels in the
previous two studies, | aimed to reach a representative Turkish sample only in terms
of the geographical region where participants mostly lived, gender, and age range of
the participants in Study 3. All tables and data I used are seen as an Excel document
on the preregistration page of the study (osf.io/f8539). The final a-priori characteristics

of the required sample are presented in Table 17 below.
6.1.1.2 Sample size rationale

Similar to Study 1 and Study 2 in this dissertation, | used G*Power to conduct a power
analysis. This study run a simple moderation model (Hayes, 2018 - Process Model 1)
for three outcomes: perceived ingroup fairness, perceived intergroup inequality, and
supporting a social policy that reduces inequality between groups. As I did in the first
two studies, | focused on Saguy and Chernyaik-Hai, 2012, and | used the partial-eta
squared of one-way ANOVA that analyzes the association between content of contact
type and perception of the hierarchy as legitimate because the most similar variables
are these. Finally, the f square effect size was .13. However, to minimize Type | error,
I chose a lower effect size which is .10. Also, a Bonferroni correction was used to get
the alpha level. In fact, | divided the standard alpha level of .05 to 3, which is the

number of my dependent variables.

In conclusion, | aimed to obtain .85 power to detect an effect size of .10 at the .01
alpha error probability. 1 need to observe a minimum of 159 participants' valid

behavior; however, | planned to reach approximately 200 participants, assuming that
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not all will complete the total task. The protocols of G*Power are seen on the
preregistration page of the study (osf.io/f8539).

6.1.1.3 Participants

Two hundred and forty-two participants participated in Study 3. Ten participants did
not pass the attention check. The remaining 232 participants (113 male, 119 female)
over the age of 18, who identify themselves as Turkish and have spent most of their
life in Turkey, participated in Study 3. The mean age of participants was 40.740
(Minage = 18, Maxage = 76, SD = 15.824). Information on other demographic variables
of the participants can be seen in Table 17. The Z-ratio tests between the required ratio
and achieved ratio parameters for each level of characteristics showed that | reached a

Turkish representative sample on all levels of demographics.

Table 17

A-priori characteristics of the required sample and reached sample’s characteristics

Characteristics Levels (Categories) Required  Required  Reached  Reached

N % N %
20-39 Male 37 23.27 49 21.12
20-39 Female 35 22.01 51 21.98
Age and 40-64 Male 35 22.01 51 21.98
gender 40-64 Female 32 20.13 52 22.41
65-89 Male 9 5.66 13 5.60
65-89 Female 11 6.91 16 6.90
Istanbul 28 17.61 40 17.24
South Anatolia 21 13.21 34 14.66
The region Central Anatolia 38 23.90 54 23.28
where East Anatolia 25 15.72 34 14.66
participant North Anatolia 12 7.55 19 8.19
mostly lives  West Anatolia 20 12.58 31 13.36
Marmara Region
(except Istanbul) 15 9.43 20 8.62
Total 159 232

6.1.2 Measurements and Procedure

The ingroup fairness, intergroup inequality, and supporting the HnR+ type of social
policy scale used in the previous two studies were also used in Study 3. Moreover, the
items that were used to check ingroup identification manipulation in Study 2 were used
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to measure ingroup identification in this study. Furthermore, the items used to check
intergroup contact manipulation in Study 2 were used to determine which difference-
focused contact is established with Syrian refugees in this study®. Descriptive statistics

and internal reliabilities of the scales are presented in Table 18.

Table 18

Means, standard deviations, and internal reliabilities of the scales

Mean SD Cronbach’s a
Difference-focused contact 3.67 .743 Nal
Ingroup identification 3.52 .962 877
Ingroup fairness 3.26 .840 671
Intergroup inequality 3.36 911 .662
HnR+ type of social policy 5.59 3.29 973

Note. * Internal reliability was not calculated because the measurement consisted of

two items. Correlation between these two variables were r = .415, p <.001.

Participants were invited to study with a similar cover story. After their consent was
obtained, the participants who filled out the demographic information form were asked
whether they have contacted with Syrian refugees in their daily lives, and if so, how
often. Then, they were asked how culturally (in terms of wedding traditions,
socialization areas, working styles, food tastes, social complaints) Turks and Syrian
refugees were similar or different. Questions are presented in Appendix P. Then, the
participants filled in the ingroup identification (see for example, Saguy, 2008), ingroup
fairness, and intergroup inequality measurements, respectively. Participants who
answered an attention question stated to what extent they supported HnR+ type social
policies and signed the relevant place in the online Qualtrics interface using the mouse.
After obtaining feedback, the real purpose of the research was presented, and the

research was finished.
6.2 Results

A simple moderation analysis (Hayes, 2018) was conducted to examine the possible

moderating role of the ingroup identification on the association between difference-

8 Because difference-focused contact may not mean not having similarity-focused contact experience
(Saguy et al., 2008; Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012), | used both 2 questions that focus one difference
or similarity between groups. Similarity-focused contact score was evaluated as a reverse item.
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focused contact and ingroup fairness. To test whether the ingroup identification (W)
would moderate the association between difference-focused contact (X) and ingroup
fairness (), Model 1 was employed with 5000 bootstraps. Ingroup identification and

difference-focused contact were centered.

The prediction effect of difference-focused contact on ingroup fairness was not
significant, b = -.044, SE = .069, p = .527. On the other hand, the prediction effect of
ingroup identification was significant, b = .343, SE = .058, p < .001. A significant
interaction between difference-focused contact and ingroup identification revealed the
moderating effect, b =.251, SE =.078, p =.001. On low (-1 SD) ingroup identification
condition, higher difference-focused contact was associated with lower perceived
ingroup fairness, b = -.285, SE = .103, p = .006, 95% CI [-.514, -.096]. On high (-1
SD) ingroup identification condition, on the other hand, higher difference-focused
contact was associated with higher perceived ingroup fairness, b =.197, SE =.102, p
= .049, 95% CI [.004, .421]. On average level of ingroup identification, difference
focused contact did not predict perceived ingroup fairness b = -.044, SE = .071, p =
.536. Simple slope plot is presented in Figure 5.
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Figure 5

Simple slope plot for perceived ingroup fairness
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Another simple moderation analysis was conducted to examine the possible
moderating role of the ingroup identification on the association between difference-
focused contact and perceived intergroup inequality. To test whether the ingroup
identification (W) would moderate the association between difference-focused contact
(X) and intergroup inequality (Y), Model 1 was employed with 5000 bootstraps.
Again, ingroup identification and difference-focused contact were centered.

The prediction effect of difference-focused contact (b = -.377, SE = .083, p < .001,
95% CI [-.547, -.219]) and ingroup identification b = -.202, SE = .064, p = .001, 95%
Cl [-.324, -.076] were significant; however, interaction between difference-focused
contact and ingroup identification was not significant b = -.101, SE = .094, p = .284.

Simple slope plot is presented in Figure 6.
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Simple slope plot for perceived intergroup inequality

Finally, a simple moderation analysis was conducted to examine the possible
moderating role of the ingroup identification on the association between difference-
focused contact and supporting the HnR+ type social policy. To test whether the
ingroup identification (W) would moderate the association between difference-
focused contact (X) and intergroup inequality (YY), Model 1 was employed with 5000

bootstraps. Ingroup identification and difference-focused contact were centered.
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The prediction effect of difference-focused contact (b =-.664, SE =.234 p =.004, 95%
CI [-1.150, -.228]) and ingroup identification (b = -.780, SE =.192, p <.001, 95% ClI
[-1.160, -.396]) on ingroup bias, as well as the interaction between difference-focused
contact and ingroup identification on supporting the HnR+ type social policy were
significant (b = -1.611, SE = .214, p < .001, 95% CI [-2.030, -1.197]). Higher
difference-focused contact score was associated with greater support for the HnR+
type social policy on low ingroup identification condition, (b = .883, SE = .391, p =
024, 95% CI [.064, 1.651]); however, higher difference-focused contact was
associated with lower supporting the HnR+ type social policy on the high ingroup
identification condition (b = -2.212, SE = .271, p < .001, 95% CI [-2.777, -1.702]).
Moreover, higher difference-focused contact was associated with lower supporting the
HnR+ type social policy on the average ingroup identification condition (b = -.664, SE
=.263, p =.012, 95% CI [-1.221, -.165]). Simple slope plot is presented in Figure 7.
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Simple slope plot for supporting the HnR+ type of social policy
6.3 Discussion

This study aimed to examine the moderating role of ingroup identification in the

association between the content of intergroup contact and three indicators of support
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for social change, which are perceived ingroup fairness, perceived intergroup
inequality, and supporting the HnR+ type of social policy. Findings confirmed most
of the hypotheses for the two dependent variables, which are perceived ingroup
fairness and supporting the HnR+ type of social policy, showing that ingroup
identification had a moderating role. In addition, perceived ingroup fairness increased
as difference-focused contact increased at high identification level, and as contact
decreased at low identification level. On the contrary, the HnR+ type of social policy
support behavior increased as difference-oriented contact increased at low

identification level and as contact decreased at high identification level.

As discussed in the second study, these findings may indicate that difference-focused
contact may have different meanings for participants with different levels of
identification. In addition, this finding may emphasize the necessity of developing
different content of intergroup contact interventions for different types of members
depending on ingroup identification (i.e., high-identifier members vs. low-identifier

members) in intergroup contact interventions.

On the other hand, simple slope analyzes showed that members' difference-focused
contact scores on high ingroup identification level were associated with attitudes and
behaviors that maintain inequality between groups. This finding supports the findings
of the second study. The literature shows that even if disadvantaged group members
with high identification identify themselves in a common ingroup, there is no decrease

in their attitudes to eliminate inequality (Hasan-Aslih et al., 2019).

Even if the content of contact indicates the opposite, disadvantaged members due to
their identification tend to eliminate inequality by deciding in favor of the group. This
finding of this study, on the other hand, may mean that advantaged group members
tend to continue inequality by deciding in favor of the group due to their high
identification, even if the difference-focused contact indicates the opposite, which
means it does not highlight common ingroup identity. Considered together with the
findings of the second study, it can be stated that high ingroup identification among
advantaged group members dramatically reduces the attention-raising effect of

difference-focused contact on inequality.
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Finally, a moderating role of ingroup identification was not observed in terms of
perceived intergroup inequality. Difference-focused contact in this study involved
cultural differences. However, some studies conducted in Turkey (e.g., Tropp et al.,
2021) have shown that contact with political power differences, not cultural
differences, affects intergroup attitudes. Therefore, in this study, a cultural difference-
focused contact may not have provided a motivation to differentiate the perceived
intergroup inequality. Therefore, a moderating role of identification may not have been

observed. General discussion for all studies is presented below.
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CHAPTER 7

7. GENERAL DISCUSSION

7.1 Overview of the Findings

The first study examined the effect of the content of contact on support for social
change. It revealed that the members who had difference-focused contact accepted the
inequality between groups more than members who had similarity-focused contact. In
addition, the members who had difference-focused contact supported the H-R+ type
of social policy more than others; that is, they were more inclined to reduce inequality
between groups. Contrary to the hypotheses, there was no significant difference
between the groups in terms of supporting the HnR+ and the H+R- types of social
policies. On the other hand, regardless of the content of contact, the participants who
contact with the outgroup were more likely to accept intergroup inequality and
supported policies that reduce inequality more than the participants in the control

group who did not have any contact.

In the second study, the effect of the content of contact and ingroup identification on
the same dependent variables in the first study was examined. The findings showed
that identification did not have a differentiating effect on the outcomes in the
similarity-focused contact condition. In the difference-focused contact condition,
participants with a high ingroup identification were less likely to accept intergroup
inequality and support policies that reduce inequality than all other experimental
conditions. On the other hand, participants with low identification who had difference-
focused contact were more accepting of inequality between groups and more

supportive of policies that reduce inequality than all other experimental conditions.

In the third study, the moderating role of ingroup identification in the association
between the content of intergroup contact and perceived ingroup fairness, perceived

intergroup inequality, and supporting the HnR+ type of social policy, as pointed out
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by the second study, was examined. The moderating role of ingroup identification was
determined in terms of perceived ingroup fairness and supporting the HnR+ type of
social policy. For these dependent variables, as difference-focused contact in high
identification increased, attitudes that maintain inequality between groups increased,

and behaviors that reduce inequality between groups decreased.

7.2 The Consistent Associations Between Contact, Identification, and Indicators

of Support for Social Change

Results demonstrated that the difference-focused contact among the advantaged group
members was also quite effective in terms of attitudes and behaviors towards reducing
inequality in the three studies of this dissertation. These consistent findings among
three studies support the findings of researchers such as Vezzali et al.’s (2017),
although some studies stated the opposite (e.g., Hassler et al., 2020). This may indicate
that difference-focused contact is associated with increased attention to inequality
between groups, as is the case with disadvantaged members. In addition, since
similarity-focused contact is associated with the development of a common ingroup
identity, advantageous group members seem to have increased tolerance for inequality
between groups and their greater support for policies to reduce inequality, as is the
case with disadvantaged members (Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012), may indicate that
contact with any type of content is quite effective in reducing intergroup inequality
compared to no intergroup contact. Emphasizing a similar argument, Saguy et al.
(2008, 2009) stated that the fact that similarity-focused contact provides lower
motivation for social change which means lower intergroup harmony, does not mean
avoidance of such interventions, and suggest the content of contact which involves
both similarity and difference between group boosts social change orientations (see
also, Saguy, 2018).

Moreover, the findings of Study 2 and Study 3 highlighted that ingroup identification
had a differentiating role on the association between the content of intergroup contact
and attitudes and behaviors towards reducing inequality between advantaged and
disadvantaged groups. Difference-focused contact establishing is associated with
improving intergroup relations in low identifiers while rejecting inequality in high

identifiers. As discussed in the second and third studies, this finding may be explained
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by the fact that identification provides motivation to the participants to maintain the
status. Since these people do not classify themselves in a common ingroup with the
outgroup, their decisions may be considered as protecting the advantage of the ingroup.
Moreover, findings may indicate that similarity-focused contact may be more
beneficial in terms of reducing intergroup inequality for those with high ingroup
identification who had difference-focused contact with outgroup members.

Regardless of ingroup identification, difference-focused contact creates a stronger
motivation for social change, whereas among members with high ingroup
identification, this type of contact is associated with greater rejection of social change.
This finding may be showing us that, related to their social identities and
commitments, bifocal contacts which involve both similarity and difference between
groups may be more effective for advantaged group members if the contact
intervention is to focus only on the advantaged group, and if it is known that there are
members of the group with both high and low ingroup identification, or if there is a
clue to this, although it is clearly and effectively explained by Saguy (2018) how
difference-focused contact interventions can be applied for different social identities.
In line with this argument, Vezzali et al. (2017) also discussed that both similarities
and differences may more effectively promote the desire for social change.

Although the findings appear to contradict some of the literature (e.g., Hassler et al.,
2020) when identification is included in the relationship between contact content and
related variables, these findings may support Hassler et al.'s (2021a) current integrated
contact-collective action model (ICCAM). In this model, it is stated that rare contact
with the outgroup, deprivation of group-based needs, and high ingroup identification
may be related with support social change less for advantaged group members. A
similar context exists between the sample of this research, the Turks (advantaged
group) and the target outgroup Syrian refugees (disadvantaged group). For instance,
none of the participants in the first two studies had a direct and face-to-face
conversation with a Syrian refugee before (rare contact). Turks see Syrian refugees as
a source of cultural and financial threat (Coksan et al., 2020; Giiger et al., 2013). In the
last two studies, high identification was associated with not accepting inequality and
supporting policies to increase inequality (high identification). As the model suggests,
since the contact context of Turks and Syrian refugees occurs in these conditions, in
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this study, difference-focused contact may be associated with supporting social change
among members with low ingroup identification, while difference-focused contact
may be associated with maintaining status among members with high ingroup

identification.

Some studies (e.g., Tropp et al., 2021) have shown that difference-focused contact with
the outgroup is associated with supporting social change among advantaged group
members. However, in the second and third researches in this dissertation, it was seen
that this situation was not valid for the members with high identification. Other similar
studies have focused on power differences between groups. In this study, differences
and similarities were emphasized culturally, as it may have a confounding effect by
creating a threat perception from the outgroup. The findings may have differed due to

this focal difference.

Moreover, although the second pilot study showed that it did not increase the threat
perception, emphasizing cultural difference may have been perceived as a threat to
social identity only in members with high identification (no analysis was conducted
according to participants' identifications in the pilot study). Such a threat may lower
members' well-being by damaging their self-esteem (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). High
identification encourages members to avoid this negative effect (Bagci et al., 2018). In
this study, participants with high ingroup identification may have indirectly given the
least support for social change after difference-focused contact in order to protect their

well-being.

This research aims to make a unique contribution to the literature by differing from
similar studies in four ways. First, other studies have conducted analyzes based on
very few observations which mean low Ns (e.g., Glasford & Calcagno, 2012; Glasford
& Dovidio, 2011; Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012; Saguy et al., 2008). In most of them,
no information was given for calculating the sample size or initial observed power. In
this study, however, the sample was reached in accordance with the number of

observations obtained by a-priori power analysis.

Second, almost all of the other studies collected data from students (e.g., Vezzali et
al., 2017), most of whom are studying psychology (e.g., Glasford & Calcagno, 2012;

Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012), or the most of whom recruited using snowball or
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convenience sampling (e.g., Tropp et al., 2021). In this study, however, a
representative sample of the advantaged group was reached in terms of many
demographic variables. All these differences may have affected the results of this

research and caused me to obtain partially different findings from the literature.

Third, this study also focused on behavioral measurement. In other studies that
constitute the literature (e.g., Cakal et al., 2011; Tropp et al., 2021), mainly attitude
measurements were taken. Therefore, the fact that | have obtained partially different
findings from the literature may indicate that the content of contact, obviously

depending on ingroup identification, has different effects on attitudes and behaviors.

Fourth, in some other studies (e.g., Hassler et al., 2020), advantaged or disadvantaged
groups have been treated as a heterogeneous mixture of multiple group members.
However, groups with different historical backgrounds may have different
perspectives on inequality. Moreover, evaluating different group members as members
of the same social status may have a confounding effect on the outcomes. In this
research, however, | considered a single group (Turks) members as advantageous
group members and focused on this. In the context of this research, Turks are the most
advantaged group in the social system, which means these members would suffer the
most from social change. Therefore, in this study, members with high identification
who had difference-focused contact with outgroup may have been the least supportive

of social change.

Finally, this research is one of the preliminary studies that focus on the relationship
between groups where conflict is primarily financial and cultural, and rarely violently.
However, previous seminal studies (e.g., Hassler et al., 2021b) predominantly sampled
post-conflict groups. Because of this difference, | may have found that members who
had difference-focused contact more support social change. My findings across the last
two studies consistently showed that, beyond what some recent similar studies (e.qg.,
Hassler et al., 2020) have pointed out, during the highly prejudicial context, the
behavior and attitudes of the members are affected not only by classifying their
outgroup members in a common ingroup identity, but also by ingroup identification.
In this respect, | think that the research will make a valuable contribution to the

literature on intergroup relations.
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7.3 Limitations and Suggestions

This study had five main limitations. First of all, although I used TUIK's and WVS's
data to reach the representative sample characteristics of advantaged group members
(Turks), these data sets included information about the characteristics of not only
Turks but also other people living in Turkey. In other words, using the data of different
groups living in Turkey, | reached the parameters of the characteristics representing
Turks. Therefore, | may not have been able to make completely accurate estimations
in terms of representativeness. However, | think that | have reached as accurate and
valid representativeness rates as possible since the majority of people who live in
Turkey are Turks, and above all, there is no alternative way to reach the representative

sample parameters.

Second, the behavioral measurement of the present study may be questioned. In the
dissertation, the participants were asked to indicate to what extent they participated in
the social policies, and they signed their opinions and asked them to send their ideas
to the TBMM to make changes in social policies. This measurement was treated as a
behavioral measurement. However, some researchers do not accept such measures as
a measure of behavior. For example, Baumeister et al. (2007) argued that deciding
something with a computer by clicking cannot be seen as a behavior. Future research

can circumvent this criticism by focusing on different measures of behavior.

Third, awoman or man played the role of moderator or refugee (two women, two men)
in the online video chat in Study 1 and Study 2. These confederates were randomly
assigned to the contact sessions, but the interaction of the gender of the confederate
playing the moderator or refugee role with the outcomes was not analyzed. However,
gender may have a confounding effect on the outcome. Therefore, future studies may
eliminate this limitation by anchoring the gender of the moderator or refugee that the

participant contacts with.

Fourth, Cronbach's a values of supporting the H+R+ type of social policy in Study 1
(.642); and perceived ingroup fairness (.671), perceived intergroup inequality (.662)
in Study 2 were acceptable but relatively low (Taber, 2017). This should be considered,
especially when referring to relevant outcome measures. Future studies may overcome

this limitation with more reliable measurements.
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Fifth, the second study's findings showed that the pattern of the result in the first study
differed depending on ingroup identification. To test whether | could extend and
replicate this finding, | considered ingroup identification as a moderator variable in the
third study. However, in some other similar studies (e.g., Saguy & Chernyak-Hai,
2012), identification was considered as a mediator variable. Since contact did not
predict ingroup identification (Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012), and my aim and
hypotheses point to a moderating effect, | included identification as a moderator in the
models. Future studies aiming to explore the relationship between these variables may
test and compare different models with related variables and contribute to developing

comprehensive models.

Finally, although I have tried to reveal the relationship between variables from a broad
perspective with both experimental and correlational studies, more work is still needed
for a clear understanding and causal inferences. Future studies may prefer
predominantly longitudinal designs to overcome this limitation. Thus, a more precise

understanding may be made about the relationships between the variables.
7.4 Conclusion

The results of the dissertation may be used by researchers who develop intervention
programs. In intergroup contact interventions for advantaged group members, using
difference-focused contact for members with low ingroup identification and similarity-
focused contact for members with high ingroup identification seems to be more
effective in improving intergroup relations and reducing inequalities. In other words,
it seems that programs with different content should be developed for members with
high and low levels of identification in interventions to improve intergroup relations
in the long term. On the other hand, it is recommended to use two types of contact
together, especially for disadvantaged members in intervention programs (Saguy,
2018). Thus, these members are protected from the sedative effect of the content of
contact by developing dual-identity. On the other hand, for the advantaged group
members with high identification, developing the understanding that diversity and

pluralism are richness may also reduce the ironic effect of intergroup contact.
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APPENDICES

A: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM

Simdi ¢esitli 6zelliklerinizi tespit edebilmek i¢in size 7 soru soracagiz.
1) Kag yasindasiniz? Liitfen asagidaki bosluga rakam ile yaziniz. Ornegin 30 gibi.

2) Cinsiyetiniz nedir?
- Erkek-Kadin -Diger (liitfen yandaki bosluga belirtiniz)

3) Tiirkiye'de en uzun siire hangi ilde yasadiniz? Asagidaki bosluga yazar misiniz?

4) Kendinizi dindar biri olarak tanimlar misiniz?
- Evet, ben dindar birisiyim. - Hayir, ben pek de dindar birisi sayilmam.
- Ben ateistim. - Diger (Liitfen yandaki bosluga belirtiniz)

5) Su an 6grenci misiniz?
- Evet (Liitfen hangi {iniversite ve boliimde okudugunuzu bosluga yaziniz.) -
Hayir

6) En yiiksek asagidaki hangi egitim diizeyinden mezun oldunuz?

- Okuma yazma biliyorum; ancak ilkokul mezunu degilim.

- {lkokul mezunuyum.

- Lise mezunuyum.

- Liseye basladim ancak mezun olmadim.

- On lisans mezunuyum.

- Dort yillik bir tiniversite boliimiine basladim ancak mezun olmadim.
- Dort yillik bir tiniversite boliimii mezunuyum.

- Diger (Liitfen yandaki bosluga belirtiniz)

7) Kendinizi Tiirk olarak kimliklendiriyor musunuz?
- Evet -Hayir
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B: PERCEIVED THREAT SCALE

Asagida size Suriyeli miilteciler ile ilgili ¢esitli ifadeler sunulmustur. Sizden istegimiz,
ifadenin saginda bulunan katilma derecelerini kullanarak o ifadeye ne Olciide
katildigimizi belirtmenizdir. Ifadelerin dogru ya da yanlis yanitlar1 yoktur. Bu nedenle

liitfen ne diisiinliyorsaniz samimi sekilde ifade ediniz.

Simdi liitfen asagidaki ifadelere ne 6lciide katildiginizi belirtiniz.
1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

2 = Cok az katiliyorum

3 = Orta derecede katiliyorum

4 = Oldukga fazla katiliyorum

5 = Tamamen katiliyorum

1. Cok sayida Suriyeli miilteci ¢ocugun gittigi okullarda egitim kalitesi diismektedir.

2. Suriyeli miilteciler devletin sosyal hizmet olanaklarini (saglik, egitim, barinma,

vb.) suistimal etmektedir.
3. Suriyeli miiltecilerin varlig1 iilkedeki issizlik oranini artirmaktadir.
4. Suriyeli miilteciler lilkemizdeki kiiltiirel hayati zenginlestirmektedir.

5. Suriyeli miiltecilerin dini uygulamalar1 bizim yasam tarzimizi tehdit etmektedir.
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C: CONTENTS OF INTERGROUP CONTACT IN TURKISH

Benzerlik Odakli Temas igerigi

Farklilik Odakli Temas Icerigi

S1: Sizce Tiirkler ve Suriyeli miiltecilerin
paylastiklari ortakliklar nelerdir?

C1: Ben ¢ok fazla benzerligimizin oldugunu
diisiiniiyorum. Ornegin deger ve inanclarimiz
ortak. Yemeklerimiz ¢ok benzer. Sanirim bu
Akdeniz Kiiltiirii’niin iki halk: da derinden
etkilemesinden kaynaklaniyor. Bagka o kadar
¢ok ortak noktamiz var ki. Cok ilging ama
evlilik merasimlerimiz bile ¢ok benzer.
Tiirkiye’de kina gecesi goriince fark
etmistim, Suriyelilerde de kina gecesi kiiltiiri
aynisi.

S1: Tirkiye’de yasayan her grubun kendine
has 6zellikleri vardir. Mesela sizce Suriyeli
miiltecilerin diger gruplardan ne gibi farklar1
var?

C1: Ben Suriyeli miiltecilerin Tiirklerden
¢ok farkli oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. Ornegin
deger ve inanglarimiz farkli. Yemeklerimiz
farkli. Sanirim bu Akdeniz Kiiltiirii’niin iki
halki farkli etkilemesinden kaynaklantyor.
Baska o kadar farklilik var ki. Cok ilging
ama evlilik merasimlerimiz bile farkli.
Tiirkiye’de kina gecesi goriince fark
etmistim, Suriyeliler de bu kiiltiir
bambagka.

S2: Suriyeli miilteciler sosyallesmek igin
nereleri kullantyorlar?

C2: Bence sizinle ayni yerleri. Parklar,
bahgeler, aligveris merkezleri.

S2: Suriyeli miilteciler sosyal sistemde nereleri
kullaniyorlar?

C2: Bence sizden farkli yerleri. Biz genelde
parklar yerine evlerimizde sohbet etmeyi tercih
ediyoruz.

S3: Suriyeli miilteciler hangi islerde ¢alisiyor?
C3: Tiirkler hangi islerde ¢alisiyorsa biz de
ayni islerde ¢alisabiliyoruz. Zaten el
becerilerimiz gok benzer. Is yerlerinde bir
ustanin Tiirk mil yoksa Suriyeli mi oldugunu
kimse ayirt edemiyor.

S3: Suriyeli miilteciler hangi islerde ¢aligiyor?
C3: Biz Tiirklerin ¢aligtig1 is alanlarindan

¢ok farkli alanlarda ¢alistyoruz. Zaten el
becerilerimiz de ¢ok farkli. Is yerlerinde bir
ustanin Tiirk mii yoksa Suriyeli mi

oldugunu herkes ayirt edebiliyor.

S4: Sosyal alanlarda hangi konulardan
sikayetcisiniz?

C4: Trafik, hayat pahaliligi, kalabalik.
Genellikle boyle seyler. Tiirklerin de sikayetgi
olduklar1 konular yani. Diigiiniince,

zevklerimiz kadar sikayetlerimiz de benzermis
demek ki.

S4: Sosyal alanlarda hangi konulardan
sikayetcisiniz?

C4: Konusma, ulagim, iliskiler.
Genellikle boyle seyler. Tiirklerin
sikayetci olduklart konulardan farkli
yani. Disilintince, zevklerimiz kadar
sikayetlerimiz de farkliymig demek ki.

S5: Tiirkiye’deki toplumsal gruplar hakkinda
ne hissediyorsunuz?

C5: Onlart seviyorum. Yani demek istedigim,
Tiirkiye’de yasayan herkesi seviyorum.

S5: Tiirkiye’deki toplumsal gruplar hakkinda
ne hissediyorsunuz?
C5: Onlart seviyorum. Yani demek istedigim,
Tiirkiye’de yasayan Suriyeli miiltecileri
seviyorum.
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D: COMMON INGROUP IDENTITY MEASUREMENT

Asagida size Suriyeli miilteciler ile ilgili ¢esitli ifadeler sunulmustur. Sizden istegimiz,
ifadenin saginda bulunan katilma derecelerini kullanarak o ifadeye ne oOlgiide
katildigimiz1 belirtmenizdir. Ifadelerin dogru ya da yanlis yanitlar1 yoktur. Bu nedenle

liitfen ne diisiinliyorsaniz samimi sekilde ifade ediniz.

Simdi liitfen asagidaki ifadelere ne 6l¢iide katildiginizi belirtiniz.
1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

2 = Katilmiyorum

3 = Cok az katiliyorum

4 = Orta derecede katiltyorum

5 = Oldukga fazla katiliyorum

6 = Katiliyorum

5 = Tamamen katiliyorum

1. Suriyeli miilteciler de dahil olmak iizere Tirkiye'deki tiim gruplarin ortak bir

kimlikleri olabilecegini diisiiniiyorum.

2. Suriyeli miilteciler de dahil, bence Tiirkiye'de yasayan herkes aslinda tek bir

grubun pargasidir.

3. Suriyeli miilteciler de dahil hepimizi farkli gruplar olarak degil "insan" olarak

goruyorum.
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E: PERCEIVED INGROUP FAIRNESS

Asagida size katilabileceginiz ya da katilmayabileceginiz 5 ifade sunulmustur. Sizden
istenen bu ifadelere ne Olclide katildiginizi belirtmenizdir. Boylelikle davranis
profilinizi degerlendirmeyi amagliyoruz.® ifadelerin dogru ya da yanlis yanitlar
yoktur. Bu nedenle liitfen ne diisiiniiyorsaniz 6zgiirce ifade edebilirsiniz.

Simdi liitfen asagidaki ifadelere ne 6lciide katildiginizi belirtiniz.
1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

2 = Cok az katiliyorum

3 = Orta derecede katiliyorum

4 = Oldukga fazla katilryorum

5 = Tamamen katiliyorum

1. Tiirkler, Suriyeli miilteciler ile iliskilerinde genel olarak adildirler.

2. Farkli milletten insanlar ile iliski kurarlarken Tiirkler, adaletli olmaya 6nem
gosterir.

3. Tiirklerin farkli milletten insanlar ile iliski kurarken oncelikle adil olmaya 6nem
vereceklerini diisiinmiiyorum.

4. Tirkler, herkese kars1 adaletli davranmaya calisirlar.

5. Ortalama bir Tiirk, bir Tiirk ile Suriyeli miilteciyi kiyaslarken adil davranmaya
cok da onem vermez.

® It is a sentence added by the researcher in accordance with the cover story of the research.
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F: PERCEIVED INTERGROUP INEQUALITY

Asagida size katilabileceginiz ya da katilmayabileceginiz 5 ifade sunulmustur. Sizden
istenen bu ifadelere ne oOlgiide katildiginizi belirtmenizdir. Boylelikle Suriyeli
miilteciler ile ilgili politikalar hakkinda fikirlerinizi almadan 6nce davranis profilinizi
netlestirmis olacagiz.'® ifadelerin dogru ya da yanlis yanitlar1 yoktur. Bu nedenle
liitfen ne diisiinliyorsaniz 6zgiirce ifade edebilirsiniz.

Simdi liitfen asagidaki ifadelere ne 6lclide katildiginiz1 belirtiniz.
1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

2 = Cok az katiliyorum

3 = Orta derecede katiliyorum

4 = Oldukga fazla katiliyorum

5 = Tamamen katiliyorum

1. Toplumda genel olarak Tiirkler, Suriyeli miiltecilerden daha iyi bir konuma

sahiptir.

2. Diger miilteciler ile kiyaslandiginda Suriyeli miilteciler sosyal sistemde daha

avantajhdir.

3. Suriyeli miilteciler Tiirklerden daha zor kosullarda ve daha az iicrete ¢alismak

zorunda kalmaktadir.

4. Suriyeli miiltecilerin toplumdaki sosyal imkanlara erisim olanaklar1 Tiirklerden

daha azdir.

5. Suriyeli miilteciler egitim ogretim olanaklarindan Tiirkler kadar

yararlanamamaktadir.

101t is a sentence added by the researcher in accordance with the cover story of the research.
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G: THE CONTENTS OF SOCIAL POLICIES AND MEASURES

Tiirk Vatandaslarin Suriyeli Miilteciler Hakkinda Onerilen Sosyal Politikalar
ile ilgili Diisiinceleri

Simdi size 2021-2022 yasama yilinin birinci déoneminde TBMM’de tartigilmasi
planlanan 4 farkli sosyal politikaya katilma derecenizi soracagiz. Liitfen size verilecek
yasa Onerisi 0zet metinlerini dikkatlice okuyarak cevaplayimniz. Cikarilmasi planlanan
yasalar farkli komisyonlarca hazirlandig1 i¢in yasalar size birbiriyle g¢elisiyor gibi
gelebilir. Bu yiizden her yasa Onerisini kendi igerisinde degerlendiriniz, bir onceki
yasaya atif yaparak degerlendirme yapmayiniz. Diger sorularda da oldugu gibi bu
sorularin dogru ya da yanls yanitlar1 yok. Onemli olan sizin ne diisiindiigiiniizii
belirtmeniz. Hazirsaniz liitfen Ilerle butonuna basmniz.

Social policies that benefit both groups (H+R+)
Kamu Iktisadi Tesebbiisleri Komisyonu

2018 basinda hissedilmeye baslayan kiiresel maddi krizin etkilerini azaltmak icin
TBMM Kamu Iktisadi Tesebbiisleri Komisyonu, tiiketicilerin temel iiriinleri satin alim
giicii arttirmaya yonelik 3 ayr1 yasa Onerisi hazirlamiglardir. Bu yasalara gore
Tiirkiye’de yasayan herkes i¢in belediyelerin belirledigi su iicretleri asagiya ¢ekilecek,
KDV temel iirlinlerde (gida, kirtasiye, ulasim giderleri, barmma giderleri vb.)
sifirlanacak ve sosyal gilivenlik primleri disiiriilerek tiiketicinin alim giicii
arttirtlacaktir (planlanan Resmi Gazete karar no: 27.09.2021/49358.01).

- TBMM Kamu Iktisadi Tesebbiisleri Komisyonu’nun hazirladig, Tiirkiye’de yasayan
herkes icin belediyelerin belirledigi su iicretlerini asagiya ¢ekilmesini dngoren yasay1
ne kadar desteklersiniz? Asagidaki say1 dogrusu lizerindeki ok isaretini saga ya da sola
kaydirarak gosteriniz (1 hi¢ desteklemem — 10 tamamen desteklerim).

- TBMM Kamu Iktisadi Tesebbiisleri Komisyonu’nun hazirladigi, Tiirkiye’de
yasayan herkes icin KDV temel tiriinlerde (ekmek hari¢ gida, kirtasiye, ulasim
giderleri, barinma giderleri vb.) sifirlanmasini 6ngoren yasay1 ne kadar
desteklersiniz? Asagidaki say1 dogrusu iizerindeki ok isaretini saga ya da sola
kaydirarak gosteriniz (1 hi¢ desteklemem — 10 tamamen desteklerim).

4 £ o - J o L o = 4

- TBMM Kamu Iktisadi Tesebbiisleri Komisyonu’nun hazirladigi, Tiirkiye’de
yasayan herkes icin sosyal giivenlik primleri diisiiriilerek tiiketicilerin alim giiciinii
artirmay1 ongeren yasayo ne kadar desteklersini? Asagidaki sayr dogrusu iizerindeki
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ok isaretini saga ya da sola kaydirarak gosteriniz (1 hi¢ desteklemem — 10 tamamen
desteklerim).

4 L o - J o L o = 44

Social policies that only benefit Syrian Refugees (HnR+)

Yabanci Kaynaklar Komisyonu

Tiirkiye, Birlesmis Milletler (BM), Ekonomik Isbirligi Teskilat: (EIT-ECO) ve iktisadi
Isbirligi ve Kalkinma Teskilati (OECD) gibi uluslararas: kuruluslara uzun siiredir
tiyedir. Bu kuruluglar iiyelerine kiiresel c¢aptaki olaylarda kullanmak tizere farkli
miktarlarda kaynak ayirmaktadir. Ancak yerel yasal diizensizlik nedeniyle bu
kaynaklar hala Tiirkiye’ye aktarilamamistir. Bundan dolay1 2020-2021 yasama yilinda
cikarilacak bir yasada bu fonlardan gelecek maddi kaynagin Tiirkiye'de yasayan
Suriyeli miiltecilere (a) dogrudan nakdi olarak; (b) sosyal yardim olarak dagitilacagi
kararlastirilacaktir (planlanan Resmi Gazete karar no: 20.09.2021/66359.03).

- Birlesmis Milletlerden gelecek maddi kaynagin Tiirkiye'de yasayan Suriyeli
miiltecilere aktarilmasina yonelik ¢ikacak yasay1 ne kadar desteklersiniz? Asagidaki
say1 dogrusu iizerindeki ok isaretini saga ya da sola kaydirarak gosteriniz (1 hig
desteklemem — 10 tamamen desteklerim).

5

4 £ o - J L= L o = 44

- Ekonomik Isbirligi Teskilati'ndan gelecek maddi kaynagin Tiirkiye'de yasayan
Suriyeli __ miiltecilere aktarilmasina  yonelik  c¢ikacak  yasay1 ne  kadar
desteklersiniz? Asagidaki sayr dogrusu iizerindeki ok isaretini saga ya da sola
kaydirarak gosteriniz (1 hi¢ desteklemem — 10 tamamen desteklerim).

1 2 3 4 5 B 7 g = 10

- Iktisadi Isbirligi ve Kalkinma Teskilati'ndan gelecek maddi kaynagim Tiirkiye'de
yasayan _Suriveli miiltecilere aktarilmasina yonelik ¢ikacak yasayr ne kadar
desteklersiniz? Asagidaki sayr dogrusu iizerindeki ok isaretini saga ya da sola
kaydirarak gosteriniz (1 hi¢ desteklemem — 10 tamamen desteklerim).

= -

4 £ o - J L= L o = 4
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Social policies that give advantages to Turks and disadvantages to Syrian
refugees (H+R-)

icisleri Komisyonu

Tiirkiye’de yasayan Suriyeli miiltecilerin niifusunun artisiyla birlikte, miiltecilere
yonelik yasalar1 ve yasalarin uygulanirligini kontrol etmek oldukga zorlagsmistir. Bazi
bolgelerde bu zorakiyet, Suriyeli miilteciler ve Tiirkler arasinda gerilime neden
olmustur. Bu gerilimi azaltmak icin TBMM I¢isleri Komisyonu ii¢ farkli yasa tasaris1
hazirlamistir. Bunlardan ilki, bugiine kadar Suriyeli miiltecilere aktarilan Ulusal veya
Uluslararas1 yardimlarin miilteci olmayan Tirklere aktarilmasini 6ngérmektedir.
Ikinci tasar1, Suriyeli miiltecilerin is yeri agma haklarinin iptal edilmesi ve Tiirk bolge
halkinin Tiirk esnafindan vergi vermeksizin (KDV ve OTV’siz alisverisi
kapsamaktadir) aligveris yapabilmesini éngormektedir. Uciincii tasar1 ise Suriyeli
miiltecilerin iicretsiz saglik hakkindan yararlanmalarinin iptal edilmesi ve Tiirk bolge
halkinin bélge hastanelerini (il ve komsu il icinde bulunan Saglik Bakanlig1’na bagh
tim kamu hastaneleri ve 0zel hastaneler) hicbir katillm payr 6demeden
kullanabilmesini ~ 6ngérmektedir ~ (Planlanan  Resmi  Gazete karar  no:
01.10.2021/45927.02).

- Suriyeli miiltecilere aktarilan Ulusal veya Uluslararasi yardimlarin miilteci olmayan
Tiirklere aktarilmasini1 dngoren yasay1 ne kadar desteklersiniz? Asagidaki say1 dogrusu
tizerindeki ok isaretini saga ya da sola kaydirarak gdsteriniz (1 hi¢ desteklemem — 10
tamamen desteklerim).

4 £ & ] 2] G / = o iu

- Suriyeli miiltecilerin Tiirkiye topraklar igerisinde is yeri agma yetkilerinin iptalini
ve yerli halkin bdlge esnafindan vergi vermeksizin (KDV ve OTV’siz aligverisi
kapsamaktadir)  aligveris  yapabilmesini  Ongdren  yasayt ne  kadar
desteklersiniz? Asagidaki sayr dogrusu tiizerindeki ok isaretini saga ya da sola
kaydirarak gosteriniz (1 hi¢ desteklemem — 10 tamamen desteklerim).

4 £ o - J o L o = 44

- Suriyeli miiltecilerin saglik hakkindan yararlanabilmeleri i¢in bir miktar {icret
O0demelerini, ayn1 zamanda Tiirk yerel halkin bdlge hastanelerini hi¢bir katilim payi
O0demeden kullanabilmesini 6ngdren yasayi ne kadar desteklersiniz? Asagidaki say1
dogrusu iizerindeki ok isaretini saga ya da sola kaydirarak gosteriniz (1 hig
desteklemem — 10 tamamen desteklerim).

4 £ o - J o L o = 44
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Social policies that give disadvantage Turks and advantage to Syrian refugees
(H-R+)

Sanayi Ticaret ve Enerji Komisyonu

Suriyeli miiltecilerin elektrik kullanimi i¢in yeterli maddi kaynagi saglayamadigi
goriilmektedir. Bundan dolayr TBMM Sanayi, Ticaret ve Enerji Komisyonu Suriyeli
miiltecilere hayatlarii devam ettirebilecekleri 6lgiide elektrigin iicretsiz saglanmasi
yoniinde bir torba yasa hazirlamistir. Bu yasaya gore Suriyeli miiltecilere saglanacak
ticretsiz elektrik kayith kullanicilarin elektrik faturalarina kayip-kacak kullanim bedeli
olarak yansitilacaktir. Komisyon, ayni torba yasa tasarisinda, belediyelerin
biitgelerinden Suriyeli miiltecilere giinliik bir miktar beyaz unlu ekmek dagitilmasini
ve Suriyeli miiltecilerin kullanacaklar1 telefon hatlarindan 6zel tiiketim vergisi
alinmamast gerektigi yoniinde goriis bildirmistir. Bu yasaya gore belediyelerin
kayiplar1 ekmege getirilecek belirli oranda bir zam ile giderilecektir. Ozel tiiketim
vergisi muafiyeti nedeniyle ise meydana gelecek devlet kaybi i¢in de Suriyeli miilteci
olmayan cep telefonu kullanicilarinin 6zel tiikketim vergilerinin arttirilacagi
ongoriilmiistiir (Planlanan Resmi Gazete karar no: 13.09.2021/11925.01).

- Suriyeli miilteci hanelere belirli oranda iicretsiz elektrik saglanmasini, dagitim
sirketlerinin kaybinin ise diger kayithi elektrik kullanicilarinin faturalarina kayip-kacak
bedeli olarak yansitilmasini 6ngoren yasay1 ne kadar desteklersiniz? Asagidaki sayi
dogrusu tiizerindeki ok isaretini saga ya da sola kaydirarak gosteriniz (1 hig
desteklemem — 10 tamamen desteklerim).

1 L & 4 ] G / = o iu

- Yerel belediyelerce Suriyeli miilteci hanelere belirli miktarda beyaz unlu
ekmek dagitilmasini, bu bedelin ise ekmege getirilecek bir miktar zamdan
karsilanmasint 6ngdren yasayr ne kadar desteklersiniz? Asagidaki sayr dogrusu
tizerindeki ok isaretini saga ya da sola kaydirarak gosteriniz (1 hi¢ desteklemem — 10
tamamen desteklerim).

4 L o - J o L o = 44

- Suriyeli miiltecilerin kullandiklar1 telefon hatlarindan 6zel tiiketim vergisinin
kaldirilmasini, devlet vergi kaybinin ise Suriyeli miilteci olmayan diger kayith cep
telefonu hatt1 kullanicilarina getirilecek 6zel tiiketim vergisi artisindan giderilmesini
ongoren yasay1 ne kadar desteklersiniz? Asagidaki say1 dogrusu iizerindeki ok isaretini
saga ya da sola kaydirarak gosteriniz (1 hi¢ desteklemem — 10 tamamen desteklerim).

4 L o - J o L o = 44
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I: EMAIL SENT TO PARTICIPANT 24 HOURS BEFORE APPOINTMENT

[Katilimc1 ismi] merhabalar,

Yarin ([tarih]) saat [saat]'te arastirma randevumuz vardi. Bu elektronik postayi
randevumuzu hatirlatmak i¢in yaziyorum. Liitfen elektronik postayr sonuna kadar
dikkatlice okuyunuz.

Daha once de belirttigim gibi yarin, randevulagtigimiz saatten 5 dakika dnce ([saat]:55)
arastirmanin ¢evrimigi linkini sizin elektronik posta adresinize gonderecegim. Siz
randevulastigimiz saatte o linke BILGISAYARINIZDAN tiklayarak dnce 5 dakika
kadar cinsiyetiniz, yasiniz, egitim durumunuz gibi bilgileri igeren bir formu
dolduracaksiniz. Ardindan bilgisayar ekraninda ¢agri atmaniz istenen bir numara
belirecek. Siz o numaraya cagr1 attifinizda aragtirmacilar sizi WhatsApp iizerinden
goriintiilii olarak arayarak sizi Suriyeli bir miilteci ile goriistiirecekler.

Goriisme sirasinda sizden istegimiz bilgisayar ekraninda belirecek sorulari sesli olarak
Suriyeli miilteciye sormaniz. Bu sorular genellikle "Suriyeli miilteciler hangi tiir
yemekleri sever, nerelerde ¢alisirlar" gibi genel sorular oluyor. Siz bu sorulari sesli
olarak sordugunuzda goriintiilii gériismede yer alacak ¢evirmen sorunuzu Arapcaya
cevirecek. Suriyeli miiltecinin yanitin1 da size Tiirkgeye ¢evirecek. Bu sekilde 5 soru
sorup cevabini dinledikten sonra goriintiilii gériigme sona erecek. Gorlisme ortalama
6-7 dakika siirecek. Ardindan WhatsApp'1 kapatip bilgisayarin size soracagi sorulari
fare ve klavye kullanarak yanitlayacaksiniz. Boylelikle calisma tamamlanmis olacak.
Randevulastigimiz saatte internete bagli bir bilgisayarinizin, 6n kamerasi ¢alisan ve
WhatsApp uygulamasini iceren cep telefonunuzun hazir bulunmasini hatirlatmak
isterim.

Yarn gortismek tizere,
Sami COKSAN
SMS Sent to the Participant 24 Hours Before the Appointment

Merhabalar, yarin ([tarih]) saat [saat]'te Suriyeli miiltecilere yonelik sosyal politikalar
hakkinda fikirlerinizi ifade edeceginiz arastirma i¢in randevunuz vardi. Bu SMS'i
randevunuzu hatirlatmak amaciyla yaziyorum. Detayli bilgileri elektronik posta
adresinize gonderdim. Liitfen elektronik postay1 kontrol ediniz. Eger randevunuza
gelemeyecekseniz liitfen bilgi veriniz. Goriisme sirasinda hem internete bagli bir
bilgisayara hem de WhatsApp uygulamasini iceren 6n kamerali bir cep telefonuna
ithtiyaciniz olacagmi tekrar hatirlatmak isterim. Yarin goriismek {izere, Sami
COKSAN.

SMS Sent to the Participant 2 Hours Before the Appointment

Merhabalar, iki saat sonra (saat [saat]) arastirma i¢in randevunuz vardi. Bu SMS'i
randevunuzu hatirlatmak amaciyla yaziyorum. Eger randevunuza gelemeyecekseniz
liitfen bilgi veriniz. Goriisme sirasinda hem internete bagli bir bilgisayara hem de
WhatsApp uygulamasini igeren 6n kamerali bir cep telefonuna ihtiyaciniz olacagini
tekrar hatirlatmak isterim. Tesekkiirler, Sami COKSAN.

107



J: ADAPTED AND PREDETERMINED INTERVIEW PROTOCOL FOR
CONFEDERATES WITH ARABIC PHONETIC ANSWERS

Similarity-focused contact condition

CEVIRMEN: Merhaba. Oturuma hos geldiniz. Birazdan ekran ilerle butonu
goreceksiniz. Butona tikladigiizda niiniize bazi sorular gelecek. Sizden istegim sesli
olarak bu soruyu Suriyeli miilteciye sormaniz. Ben terciiman olarak sizin sordugunuz
soruyu Arapgaya ¢evirecegim. Suriyeli miilteci bu soruya yanit verecek. Verdigi yaniti
da size Tiirkgeye g¢evirecegim. Buradaki amacimiz sizin, arastirma oncesinde bir
Suriyeli miilteci ile iletisim kurmaniz. Simdi liitfen bilgisayar ekraninda beliren soruyu
okuyarak Suriyeli miilteciye sorunuz.

KATILIMCI: “Sizce Tirkler ve Suriyeli miiltecilerin paylastiklar1 ortakliklar
nelerdir?”

CEVIRMEN: Meg iyye§ serrakatug elletig yuserikug hel etraku vellejuineg
Surriyuneg birag ikag?

MULTECI: Agtakudu ellezinel kesireg agmen ajug hittesabuhig. Egla sabidil mitedig,
kiyyamunag vag muattakudan seiyatun. Vajabatunag mutasabihatun jidden. Atakudu
en hegde yerjau ila hakikatig en takefatel behril ebiyedil mutavassitig efferet big
omkilag el sagbi. Ladeynel ketirug minalumuril musterakkatig. innahug amrun
muthirun lilehtimenig velekin hette marasim uzufefi ledeyna mutesabbitanig jidden.
Adrak tu endamarag eytug kunen laylatan fi Turka. Takafatul liyletil hannai
hiyenefsug heg beyneg Suriyinnag.

CEVIRMEN: Ben ¢ok fazla benzerligimizin oldugunu diisiiniiyorum, dedi. Ornegin
deger ve inanclarimiz ortak. Yemeklerimiz c¢ok benzer. Sanirirm bu Akdeniz
Kiiltiirii’niin iki halki da derinden etkilemesinden kaynaklaniyor. Bagka o kadar ¢cok
ortak noktamiz var ki. Cok ilging ama evlilik merasimlerimiz bile ¢ok benzer.
Tiirkiye’de kina gecesi goriince farketmistim, Suriyelilerde de kina gecesi kiiltiirii

aynisi.
CEVIRMEN: Duyabildiniz mi hepsini?

KATILIMCI: Evet duydum.

CEVIRMEN: O halde ilerle butonuna basarak ikinci soruyu sorabilirsiniz.
KATILIMCI: “Suriyeli miilteciler sosyallesmek i¢in nereleri kullaniyorlar?”
CEVIRMEN: Eyneyis tahdimullijune Suriyune littavasul velistimayi?

MULTECI: Agtakudu en nefsel emekin mitluka. El mutenezzahatu, vel dehetuku, vel
tezatuhi.

CEVIRMEN: Bence sizinle ayni1 yerleri. Parklar, bahceler, alisveris merkezleri, dedi
CEVIRMEN: Duyabildiniz mi hepsini?

KATILIMCI: Evet duydum.

CEVIRMEN: O halde ilerle butonuna basarak diger soruyu sorabilirsiniz.
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KATILIMCI: “Suriyeli miilteciler hangi islerde ¢alisiyor?”
CEVIRMEN: Me iyal vazaifu elletiya kumbiga ellejiun Suriya?

MULTECI: Fi ayyafu vazifatun yagmelu figle etraku yumkine el amalu fig nifse al
vazayifug. Maharatun el yedenetun miitesahabitedun jidden. Fil amali, le ehhade
yestadiggen mizzen de kalen al muallimen Turkia yem Suriyan.

CEVIRMEN: Tiirkler hangi islerde calisiyorsa biz de ayni islerde calisabiliyoruz, dedi.
Zaten el becerilerimiz ¢ok benzer. Is yerlerinde bir ustanin Tiirk mii yoksa Suriyeli mi
oldugunu kimse ayirt edemiyor, dedi.

CEVIRMEN: Duyabildiniz mi hepsini?

KATILIMCI: Evet duydum.

CEVIRMEN: O halde ilerle butonuna basarak diger soruyu sorabilirsiniz.
KATILIMCI: “Sosyal alanlarda hangi konulardan sikayet¢isiniz?”
CEVIRMEN: Meg igyen kag allasug tasku istimayatig?

MULTECI: Harakatul muriri, teklefetil meisati, mujdarigmatun. Hagdaten essiyagmin
hegdel kablig. El kadagya elletig yeskug mitrag Turka allagn. Endimag metefakkun fi
emrig, fehatakul ensekulag mumatahul el ledivakag.

CEVIRMEN: Trafik, hayat pahaliligi, kalabalik. Genellikle boyle seyler, dedi.
Tiirklerin de sikayet¢i olduklar1 konular yani, diye ekledi. Diisilinilince, zevklerimiz
kadar sikayetlerimiz de benzermis demek ki, dedi.

CEVIRMEN: Duyabildiniz mi hepsini?

KATILIMCI: Evet duydum.

CEVIRMEN: O halde ilerle butonuna basarak diger soruyu sorabilirsiniz.
KATILIMCI: “Ttirkiye’deki toplumsal gruplar hakkinda ne hissediyorsunuz?”
CEVIRMEN: Mehujug seruku el fiyatul fi Turkiyag?

MULTECI: Enne u habbuhum. Yagni ene habbu kulle mennug iseg fihu Turkiya.

CEVIRMEN: Onlar1 seviyorum. Yani demek istedigim, Tiirkiye’de yasayan herkesi
seviyorum, dedi.

CEVIRMEN: Duyabildiniz mi hepsini?
KATILIMCI: Evet duydum.

CEVIRMEN: Gériintiilii goriismeye katildiginiz igin tesekkiir ederiz. Oturum burada
sona ermistir. Simdi bu sayfay1 kapayarak, sizi buraya yonlendiren arastirma sayfasina
geri donebilir ve aragtirmaya devam edebilirsiniz.

109



Difference-focused contact condition

CEVIRMEN: Merhaba. Oturuma hos geldiniz. Birazdan ekran ilerle butonu
goreceksiniz. Butona tikladiginizda dniiniize bazi sorular gelecek. Sizden istegim sesli
olarak bu soruyu Suriyeli miilteciye sormaniz. Ben tercliman olarak sizin sordugunuz
soruyu Arapgaya cevirecegim. Suriyeli miilteci bu soruya yanit verecek. Verdigi yaniti
da size Tiirkgeye g¢evirecegim. Buradaki amacimiz sizin, arastirma oncesinde bir
Suriyeli miilteci ile iletisim kurmaniz. Simdi liitfen bilgisayar ekraninda beliren soruyu
okuyarak Suriyeli miilteciye sorunuz.

KATILIMCI: “Tiirkiye’de yasayan her grubun kendine has 6zellikleri vardir. Mesela
sizce Suriyeli miiltecilerin diger gruplardan ne gibi farklar1 var?”

CEVIRMEN: Hiignekeg simatun feridatun 1ig kullig mecmuatin teusig fig Turkiya.
Egla sabidil mittegdig biragike keyfe yektalig fullejig ugne Suriyune el mejmatual
uhrag?

MULTECI: Agtakudu ellezinel kesireg agmen ajug muhtelifatun. Egla sabidil mitedig,
kiyyamunag vag muattakudan muhtelifatun. Vajabatunag mutasabihatun
mubhtelifatun. Atakudug en hegde yerjau ila hakikatig en takefatel behril ebiyedil
mutavassitig efferet big omkilag el muhtelifatun. Ladeynel ketirug minalumuril
musterakkatig. Innahug amrun muthirun lilehtimenig velekin hette marasim uzufefi
ledeyna muhtelifatun. Adrak tu endamarag eytug kunen laylatan fi Turka. Takafatul
liyletil hannai hiyenefsug heg beyneg Suriyinnag.

CEVIRMEN: Ben Suriyeli miiltecilerin Tiirkler’den ¢ok farkli oldugunu
diisiiniiyorum, dedi. Ornegin deger ve inanglarimiz farkli. Yemeklerimiz farkl:.
Sanirim bu Akdeniz Kiiltiiri'niin iki halki farkl etkilemesinden kaynaklaniyor. Bagka
o kadar farklilik var ki. Cok ilging ama evlilik merasimlerimiz bile farkli, dedi.
Tiirkiye’de kina gecesi goriince farketmistim, Suriyeliler de bu kiiltiir bambagka.

CEVIRMEN: Duyabildiniz mi hepsini?

KATILIMCI: Evet duydum.

CEVIRMEN: O halde ilerle butonuna basarak ikinci soruyu sorabilirsiniz.
KATILIMCI: “Suriyeli miilteciler sosyallesmek i¢in nereleri kullaniyorlar?”
CEVIRMEN: Eyneyis tahdimullijune Suriyune littavasul velistimayi?

MULTECI: Agtakudu en nefsel muhtelifatun. El mutenezzahatu vel dehetuku vel
tezatuhi.

CEVIRMEN: Bence sizden farkli yerleri, dedi. Biz genelde parklar yerine evlerimizde
sohbet etmeyi tercih ediyoruz.

CEVIRMEN: Duyabildiniz mi hepsini?

KATILIMCI: Evet duydum.

CEVIRMEN: O halde ilerle butonuna basarak diger soruyu sorabilirsiniz.
KATILIMCI: “Suriyeli miilteciler hangi islerde ¢alistyor?”

CEVIRMEN: Me iyal vazaifu elletiya kumbiga ellejiun Suriya?
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MULTECI: Fi ayyafu vazifatun yagmelu figle etraku yumkine el amalu fig nifse al
muhtelifatun. Maharatun el yedenetun muhtelifatun. Fil amali, le ehhade yestadiggen
mizzen de kalen al muallimen Turkia yem Suriyan.

CEVIRMEN: Biz Tiirklerin calistig1 is alanlarindan ¢ok farkl1 alanlarda ¢alistyoruz,
dedi. Zaten el becerilerimiz de ¢ok farkli. Is yerlerinde bir ustanin Tiirk mii yoksa
Suriyeli mi oldugunu herkes ayirt edebiliyor, diye ekledi.

CEVIRMEN: Duyabildiniz mi hepsini?

KATILIMCI: Evet duydum.

CEVIRMEN: O halde ilerle butonuna basarak diger soruyu sorabilirsiniz.
KATILIMCI: “Sosyal alanlarda hangi konulardan sikayetcisiniz?”
CEVIRMEN: Meg igyen kag allasug tasku istimayatig?

MULTECI: Harakatul muriri, teklefetil meisati, mujdarigmatun. Hagdaten essiyagmin
hegdel kablig. El muhtelifatun elletig yeskug mitrag Turka allagn. Endimag
metefakkun fi emrig, fehatakul ensekulag mumatahul el muhtelifatun.

CEVIRMEN: Konusma, ulagim, iliskiler, dedi. Genellikle bdyle seyler. Tiirklerin
sikayetci olduklar1 konulardan farkli yani. Ddgiiniince, zevklerimiz kadar
sikayetlerimiz de farkliymis demek ki, diye ekledi.

CEVIRMEN: Duyabildiniz mi hepsini?

KATILIMCI: Evet duydum.

CEVIRMEN: O halde ilerle butonuna basarak diger soruyu sorabilirsiniz.
KATILIMCI: “Tiirkiye’deki toplumsal gruplar hakkinda ne hissediyorsunuz?”
CEVIRMEN: Mehujug seruku el fiyatul fi Turkiyag?

MULTECI: Enne u habbuhum. Yagni ene habbu kulle mennug iseg fihu multajiman
Suriyag.

CEVIRMEN: Onlari seviyorum. Yani demek istedigim, Tiirkiye’de yasayan Suriyeli
miiltecileri seviyorum, dedi.

CEVIRMEN: Duyabildiniz mi hepsini?
KATILIMCI: Evet duydum.

CEVIRMEN: Gériintiilii goériismeye katildiginiz igin tesekkiir ederiz. Oturum burada
sona ermistir. Simdi bu sayfay1 kapayarak, sizi buraya yonlendiren arastirma sayfasina
geri donebilir ve aragtirmaya devam edebilirsiniz.
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K: MANIPULATION CHECK QUESTIONS

Suriyeli miilteci ile yaptiginiz goriisme i¢in tesekkiir ederiz.

Simdi, bu goriismeyi ne kadar dikkatli yiiriittiiglintizii 6lgmek ve gériisme hakkindaki
diisiincenizi almak i¢in size iki soru yoneltecegiz.

Liitfen ilerle butonuna basiniz.

1) Suriyeli miilteci ile yaptiginiz goriisme size, Tiirkler ve Suriyeli miilteciler
arasinda ne kadar benzerlik oldugunu hissettirdi?

- Neredeyse hi¢ benzer olmadigimizi hissettim.

- Cok az benzer oldugumuzu hissettim.

- Orta derecede benzer oldugumuzu hissettim

- Oldukga fazla benzerliklerimiz oldugunu hissettim.
- Neredeyse tamamen benzer oldugumuzu hissettim.

2) Suriyeli miilteci ile yaptiginiz goriisme size, Tiirkler ve Suriyeli miilteciler
arasinda ne kadar farklilik oldugunu hissettirdi?

- Neredeyse hi¢ farkliligimiz olmadigini hissetim.
- Cok az farkliligimiz oldugunu hissettim.

- Orta derecede farkliligimiz oldugunu hissettim.
- Oldukga fazla farkliligimiz oldugunu hissettim.

- Neredeyse tamamen farkli oldugumuzu hissettim.
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L: FEEDBACK FORM

Calismamiz burada sona ermistir, katildigmiz icin tesekkiir ederiz. Calismamizin
gecerliligi i¢in geri bildirim almak istiyoruz. Geribildirim vermek istemezseniz
dogrudan sayfanin altindaki Ilerle butonuna basabilirsiniz.

1. Calisma sirasinda goriistiigliniiz Suriyeli miilteci ilgili samimi olarak ne
diisiindiiniiz (izleniminiz nedir)?

2. Sizce ¢alismanin amaci ne, kisaca agiklar misiniz?

3. Size sunulan ifadeleri okurken, diisiincelerinizi yazarken veya sorular i¢in size
uygun gelen cevabi isaretlerken, size tuhaf ya da degisik gelen yerler var miydi?
Herhangi bir seyden rahatsizlik hissettiniz mi?

4. Bu calismaya katilmadan 6nce ¢evrenizden ¢alismanin icerigi hakkinda bir seyler
duymus veya bilgi almis miydiniz? (Evet ise, ne tiir seyler duymustunuz?)

5. Arastirma bulgularinin sizinle paylasilmasini isterseniz liitfen asagiya giincel
olarak kontrol ettiginiz elektronik postanizi yaziniz.

Calismay1 tamamlamak icin liitfen ilerle butonuna basiniz.

113



M: INFORMING FORM FOR STUDY 1

Sayin katilimei,

Bu arastirma, daha dnce de belirtildigi gibi, ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii doktora 6grencisi
Sami Coksan tarafindan Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli damigsmanligindaki doktora tezi
kapsaminda yiiriitilmektedir. Giriste belirtilenden farkli olarak, bu arastirmanin asil
amaci, diger insanlar ile benzerlik ya da farklilik odakli sosyal temasin, o insanlara
yonelik tutum ve davranislar {izerinde etkisini incelemektir.

Ilgili alan yazinda benzerlik odakl1 sosyal temasin, temas edilen grup iiyelerine yonelik
olumlu tutum ve davranislar1 sadece katilimcinin grubuna zarar vermedigi
potansiyelde arttirdig1 tartisilmaktadir. Bu arastirmada da biz siiregiden bu tartismay1
arastirdik. Katildigimiz WhatsApp goriismesinde konustugunuz terciiman ve Suriyeli
miilteci aslinda aragtirma ekibinin diger iiyeleriydi ve size verdikleri yanitlar daha
onceden belirlenmis metinlerdi. Bu sohbet sayesinde sizi diger insanlar ile benzerlik
ya da farklilik odakli temas ettirmeye ¢alistik. Arastirma bulgularinin glivenilir olmasi
icin de tiim katilimcilar ile ayni kisilerin ayn1 sekilde konugsmasi gerekiyordu. Bu
nedenle boyle bir yola bagvurduk.

Bu islemden dolay1 rahatsiz olduysaniz ve verinizi kullanmamizi istemezseniz
scoksan@metu.edu.tr adresine arastirmaya dahil edilmeme isteginizi yazabilirsiniz.

Bu c¢alismadan alinacak ilk verilerin Agustos 2021 tarihinde elde edilmesi
amaglanmaktadir. Calisma tamamlandiginda bizimle paylastiginiz elektronik posta
adresine aragtirma sonuclar1 gonderilecektir. Elde edilen bilgiler daha 6nce
belirttigimiz gibi toplu olarak degerlendirilecek ve sadece bilimsel arastirmalarda
kullanilacaktir. Caligmanin saglikli ilerleyebilmesi ve bulgularin giivenilir olmasi i¢in
hi¢ kimseyle ¢alisma ile ilgili detayl bilgi paylasiminda bulunmamanizi rica ediyoruz.

Bu arastirmaya katildiginiz i¢in tekrar ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz. Farkli soru ve goriisleriniz
i¢in istediginiz zaman bizimle asagidaki elektronik posta adresleri iizerinden iletisime
gecebilirsiniz.

Ars. Gor. Sami Coksan (scoksan@metu.edu.tr)
Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli (nurays@metu.edu.tr)

Calismaya katkida bulunan bir goniillii olarak katilimer haklarimizla ilgili veya etik
ilkelerle ilgi soru veya goriislerinizi ODTU Uygulamali Etik Arastirma Merkezi’ne
iletebilirsiniz. e-posta: ueam@metu.edu.tr
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N: INGROUP IDENTIFICATION MANIPULATION
Questions for Low-Level Ingroup Identification
Yanitlariiz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz.

Calismanin basinda kendinizi Tiirk olarak kimliklendirdiginizi ifade ettiniz. Simdi
size, genel olarak Tirkleri ne kadar iyi yansittiginizi ve Tiirkler ile ne kadar benzer
Ozelliklerinizin oldugunu 6lcecek 10 ifade sunacagiz. Her bir ifade sonrasinda size o
ifade hakkindaki diisiincenizi soracagiz. Sizden bu diisiincenizi olabildigince hizli
ifade etmenizi istiyoruz. Bu isin ardindan bilgisayar algoritmasi sizin cevaplarinizi
yaklagik 13.000 Tiirk ile yapilan Tiirkiye ¢apindaki bir ¢alismanin sonuglari ile
kiyaslayacak ve sizin genel olarak Tiirkleri ne kadar yansittiginizi hesaplayacaktir.

Kendinizi hazir hissediyorsaniz sag altta bulunan ilerle butonuna basiniz.
Katihmcinin Ulusal Ozelliklerinin Belirlenmesi
Ifadeleri gormek igin Ilerle butonuna basiniz.

1) Tirkler diigiin ve kutlama gibi etkinliklerde, eglencelerine her zaman gereginden
fazla zaman ayirirlar.

Siz bu konuda ne diigtiniiyorsunuz?

A) Evet, Tiirkler diigiin ve kutlama gibi etkinliklerde her zaman eglencelerine
gereginden fazla zaman ayirirlar.

B) Hayir, Tiirkler diiglin ve kutlama gibi etkinliklerinde bazen eglencelerine
gereginden fazla zaman ayirirlar.

Peki siz diigiin ve kutlamalarda eglencelere her zaman gereginden fazla zaman ayirir
misiniz?

A) Evet, diigiin ve kutlamalarda eglencelere her zaman gereginden fazla zaman
ayiririm.

B) Hayir, diigiin ve kutlama gibi etkinliklerde bazen eglencelere gereginden fazla
zaman ayirmam.

2) Tiirklerin neredeyse tamamu biitiin konularda kendilerini elestirirlerken dviinmeyi
bilmezler.

Siz bu konuda ne diislinliyorsunuz?

A) Evet, Tiirklerin neredeyse tamami tiim konularda kendilerini elestirirler,
oviinmekten kaginirlar.

B) Hayir, bazi Tiirkler bazi1 konularda kendilerini 6verken bazi konularda da 6z
elestiri yapmay bilirler.

Peki siz kendinizi neredeyse biitiin konularda elestirirken 6viinmekten kaginir
misiniz?

A) Evet, kendimi neredeyse tiim konularda elestiririm, hi¢ dviinmem.
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B) Hayir, kendimi bazi konularda 6verken bazi konularda da elestirmesini bilirim.

3) Diger kiiltiirlerin yemekleri ile karsilastiginda biitiin Tiirkler kendi yemeklerinin
tamamini daha lezzetli bulur.

Siz bu konuda ne diigtiniiyorsunuz?

A) Evet, biitlin Tiirkler kendi yemeklerinin tamamini daha lezzetli bulur.

B) Hayir, Tiirkler baz1 Tiirk yemeklerini lezzetli bulurken bazilarin1 bulmayabilirler.
Peki siz biitlin Tiirk yemeklerini lezzetli bulur musunuz?

A) Evet, biitiin Tiirk yemeklerini lezzetli bulurum.

B) Hayir, bazi Tiirk yemeklerini lezzetli bulurken bazilarini bulmam.

4) Biitiin Tiirkler Akdeniz kiiltiiriinden etkilendigi i¢in her zaman rahatligina diigkiin
olurlar, hicbir zaman siki ¢calismazlar.

Siz bu konuda ne diigtiniiyorsunuz?

A) Evet, biitlin Tiirkler her zaman rahatligina diiskiin olurlar, ¢cok siki ¢alismazlar.
B) Hayir, Tiirkler bazen ¢ok siki ¢alisirken, bazen de rahatligina diiskiin olabilirler.
Peki siz siki calisma ve rahatiniza diiskiin olma konusunda nasil davranirsiniz?

A) Her zaman siki ¢alisirim, hi¢cbir zaman rahatima diigkiin degilimdir.

B) Her zaman rahatima diigkiiniimdiir, hi¢bir zaman siki ¢alismam.

C) Bazi1 durumlarda sik1 ¢alisirken baz1 durumlarda rahatima diiskiin olurum.

5) Biitiin Tiirkler tiim konularda ¢aga ayak uydururlar, hi¢cbir konuda geleneklerine
uygun davranmazlar.

Siz bu konuda ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?

A) Evet, Tiirkler tiim konularda ¢aga ayak uydururlar, hi¢bir yerde geleneklerine
gore hareket etmezler.

B) Hayir, Tiirkler baz1 konularda geleneklerini korurken bazi konularda ¢aga ayak
uydurur.

Peki siz tiim konularda ¢aga ayak uydururken, hi¢bir konuda geleneklerinize uygun
davranmaz misiniz?

A) Evet, tiim konularda ¢aga ayak uydururum, higbir yerde geleneklere uygun
davranmam.

B) Hayir, bazi konularda gelenekleri korurken bazi konularda ¢aga ayak uydururum.

6) Biitiin Tiirkler, her kosulda maddi ya da manevi yardimlasmaya 6zen gosterirler.
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Siz bu konuda ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?
A) Evet, biitlin Tirkler her kosulda maddi veya manevi yardimlasmaya 6zen gosterir.

B) Hayir, genel olarak Tiirkler, sartlar1 elverdigi kosulda maddi veya manevi
yardimlasmada bulunurlar.

Peki siz maddi ya da manevi yardimlarda bulunur musunuz?
A) Her kosulda maddi - manevi yardimlarda bulunurum.

B) Sartlarim elverdigi miiddetce maddi - manevi yardimlarda bulunurum.

7) Biitiin Tiirkler i¢in her zaman aile baglar diger seylerden 6nce gelir.
Siz bu konuda ne diigtiniiyorsunuz?

A) Biitiin Tiirkler i¢in her zaman aile baglar1 diger seylerin oniinde gelir.
B) Bazi Tiirkler i¢in zaman zaman aile baglar1 diger seylerden once gelir.
Peki sizin i¢in aile baglarmiz diger seylerden 6nce gelir mi?

A) Benim i¢in her zaman aile baglarim diger seylerden 6nce gelir.

B) Benim i¢in aile baglarim bazi durumlarda diger seylerin oniinde gelir.

8) Biitiin Tiirkler adil olmak i¢in her zaman esitlige 6nem verirler, sevdiklerini
korumaya ise dikkat etmezler.

Siz bu konuda ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?

A) Evet, tiim Tiirkler adil olmak i¢in her zaman esitlige 6nem verirler, sevdiklerini
korumaya hicbir zaman 6zen gdstermezler.

B) Hayir, Tiirkler adil olmak i¢in baz1 durumlarda esitlige, baz1 durumlarda ise
sevdiklerini korumaya 6zen gosterirler.

Peki siz adil olmak i¢in nasil davranirsiniz?

A) Adil olmak icin her zaman esitlige dnem veririm, sevdiklerimi korumaya hi¢bir
zaman Ozen gostermem.

B) Adil olmak i¢in bazen esitlige 6nem veririm, bazense sevdiklerimi korumaya 6zen
gostermem.

Dummy Information for Low Ingroup Identification

Liitfen bekleyiniz. Genel olarak Tiirkleri ne kadar 1yi yansittiginiz ve Tirkler ile ne
kadar benzer 6zelliklerinizin oldugu hesaplaniyor. Bu igslem birkac dakika alabilir.

Beklediginiz icin tesekkiir ederiz. Asagida yer alan hesaplamalara dair bilgileri
dikkatlice okuyunuz. Arastirmanin devaminda size bu bilgileri okuyup okumadiginiza
dair sorular sorulabilir.

HIZ: Diger Tiirk katilimcilardan farkli hizda ifadeleri yanitladiniz.
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BENZERLIK: Diger Tiirk katilimcilardan farkli ifadelere
katildigimizi/katilmadiginiz1 belirttiniz.

Hiziniz, benzer-farkli sayiniz ve bos birakma egilimleriniz sonucunda sizin
cevaplarinizin genel olarak Tiirkleri oldukga diisiik oranda yansittigini hesapladik.

Bir diger deyisle bu gorev sonunda diger Tiirkler ile oldukg¢a diisiik oranda benzer
ozellikler tasidiginizi gérmiis olduk.

Diger Tiirklerin bu sorulardan aldiklar1 ortalama puani: 72.4
Sizin puaniniz ise 43.8

Tiirklerin olusturacagi bir grubun ortalama 6zelliklerine sizin benzerlik oraniniz %
47.3.

Genel olarak Tiirklere diisiik oranda benzerlik gosteriyorsunuz.
Calismaya devam etmek igin ilerle butonuna basiniz.

Questions for High-Level Ingroup Identification

Yanitlariniz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz.

Calismanin basinda kendinizi Tiirk olarak kimliklendirdiginizi ifade ettiniz. Simdi
size, genel olarak Tiirkleri ne kadar iyi yansittiginiz1 ve Tiirkler ile ne kadar benzer
ozelliklerinizin oldugunu dlgecek 10 ifade sunacagiz. Her bir ifade sonrasinda size o
ifade hakkindaki diislincenizi soracagiz. Sizden bu diislincenizi olabildigince hizl
ifade etmenizi istiyoruz. Bu isin ardindan bilgisayar algoritmasi sizin cevaplarinizi
yaklasik 13.000 Tiirk ile yapilan Tiirkiye ¢apindaki bir ¢alismanin sonugclari ile
kiyaslayacak ve sizin genel olarak Tiirkleri ne kadar yansittiginiz1 hesaplayacaktir.

Kendinizi hazir hissediyorsaniz sag altta bulunan lerle butonuna basmiz.
Katiimcinin Ulusal Ozelliklerinin Belirlenmesi

1) Tiirkler diigiin ve kutlama gibi etkinliklerde, eglencelerine bazen gerektiginden
fazla zaman ayirirlar.

Siz bu konuda ne diislinliyorsunuz?

A) Evet, Tiirkler diigiin ve kutlama gibi etkinliklerde bazen eglencelerine gereginden
fazla zaman ayirirlar.

B) Hayir, Tiirkler diiglin ve kutlama gibi etkinliklerinde hi¢bir zaman eglencelerine
gereginden fazla zaman ayirmazlar.

Peki siz diigiin ve kutlamalarda eglencelere bazen gereginden fazla zaman ayirir
misiniz?

A) Evet, diigiin ve kutlamalarda eglencelere bazen gereginden fazla zaman ayirdigim
olur.

B) Hayir, hi¢cbir zaman diigiin ve kutlama gibi etkinliklerde eglencelere gereginden
fazla zaman ayirmam.
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2) Tiirkler baz1 konularda kendilerini elestirirlerken bazi konularda da viinmesini
bilirler.

Siz bu konuda ne diigtiniiyorsunuz?

A) Evet, Tiirkler bazi konularda kendilerini 6verken bazi konularda da elestirmesini
bilirler.

B) Hayir, Tiirkler neredeyse tiim konularda oviiniirler, kendilerini elestirmekten
kacinirlar.

C) Hayrr, Tiirkler neredeyse tiim konularda kendilerini elestirirler, 6viinmekten
kacinirlar.

Peki siz kendinizi bazi1 konularda elestirirken bazi konularda da 6ver misiniz?
A) Evet, kendimi baz1 konularda dverken bazi konularda da elestirmesini bilirim.
B) Hayir, kendimi neredeyse tiim konularda dverim, hic elestirmem.

C) Hayir, kendimi neredeyse tiim konularda elestiririm, hi¢ viinmem.

3) Diger kiiltiirlerin yemekleri ile karsilagtiginda genel olarak Tiirkler kendi
yemeklerini lezzetli bulur.

Siz bu konuda ne diislinliyorsunuz?

A) Evet, Tiirkler genel olarak kendi yemeklerini lezzetli bulur.

B) Hayir, Tiirkler genel olarak kendi yemeklerini lezzetli bulmazlar.
Peki siz genel olarak Tiirk yemeklerini lezzetli bulur musunuz?

A) Evet, genel olarak Tiirk yemeklerini lezzetli bulurum.

B) Hayir, genel olarak Tiirk yemeklerini lezzetli bulmam.

4) Tirkler Akdeniz kiiltiiriinden etkilendigi i¢in bazen ¢ok siki ¢alisirken bazen de
rahatliklarina diiskiin olabilirler.

Siz bu konuda ne diislinliyorsunuz?

A) Evet, Tiirkler bazen ¢ok siki ¢alisirken, bazen de rahatligina diiskiin olurlar.
B) Hayir, Tiirkler her zaman ¢ok siki ¢aligirlar, rahatligina diiskiin olmazlar.
C) Hayir, Tiirkler her zaman rahatligina diiskiin olurlar, ¢ok siki ¢calismazlar.
Peki siz siki ¢alisma ve rahatiniza diiskiin olma konusunda nasil davranirsiniz?
A) Bazi durumlarda siki ¢alisirken bazi durumlarda rahatima diiskiin olurum.
B) Her zaman siki ¢aligirim, hi¢ bir zaman rahatima diigskiin degilimdir.

C) Her zaman rahatima diigkiiniimdiir, hi¢bir zaman siki ¢alismam.
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5) Tiirkler baz1 konularda geleneklerine uygun davranirken, bazi konularda da ¢aga
ayak uydururlar.

Siz bu konuda ne diigtiniiyorsunuz?

A) Evet, Tiirkler bazi konularda geleneklerini korurken bazi konularda ¢aga ayak
uydurur.

B) Hayir, Tiirkler tiim konularda geleneklerine gore hareket ederler, higbir yerde
caga ayak uydurmazlar.

C) Hayrr, Tiirkler tiim konularda ¢aga ayak uydururlar, hi¢bir yerde geleneklerine
uygun davranmazlar.

Peki siz baz1 konularda geleneklere uygun davranirken bazi konularda ¢aga ayak
uydurur musunuz?

A) Evet, bazi konularda gelenekleri korurken bazi konularda ¢aga ayak uydururum.

B) Hayir, tiim konularda geleneklere gore hareket ederim, higbir yerde ¢aga ayak
uydurmam.

C) Hayir, tiim konularda ¢aga ayak uydururum, higbir yerde geleneklere uygun
davranmam.

6) Genel olarak Tiirkler, sartlar1 elverdigi kosulda maddi ya da manevi
yardimlasmaya 6zen gosterirler.

Siz bu konuda ne diigtiniiyorsunuz?

A) Evet, genel olarak Tiirkler, sartlar elverdigi kosulda maddi veya manevi
yardimlagsmada bulunurlar.

B) Hayur, hi¢bir Tiirk maddi veya manevi yardimlagmada bulunmaz.

Peki siz sartlariizin elverdigi kosulda maddi ya da manevi yardimlarda bulunur
musunuz?

A) Evet, sartlarim elverdigi miiddetce maddi - manevi yardimlarda bulunurum.

B) Hayir, maddi - manevi yardimlarda bulunmam.

7) Tiirkler i¢cin zaman zaman aile baglar1 diger seylerden once gelir.

Siz bu konuda ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?

A) Evet, Tiirkler i¢in zaman zaman aile baglar1 diger seylerin dniinde gelir.
B) Hayir, Tiirkler i¢in hi¢bir zaman aile baglar1 diger seylerden 6nce gelmez.
Peki sizin i¢in zaman zaman aile baglariniz diger seylerden 6nce gelir mi?
A) Evet, benim i¢in zaman zaman aile baglarim diger seylerden 6nce gelir.

B) Hayir, benim i¢in higbir zaman aile baglarim diger seylerin dniinde gelmez.
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8) Tiirkler adil olmak i¢in bazi durumlarda esitlige baz1 durumlarda ise sevdiklerini
korumaya dikkat ederler.

Siz bu konuda ne diigtiniiyorsunuz?

A) Evet, Tiirkler adil olmak i¢in baz1 durumlarda esitlige, baz1 durumlarda ise
sevdiklerini korumaya 6zen gosterirler.

B) Hayir, Tiirkler adil olmak i¢in her zaman esitlige 6nem verirler, sevdiklerini
korumaya hi¢bir zaman 6zen gostermezler.

C) Hayir, Tiirkler adil olmak i¢in her zaman sevdiklerini korumaya 6zen gosterirler,
esitlige higbir zaman 6nem vermezler.

Peki siz adil olmak i¢in baz1 durumlarda esitlige baz1 durumlar ise sevdiklerinizi
korumaya dikkat eder misiniz?

A) Evet, adil olmak i¢in baz1 durumlarda esitlige, baz1 durumlarda ise sevdiklerimi
korumaya dikkat ederim.

B) Hayir, adil olmak i¢in her zaman esitlige 6nem veririm, sevdiklerimi korumaya
hicbir zaman 6zen gostermem.

C) Hayir, adil olmak i¢in her zaman sevdiklerimi korumaya 6zen gosteririm, esitlige
hi¢bir zaman 6nem vermem.

Dummy Information for High Ingroup Identification

Liitfen bekleyiniz. Genel olarak Tiirkleri ne kadar iyi yansittiginiz ve Tiirkler ile ne
kadar benzer 6zelliklerinizin oldugu hesaplaniyor. Bu islem birkac dakika alabilir.

Beklediginiz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz. Asagida yer alan hesaplamalarimiza dair bilgileri
dikkatlice okuyunuz. Arastirmanin devaminda size bu bilgileri okuyup okumadiginiza
dair sorular sorulabilir.

HIZ: Diger Tiirk katilimeilar da size benzer hizlarda ifadeleri yanitladilar.

BENZERLIK: Diger Tiirk katilimcilar ile benzer ifadelere
katildiginizi/katilmadiginizi belirttiniz.

Hiziniz, benzer-farkli saymiz ve bos birakma egilimleriniz sonucunda sizin
cevaplarinizin genel olarak Tiirkleri oldukga 1y1 yansittigin1 hesapladik.

Bir diger deyisle bu gorev sonunda diger Tiirkler ile oldukga benzer 6zellikler
tasidiginiz1 gérmiis olduk.

Diger Tiirklerin bu sorulardan aldiklar1 ortalama puani: 72.4
Sizin puaniniz ise 73.8

Tiirklerin olusturacagi bir grubun ortalama 6zelliklerine sizin benzerlik oraniniz %
97.3.

Genel olarak Tiirklere yiiksek oranda benzerlik gosteriyorsunuz.

Calismaya devam etmek icin ilerle butonuna basiniz.
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O: INGROUP IDENTIFICATION MANIPULATION CHECK STATEMENTS

Asagida size katilabileceginiz ya da katilmayabileceginiz 4 ifade sunulmustur. Sizden
istenen bu ifadelere ne dlciide katildiginizi belirtmenizdir. Boylelikle sizin kendiniz
hakkindaki diisiincelerinizi 6grenmis olacagiz.! ifadelerin dogru ya da yanlis yanitlart
yoktur. Bu nedenle liitfen ne diisiiniiyorsaniz 6zgiirce ifade edebilirsiniz.

Simdi liitfen asagidaki ifadelere ne 6lciide katildiginizi belirtiniz.
1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

2 = Cok az katiliyorum

3 = Orta derecede katiliyorum

4 = Oldukga fazla katiliyorum

5 = Tamamen katiliyorum

1. Ortalama bir Tiirk ile bir¢ok ortak noktam vardir
2. Tiirk olmaktan memnunum
3. Tiirklerle aramda bir bag oldugunu hissediyorum.

4. Tiirk olmak giizel bir sey.

11t is a sentence added by the researcher in accordance with the cover story of the research.
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P: CONTACT WITH SYRIAN REFUGEES

1) Suriyeli miilteciler ile temasinizi diisiindiigliniizde, sizce Tiirkler ve Suriyeli
miilteciler, kiiltiirel olarak birbirlerinden ne kadar farkli? Ornegin diigiin gelenekleri,
sosyallesme alanlari, ¢alisma bigimleri, yemek zevkleri, toplumsal sikayetleri
Tiirklerden ne kadar farklidir?

- Neredeyse hig¢ farkli degiliz.

- Cok az farkliligimiz var.

- Orta derecede farkliligimiz var.
- Oldukga fazla farkliligimiz var.
- Neredeyse tamamen farkliyiz.

2) Suriyeli miilteciler ile temasinizi diigiindiigiiniizde, sizce Tirklerve Suriyeli
miilteciler, kiiltiirel olarak birbirine ne kadar benziyor? Ornegin diigiin gelenekleri,
sosyallesme alanlari, calisma bi¢imleri, yemek zevkleri, toplumsal sikayetleri Tiirkler
ile ne kadar benzer?

- Neredeyse hi¢ benzer degiliz.

- Cok az benzerligimiz var.

- Orta derecede benzerligimiz var.
- Oldukga fazla benzerligimiz var.
- Neredeyse tamamen benzeriz.
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R: TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Arap Bahar1’nin ardindan yaklagsik 11 milyon Suriyeli miilteci yasadiklarin yerlerinden
ayrilarak komsu topraklara sigindi. Birlesmis Milletler’e (UNHCR, 2017, 2019) gore
bu hareketlilik son yiizyilin en biiyiik krizi haline geldi. Bu ve benzeri hareketlilikler,
miilteciler ve ev sahibi bolge halklari arasinda meydana gelen problemlerle
iliskilendirilmektedir. Bu sorunlar1 azaltmak i¢in sosyal psikologlar ¢esitli aragtirma
konular1 ve miidahale programlar1 iizerinde g¢alismaktadir. Bu tiir gruplar arasi
problemleri azaltmak i¢in en sik kullanilan paradigmalardan biri gruplar arast olumlu
temastir (Dixon, 2017; Dovidio ve ark., 2003; Gaertner ve ark., 1994; Hodson ve
Hewstone, 2013; Paluck ve Green, 2009; Pettigrew, 1998; Vezzali ve Stathi, 2017).
Gruplar arasi temas, Allport (1954)’tun isaret ettigi donemden bu yana gruplar
arasindaki problemleri azaltmada kullanilmaktadir. Meta-analizler (or., Pettigrew ve
Tropp, 2000, 2006, 2008) gruplar arasi temasin onyargt ve ayrimciliklari azaltmada

oldukea etkili oldugunu gostermektedir.

Ote yandan giincel galismalar gruplar aras1 benzerlik algisini artiran gruplar arasi
temasin Ozellikle dezavantajli grup tiyeleri i¢in olumsuz bir sonucunun olabilecegini
ileri siirmektedir. Buna gore, gruplar arasi temas iiyelerin gruplar arasi esitsizlige
yonelik dikkatini azaltmakta ve onlar esitsizligi azaltacak kolektif eylemlerden
alikoymaktadir (Dixon ve ark., 2012; Hasan-Aslih ve ark., 2019). Tamar Saguy (2008)
tarafindan uyum ironisi olarak isimlendirilen bu fenomene gore gruplar arasi temasin
benzerlikleri vurgulamasi durumunda Ozellikle dezavantajli iiyeler kendilerini
avantajli liyelere daha yakin hissetmektedir ve kendilerini esitsizligi giderecek adimlar

atmaktan alikoymaktadir (Dixon ve ark., 2012; Saguy ve ark., 2009, 2017).

Bu tez kapsaminda da uyum ironisi kavraminin agiklamalar1 ve hipotezleri
dogrultusunda gruplar arasi temas igerigi ve i¢ grup 6zdesiminin algilanan i¢ grup
adilligi, algilanan gruplar arasi esitsizlik ve gruplar arasi esitsizligi ¢esitli diizeylerde
farklilastiric1 dort tip sosyal politikayr destekleme iizerindeki etkisinin avantajli grup
tiyelerinde (Tiirkler) incelenmesi amacglanmistir. Birinci calismada gilincel uyum
ironisi ¢calismalarinin bulgularinin, aralarinda ¢atisma devam eden gercek grup tiyeleri

arasinda (Tiirkler ve Suriyeli miilteciler) sinanmasi hedeflenmistir. Ikinci ¢alismada
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gruplar arasi temas igeriginin yani sira i¢ grup 6zdesimine de odaklanilarak, gruplar
aras1 temas iceriginin algilanan i¢ grup adilligi, algilanan gruplar aras1 esitsizlik ve
cesitli tipteki sosyal politikalar1 destekleme iizerindeki etkisinde i¢ grup 6zdesiminin
rolii arastirilmistir. Uciincii calismada ise i¢ grup &zdesiminin gruplar arasi temas
icerigi ve Onceki calismalarda ele alinan bagimli degiskenler arasindaki iliskide

diizenleyici rolii incelenmistir.

Sosyal Degisimi Destek Gostergeleri Olarak Algilanan I¢c Grup Adilligi,
Algilanan Gruplar Arasi Esitsizlik ve Gruplar Arasi Esitsizligi Azaltic1 Sosyal
Politikalar1 Destekleme

Gruplar aras1 sorunlar1 azaltmak icin sosyal degisimi desteklemek, sosyal uyumu
artiran faktorlerden biridir (Reicher, 2007; Saguy, 2008). Bu tezde, sosyal degisimi
destekleme agisindan, algilanan grup i¢i adalet ve algilanan gruplar arasi esitsizlik,
tutum diizeyi 0l¢limiinii, sosyal politikalart destekleme ise davranis diizeyi 6l¢iimiinii
olusturmaktadir (6rnek igin bk., Saguy ve ark., 2009). Avantajli grubun adil olarak
algilanmasi, {yelerin sosyal sistemi daha mesru olarak degerlendirmesiyle
iligkilendirilmektedir. Mesru sistem algisi, insanlarin mevcut sosyal statiilerini
stirdirmesini saglamaktadir (Saguy ve Chernyak-Hai, 2012). Bu nedenle, dolayli
olarak avantajli grup liyelerinin adil oldugunu algilamak, sosyal degisimi daha az talep

etmekle iligkilendirilmektedir (Saguy ve ark., 2009; Zhang ve ark., 2007).

Dezavantajli gruba kars1 ayrimciligi gosteren gruplar arasinda algilanan gruplar arasi
esitsizlik, sosyal degisimi baglatmak igin gerekli kosullardan biridir (van Zomeren ve
ark., 2008). Gruplar arasindaki esitsizligi reddetmek, iiyelerin sistemi mesrulagtiran
ideolojileri benimsemelerini kolaylastirmaktadir (Sengupta ve Sibley, 2013). Bu
sistemi mesrulastiran ideolojileri benimsemek, sosyal degisimi desteklemek yerine
sosyal istikrar1 tercih etmekle iliskilidir. Ancak bu esitsizlikleri tanimak, iiyelere

sosyal degisim arayisinda motivasyon saglamaktadir (Saguy ve ark., 2009).

Uyelerin gruplar aras1 esitsizligi azaltan sosyal politikalara yonelik tutum ve
davraniglari, sosyal degisime destegin temel gostergelerindendir (Saguy, 2018). Bazi
caligmalara gore, dis grupla temas arttik¢a, liyeler gruplar arasi esitsizlige daha az
onem vermektedir (Cakal ve ark., 2011; Saguy ve ark., 2009). Dolayisiyla bu kisiler

gruplar arasindaki esitsizligi azaltan sosyal politikalar1 daha az desteklemektedir. Bu
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azalan destek, sosyal degisimi reddetmeyle de iliskilidir. Bu nedenle, gruplar arasi
temas, ozellikle dezavantajli iiyeleri ¢esitli nedenlerle kendi lehlerine olacak tutum ve
davraniglardan alikoymaktadir. Ayrica temas, dezavantajli grup liyelerinin esitsizligi
azaltan ve sosyal degisimi artiran politikalara daha az destek vermelerine neden
olmaktadir (Reimer ve Sengupta, 2021). Ozetlemek gerekirse, bu tezin bagiml
degiskenleri olan algilanan i¢ grup adilligi, algilanan gruplar arasi esitsizlik ve gruplar
arast esitsizligi azaltan ¢esitli sosyal politikalarin desteklenmesi, sosyal degisime

destegin gostergeleri olarak gorilebilir.
Giic Iliskileri Baglaminda Uyum Ironisi

Gruplar arasi temas, igerdigi isbirligine baglh olarak {iyelerin i¢ ve dig grup iiyeleri
arasinda daha az ayrim yapmalarina neden olmaktadir. Sosyal Kimligin Yeniden
Siniflandirilmasi Modeli’ne (Brewer ve Miller, 1984; 1988; Miller, 2002) gore gruplar
arasi temas sosyal kimligin belirginligini azaltmakta, boylelikle tiyeler gruplar arasi
davranislari kisiler aras1 baglamda yorumlamaktadir (Brown ve Hewstone, 2005). Ote
yandan, gruplar arasi temasin olumlu etkisine ragmen dezavantajli grup iiyeleri icin
uzun vadeli olumsuz etkileri de tartisilmaktadir. Pettigrew'e (2010) gére dezavantajl
grup iiyeleri, avantajli grup liyeleriyle temasa gectiklerinde kendilerini ortak bir i¢ grup
tanimlamaya motive olmaktadir. Bu kendini yeniden siniflandirma, temas arttik¢a
artmaktadir. Kendilerini avantajli grup liyeleriyle ortak bir grup i¢inde tanimlayan
dezavantajli grup {liyeleri, ge¢mislerine gore gruplar arasi esitsizlige karsi daha
duyarsiz hale gelmektedir. Bu nedenle dezavantajli iiyeler, kendi lehlerine olan
kolektif eylemlere daha az katilmakta ve esitsizligi azaltacak sosyal degisimi daha az
talep etmektedir. Bu etki Pettigrew (2010) tarafindan Reicher etkisi olarak
adlandirilmaktadir. Bu etki alan yazinda yaklasik yirmi yildir farkli dezavantajli
gruplar baglaminda tartisilmaktadir (6r., Cakal ve ark., 2016; Dixon ve ark., 2010;
Saguy ve ark., 2009; Tausch ve ark., 2015). Gruplar aras1 temasin dezavantajli grup
tiyelerini kendi lehlerine olan sosyal degisimden alikoymalarma yonelik bu bulgu,
Avrupa'da Kiirtler (Ufkes ve ark., 2015), Avustralya'da yerliler (Sengupta ve Sibley,

2013) ve Hindistan'da Miisliimanlar (Tausch ve ark., 2009) arasinda tekrarlanmistir.

Avantajli iyelerle temasin dezavantajlilar arasinda sadece kolektif eylemlere katilim1

azaltmakla kalmayip, esitligi artiran sosyal politikalart da daha az desteklemekle
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iliskili oldugu tartisilmaktadir. Ornegin, avantajli grup iiyeleriyle temas arttikca,
dezavantajli tiyeler kendi lehlerine olacak sosyal politikalar1 daha az desteklemektedir
(Cakal ve ark., 2011; Durrheim ve Dixon, 2010). Giincel bir meta-analiz (Reimer ve
Sengupta, 2021) ise dezavantajli grup tiyeleri arasinda gruplar arasi temasin daha az
algilanan adaletsizlik, kolektif eyleme katilim ve i¢ grup lehine politikalara destek ile

iliskili oldugunu gostermektedir.

Dezavantajli grup tyeleri, avantajli grup tyeleriyle temasa ettiklerinde esitsizligi
azaltmak icin kolektif eylemlere neden daha az katilir? Bu yatistirici etki, Gaertner ve
Dovidio'nun (2009) Ortak Grup I¢i Kimlik Modeli ile agiklanabilir. Modele gore
dezavantajli gruplarin avantajli liyelerle temasi, kendilerini avantajli grup tlyeleriyle
ustiin-ortak bir Kimlikte ozdeslestirmelerine neden olmaktadir. Bu durumda
dezavantajli grup lyeleri, gruplar arasinda gergek¢i olmayan bir esitlik beklentisi
deneyimlemekte (Saguy ve ark., 2009), esit olmayan sisteme karsi daha az olumsuz
tutum ve duygu hissetmekte (Dovidio ve ark., 2009) ve gruplar arasindaki esitsizlige
daha az dikkat etmektedir (Saguy ve Chernyak-Hai, 2012). Diger bir deyisle,
kendilerini avantajl iiyelerle ortak bir kimlikle 6zdeslestiren dezavantajli iiyeler,
dezavantajli sosyal durumlara iliskin farkindaliklarin1 kaybetmektedir (Dixon ve ark.,
2012; Saguy ve ark., 2009; Wright ve Lubensky, 2009). Ortak grup i¢i kimligin
belirgin oldugu durumlarda dezavantajli grup iiyelerinin gruplar arasi esitsizligi daha
mesru algiladiklar1 da bilinmektedir (Jasko ve Kossowska, 2013). Esitsiz sisteme kars1
olumsuz tutum ve duygular (Simon ve Klandermans, 2001; Wright ve Lubensky,
2009) ve gruplar arasi esitsizligin kabulii (van Zomeren ve ark., 2008), dezavantajl
grup lyelerinin esitsizligi azaltacak kolektif eyleme katilimini giiglendiren en 6nemli
faktorlerdir. Bu gruplar arasi esitsizlige olan dikkatin azalmasi, iiyelerin kolektif
eylemlere katilmasini engellemektedir. Bir¢ok ¢aligsma (6r., Greenaway ve ark., 2011)

bu iliskiyi dogrulamaktadir.

Saguy (2008), geleneksel temas miidahalelerinin bu modellere uygun olarak
gelistirildigini ifade ederek, bu miidahalelerin gruplar arasindaki 6nyargiy azalttigini,
ancak ironik bir sekilde, gruplar arasi esitlige yonelmeyi de engelledigini
belirtmektedir. Bu hipotezi sorgulayan bir ¢alismada, Saguy ve arkadaslar1 (20009,
Calisma 1) laboratuvarda avantajli ve dezavantajli gruplar olusturmustur. Geleneksel

gruplar arasi temas ¢alismalarinda kullanilan benzerlik odakli temasin, alan yazindaki
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bulgularla uyumlu olarak, dis gruba kars1 daha olumlu bir tutumla iligkili oldugunu;
ancak dezavantajli grup liyelerinin bu temastan sonra sosyal esitsizlige daha az dikkat
ettigini ve farklilik odakli temas kosulundaki iiyelere kiyasla dis gruplarinin daha adil
oldugunu diisiindiiklerini bulmustur. Benzer bir baska ¢alismada, Saguy ve Chernyak-
Hai (2012, Caligsma 1) benzerlik odakli temas kosulundaki dezavantajli grup iiyelerinin
ayrimcilia maruz kaldiklarini inkér etme olasiliklarinin daha yiliksek oldugunu ve
gruplar arasindaki hiyerarsiyi diger gruplara kiyasla daha mesru olarak algiladiklarini
bulmustur. Bu bulgular iliskisel tasarimlarla desteklenmis (Saguy ve Chernyak-Hai,
2012, Calisma 2; Saguy ve arkadaslari, 2009, Calisma 2) ve benzerlik odakli temasin
avantajli ve dezavantajli gruplar arasindaki gerilimi azalttigi ancak bu azalmis
gerilimin dezavantajli grup tyeleri i¢in uzun vadede zararli olabilecegini isaret
etmektedir (Saguy, 2018). Sonu¢ olarak, benzerlik odakli temasin ardindan
dezavantajli grup {lyelerinin kendilerini avantajli {iyelerle ortak bir kimlikte
tanimlamalar1 ironik sonuglar dogurmakta ve temas, dezavantajli grup lehine sosyal
degisimden ziyade avantajli grup lehine olan sosyal (ve esitsiz) istikrara katkida

bulunmaktadir.

Uyum ironisi kavrami agirlikla dezavantajli liyeler agisindan arastirilmaktadir. Oysa
avantajli ve dezavantajli grup iiyelerinin tutum ve davraniglar gruplar arasindaki gii¢
iliskileri acisindan farklilasmaktadir (Rouhana ve Fiske, 1995). Ornegin, avantajh
grup tiyeleri, dezavantajli liyelere gére mevcut sosyal sistemin devamini daha ¢ok
istemekte (Blumer, 1958; Scheepers ve ark., 2003) ve sosyal degisime daha ¢ok
direnmektedir (Saguy ve Kteily, 2014). Dezavantajli iiyeler ise statiikoya daha fazla
meydan okumaktadir (Saguy ve Kteily, 2014). Ayrica dezavantajli grup tiyeleri, okul
veya i§ hayati gibi sosyal cevrenin bir¢ok alaninda daha fazla ayrimciliga ve
adaletsizlige maruz kalmaktadir. Tiim bu gii¢ farkliliklar1 baglaminda avantajli iiyeler
statiikoyu korumak isterken dezavantajli iiyeler daha fazla sosyal degisim talep

etmektedir (Saguy ve Kteily, 2014).

Bu farkliliklart incelemek i¢in avantajli grup {iiyelerinin tutum ve davranislarina
odaklanmak oldukca 6nemlidir (Wright ve Lubensky, 2009). Ornegin, Saguy (2018),
sosyal psikoloji alanindaki bu eksiklige dikkat ¢ekmis ve ¢ok az galismanin gruplar
arasi temasa bagli olarak avantajli grup iiyelerinin gruplar arasi esitsizligi ozellikle

davranig lgilimleriyle nasil inceledigini vurgulamistir. Alan yazinda avantajli grup
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tiyelerinin dezavantajlilarla temasa ettikten sonra gruplar arasi esitsizlige daha duyarlt
hale geldigini gosteren gesitli iliskisel ¢aligmalar bulunmaktadir (6r., Hassler ve ark.,
2020; Pettigrew ve ark., 2007; Selvanathan ve ark., 2018). Ornegin, Dovidio ve ark.
(2010), kendilerini dis grup iiyeleriyle ortak bir i¢ grupta 6zdeslestiren avantajli grup
tiyelerinin, dig grup iiyelerine daha fazla yardimci oldugunu gostermistir (ayrica bk.
Kotzur ve ark., 2019; Kunst ve ark., 2015). Bazi arastirmacilar ise ortak bir grup
kimligi gelistirmek anlamina gelen benzerlik odakli temasin daha diisiik sosyal
degisim istekliligi ile iliskili oldugunu iddia etmektedir. Ornegin, Vezzali ve
arkadaslar1 (2017), avantajl {liyelerin dikkati grup temelli benzerliklere odaklanirsa,
dezavantajli iyelerin lehine sosyal degisime girismelerinin olast olmadigini
vurgulamaktadir (ayrica bk. Banfield ve Dovidio, 2013; Dixon ve ark., 2007). Vezzali
ve arkadaglar1 (2017), avantajli grup iiyeleri i¢in bu goriiniiste tutarsiz sonuglarin,
gruplar arasi temas ve gruplar arasi esitsizlik arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyen daha fazla

gorgiil aragtirmaya ihtiya¢ duyuldugunu gosterdigini vurgulamaktadir.

Ote yandan avantajli gruplar arasinda temas igerigi ile sosyal degisim arasindaki
iligkiyi inceleyen caligmalar, temasin gergeklestigi baglam ve kosullara dikkat
cekmektedir. Ornegin, Hissler ve arkadaslari (2021b), avantajli grup iiyeleri arasinda
dezavantajli kisilerle iletisim kurmaya istekli olmanin ve onlara kars1 olumlu duygular
hissetmenin sosyal esitligi desteklemek i¢in hayati bir faktor oldugunu vurgulamistir.
Bagci ve arkadaslari (2020) ise gruplar arasinda temas iradesinin gruplar arasi iligkileri
etkileyen onemli bir faktor oldugunu gostermistir. Ayrica, temasin gerceklestigi
baglamda grup temelli ihtiyaglardan yoksun kalma gibi degiskenlerin, avantajli
iyelerin sosyal esitligi destekleme veya degisime direnme tercihi tizerinde dnemli bir

etkiye sahip olabilecegi ileri siirilmektedir (Héssler ve ark., 2021a).

Ogzetle, gruplar aras1 temasin benzerligi vurguladign durumlarda, dezavantajli grup
tiyeleri, gruplar arasi esitsizligi daha az kritik olarak gormekte ve kendilerini avantajli
grup tiiyeleriyle ortak bir grup icinde tamimladiklar1 i¢in degisim i¢in daha diisiik
motivasyona sahip olmaktadirlar. Ote yandan, avantajli grup iiyeleri kendilerini
dezavantajli iiyelerle ortak bir i¢ grupta tanimlarsa ne olur? Ayni psikolojik siirecin
onlarda da isleyecegini varsayarak, avantajli grubun iiyeleri, benzerlik odakli temastan
sonra kendilerini dezavantajlilarla ortak bir i¢ grup i¢inde tanimlayacaklari igin

avantajli grup tiyelerinin gruplar arasindaki esitsizligi daha fazla reddetmeleri
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beklenmektedir. Benzer sekilde, avantajli grup iiyeleri, yeni i¢ grup iiyelerinin,
benzerlik odakli temastan sonra kendilerini su¢glamaktan kaginacaklarina ve boylece
gruplar aras1 esitsizligi daha fazla reddedeceklerine inanabilirler. Bu davranis,
esitsizligi azaltan sosyal politikalar1 desteklemeyle paralellik kazanabilir. Esitsizligi
reddettikleri i¢in, benzerlik odakli temastan sonra avantajli grup iiyeleri, farklilik
odakli temastan farkli olarak esitsizligi azaltan sosyal politikalar1 daha az, esitsizligi
artiran sosyal politikalar1 ise daha fazla destekleyebilirler. Temas sadece i¢ grubun
degerlendirme ile ilgili olmadigindan, gruplar arasi esitsizligi etkilemeyen sosyal
politikalar1 destekleme davranisi iizerinde herhangi bir etkisinin olmamasi

beklenebilir.

Temas ve sosyal degisimi destekleme arasindaki iliski, temelde yukarida belirtildigi
gibi Gruplar Aras1 Temas Teorisi’ne (Pettigrew, 1998) dayansa da temasin isleyisi ve
sosyal degisim hakkinda teoriler esas olarak Sosyal Kimlik Teorisine atifta
bulunmaktadir (SIT, Tajfel ve Turner, 1979; Wright ve Lubensky, 2009). Ornegin, dis
grupla temas arttikga sosyal kimlige baglilik (i¢ grup 6zdeslesmesi) azalmakta ve buna
bagli olarak i¢ grup lehine sosyal politikalara verilen destek azalmaktadir (Cakal ve
ark., 2011). Avantajli grup iiyeleri arasinda, grup statiisii ile grup ici 6zdeslesme
arasindaki etkilesim de sosyal degisim motivasyonunu olumsuz yonde yordamaktadir.
Bu bulgular, i¢ grup 6zdesimi, gruplar arasi temas ve sosyal degisime destek arasindaki
iliskiyi incelemek icin sosyal kimligin hayati faktorlerden biri oldugunu isaret

etmektedir.
Gruplar Arasi Temasta Sosyal Kimlik

Sosyal Kimlik Kurami’nin temel degiskenlerinden biri olan i¢ grupla 6zdeslesme,
gruplar aras1 degerlendirmeleri giiclii bir sekilde etkilemektedir (Tajfel ve Turner,
1979). Ornegin 6zdesim, sosyal degisime yonelik kolektif eylemler gibi gruplar aras:
davranig1 sistematik olarak etkilemektedir (Di Bernardo ve ark., 2019; Ellemers ve
ark., 1997). Wright ve Lubensky (2009), gruplar arasi temas ¢alismalarinda sosyal
kimligin belirginligine ve i¢ grup 6zdesimine dikkat ¢ekmis ve yeni ¢aligsmalarin bu
kavramlar1 odaklanabilecegini ifade etmistir. Baz1 gruplar arasi temas ¢aligmalari, bu
oneriye uygun olarak 6zdesimin roliinii incelemistir. Ornegin, avantajli grup iiyeleriyle

temas kurdugunda, daha yiiksek 6zdesime sahip dezavantajli grup iiyeleri, gruplar
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arasindaki farkliliklar hakkinda konugmak isterken, daha yiliksek 6zdesimli avantajl
tiyeler, gruplar arasindaki benzerlikler hakkinda konusmak istemektedir (Saguy ve
ark., 2008). Yukarida ifade edildigi gibi avantajli grup iiyeleriyle benzerlik odakli
temas kuran dezavantajli grup iiyelerinim Kolektif eyleme katilma niyetleri daha
diisiiktiir. Bununla birlikte, yiiksek i¢ grup 6zdesimli dezavantajli iyeler bu etkiye
kars1 bagisik gibi goriinmektedir. Diger bir deyisle yliksek 6zdesimli dezavantajli
tiyelerde gruplar arasi temas Kkolektif eyleme katilma niyetini degistirmemektedir
(Hasan-Aslih ve ark., 2019).

Ote yandan avantajli grup iiyeleri arasinda yiiksek dzdesimli iiyeler icin benzerlik ve
farklilik odakli temasin etkisinin tersine donmesi beklenebilir. Benzerlik odakli
temasin ardindan tdyelerin gruplar arasi esitsizlige daha az duyarli oldugunu
vurgulayan literatiirdeki bulgularin aksine, farklilik odakli temas durumunda avantajh
tiyeler i¢ gruplarint korumak icin daha fazla motive olabilirler. Ciinkii bu avantajh
tiyeler i¢in gruplar arasindaki farkliliklar statiikoyu stirdiirmek i¢in bir meydan okuma
olarak degerlendirilebilir. Bu nedenle, farklilik odakli temastan sonra, yiiksek
6zdeslesmeye sahip iiyeler, i¢ gruplarinin benzer odakli temasa sahip olanlardan daha
adil oldugunu belirtebilir, bu da gruplar arasi esitsizligi daha fazla reddettikleri
anlamina gelmektedir. Buna ek olarak, diisiik 6zdesimli avantajli tiyeler, farklilik
odakli temasin sosyal degisim lizerindeki olumlu etkisi nedeniyle i¢ gruplarim
korumak i¢in daha az motive olacaklari i¢in dis grup tiyeleriyle farklilik odakli temas

eden tiyeler, gruplar arasindaki esitsizligi daha fazla kabul edebilirler.

Ote yandan, diisiik 0Ozdesimli avantajli iiyelerin sosyal Kkimlikleri belirgin
olmayacagindan, benzerlik odakli temas, i¢ grubu yeniden siniflandirma olanak
saglayabilir. Bu nedenle, diisiik 6zdesim kosulundaki avantajli iyelerden beklenti alan
yazinla uyumludur (6r., Vezzali ve ark., 2017). Benzer bir hipotez sosyal politikalar
icin de ifade edilebilir. Farklilik odakli temasin ardindan, kendi i¢ grubuyla 6zdesimi
yiiksek olan avantajli grup iiyeleri, avantajlarini stirdiirmek i¢in gruplar arasindaki
esitsizligi artiran politikalara daha fazla destek verebilirler. Bu iiyeler esitsizligi
azaltan sosyal politikalar1 daha az destekleyebilirler. Bu sekilde, farkliligin yarattig
meydan okuma duygusunu ortadan kaldiracak ve yiiksek 6zdesimlilerin de gosterdigi
gibi, gruplarinin avantajli konumunu koruyacaklardir. Benzerlik odakli temas,

avantajli grup iiyelerinin kendilerini dezavantajli olanlarla ortak bir i¢ grupla
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0zdeslestirmelerine neden olacagindan, diisik 6zdesim diizeyi, avantajli {iyelerin
esitsizligi azaltan sosyal politikalar1 daha az desteklemesine neden olabilir. Gruplar
aras1 esitlik agisindan higbir anlam ifade etmeyen politika destegi agisindan ise
O0zdesim diizeyi veya gruplar arasi temas igerigi farklilastirici bir etkiye sahip
olmayacaktir. Bu tezde Suriyeli miiltecileri dezavantajli grup, Tiirkleri ise avantajli
grup olarak kabul ettim. Bu nedenle, asagidaki boliimde Tiirkiye'deki Suriyeli

miiltecilerin mevcut durumuna kisaca degindim.
Gruplar Arasi Esitsizlik ve Tiirkiye'deki Suriyeli Miiltecilerin Mevcut Durumu

Avantajli grup iyelerinin (ev sahibi grup olarak Tiirkler) dezavantajli gruplara
(Suriyeli miilteciler) yonelik tutum ve davraniglarini tartigmak icin Tiirkiye'deki bu
gruplar arasindaki iligkinin dinamiklerini dikkate almak hayati 6nem tasimaktadir.
Tiirkiye'de yapilan son aragtirmalar, Ttrkler ve Suriyeli miilteciler arasinda kiiltiirel
ve maddi bir ¢atisma siirdiigiinii gostermektedir. Ornegin Tiirkler, Tiirkiye'de yasayan
Suriyeli miiltecilerden gergekei bir tehdit algilamaktadir (Gliger ve ark., 2013; Sunata
ve Yildiz, 2018). Algilanan tehdit arttik¢a ev sahiplerinin Suriyeli miiltecilere olan
sosyal mesafeleri de artmaktadir (Yanbolluoglu, 2018). Ev sahipleri Suriyeli
miiltecileri kiiltiirel bir tehdit ve finansal bir ylik olarak nitelendirmektedir (Coksan ve
ark., 2020). Medyada Suriyeli miiltecilerle ilgili anlatilanlar da bu gruplar arasinda

sliregelen bir ¢catismanin varligini desteklemektedir (Yaylaci ve Karakus, 2015).

Hassler ve arkadaglari (2021a), temasin olumlu veya olumsuz etkileri olabilecegini
vurgulayarak, avantajli grup tyeleri i¢in gruplar arasi temas baglamina dikkat
¢cekmektedir. Arastirmacilar 6nerdikleri Biitiinciil Temas-Kolektif Eylem Modeli’nde,
nispeten olumsuz ve nadir temasin, yiiksek diizeyde sistem mesruiyetinin, i¢ grup
Ozdesiminin, sag kanat otoriterlige yonelimin, sosyal baskinlik yoneliminin ve grup
temelli ihtiyaglarin eksikliginin, dezavantajli olanlar lehine sosyal degisime daha az
destekle iligkili oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Tiirkiye’de Suriyeli miiltecilere yonelik
yapilan arastirmalarin bulgular da bu argiimanlar1 desteklemektedir. Ornegin, Tiirk
katilimcilarin - Suriyeli miiltecilerle ¢ok nadir ve genellikle olumsuz temaslari
mevcuttur (Coksan ve ark., 2020). Yiiksek i¢ grup 6zdesimi, Suriyeli miiltecilere
yonelik olumsuz temsil (Coksan ve ark., 2020) ve olumsuz duygular (Yitmen ve

Verkuyten, 2018) ile iliskilidir. Ayrica yiiksek sosyal baskinlik yoneliminin Suriyeli
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miiltecilere yonelik ayrimeilikla iliskili oldugu da bilinmektedir (Karaoglu, 2015). i¢
grup O0zdesimi arttikca Tirkler ¢atisma anlatisini miilteciler lehine daha az kabul
etmekte ve sosyal esitsizligi ortadan kaldiracak sosyal politikalar1 daha az
desteklemektedir (Ulug ve Uysal, 2021). Tiim bu bulgular, Tiirk ve Suriyeli miilteciler
arasindaki temas baglaminin, temas ve 6zdeslesmenin, tezin ilk amact olan gruplar
arasi esitsizlikle ilgili tutum ve davranislar iizerindeki etkilerini incelerken de etkili

olabilecegini gosteriyor olabilir.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu calismada, gruplar arasi temas igerigi ve i¢ grup 6zdesiminin sosyal degisime
destek iizerindeki etkisini incelemeyi amagladim. Yukarida belirtildigi gibi, gruplar
arasi temas igerigi ve i¢ grup 6zdesiminin esitsizlik ile iliskili degiskenler {izerindeki
etkisi, cogunlukla dezavantajli tiyeler agisindan incelemistir. Bu degiskenler
arasindaki iliskilerin avantajli grup {yeleri acisindan nasil farklilasabilecegi
yanitlanmay1 beklemektedir (Wright ve Lubensky, 2009; Vezzali ark., 2017).
Dolayisiyla, alan yazindaki bu soruyu yanitlamak igin avantajli gruplarla ¢alismanin

daha uygun olacagini diisiindiim.

Gruplar arasi temas igerigi ve i¢ grup 6zdesiminin algilanan i¢ grup adilligi, algilanan
gruplar arasi esitsizlik ve sosyal degisimi isaret eden sosyal politikalar1 destekleme
tizerindeki etkisini incelemek i¢in Tiirkleri temsil edici bir 6rneklem ile iki pilot
calisma, iki deneysel ¢alisma ve bir kesitsel ¢alisma yiiriittiim. Birinci pilot ¢alismanin
amac1 daha onceki ¢alismalarda temas igerigini manipiile etmek i¢in kullanilan siireci
yerel kiiltiire uyarlamakti. Ikinci pilot ¢alismanin amaci daha dnceki calismalarda
gosterildigi gibi benzerlik odakli temasin avantajli grup iiyelerinin kendilerini Suriyeli
miilteciler ile ortak bir i¢ grupta kimliklendirmelerine etki edip etmeyecegini test
etmekti. Pilot ¢alismalarin bulgularini kullanarak, ilk ¢alismada temas igeriginin
gruplar arasi esitsizlige iliskin tutum ve davranislar iizerindeki etkisine odaklandim.
[k ¢alismanin bulgularii sosyal kimlik yaklasimiyla birlestirerek ikinci calismayi
yirittim. Bu ikinci ¢alismada, i¢ grup 6zdesimi ve temas igeriginin etkilerini
inceledim. Bulgular, gruplar arasi temasin igerigine bagl olarak, sosyal degisimi kabul
etme acisindan farkli 6zdeslesme diizeylerinin bazen olumlu (diisiik grup ici

0zdeslesme ve farklilik odakli temas) ve bazen olumsuz (yiiksek grup i¢i 6zdeslesme
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ve farklilik odakli temas) oldugunu gostermistir. Bu model olas1 bir diizenleyicilik
roliine isaret ettigi i¢in {iclincii ¢alismada i¢ grup 6zdesiminin diizenleyici roliine

odaklandim.

Tiim c¢aligmalarin oncesinde gii¢ analizi kullanarak .80 gilicte minimum gozlem
sayisini belirledim. Cesitli demografik degiskenler acisindan temsili 6zelliklere sahip
avantajlt grup iiyelerinden veri topladim. Arastirmamda gercek¢i veya sembolik
catismanin devam ettigi gruplarin baglamina odaklanarak alan yazindaki bulgularin
catismanin devam ettigi gruplar igin neler gosterebilecegini inceledim. Hem tutum
(algilanan i¢ grup adilligi, algilanan gruplar arasi esitsizlik) hem de davranis (Sosyal
degisimi isaret eden politikalar1 desteklemek) oOlgerek alan yazinin bulgularini
genisletmeyi amagladim. Boylelikle alan yazindaki arastirmalarin temel olarak

elestirildigi noktalar1 arastirmamda gidermeye ¢alistim.

Sonu¢ olarak bu tezin bulgularmin, Tiirk ve Suriyeli miiltecilerin iliskilerini
gelistirmeye yonelik temas miidahalelerinin igeriginin neleri igermesi gerektigine 11k
tutacagina inantyorum. Yukarida belirtildigi gibi, alan yazindaki diger bulgularin da
gosterdigi gibi, Tiirkiye'de gruplar arasi iligkileri gelistirmek i¢in daha ¢cok dezavantajh
gruplara (Suriyeli miilteciler) odaklanilmaktadir. Bu miidahaleler, dezavantajli grubun
ev sahibi topluma entegrasyonunu ve kiiltiirlenmesini kolaylastirmay1 amaglamaktadir
(6r., UNHCR, 2021). Bununla birlikte, avantajli grup iiyeleri tarafindan dezavantajh
kisilerin kabuliinii artirmak da, gruplar arasi iliskileri iyilestirebilir. Dolayisiyla bu
arastirmanin bulgular1 avantajli grup lyelerine yonelik miidahalelerin icerigine 151k

tutacaktir.

Pilot Calisma 1: Kiiltiirel Farklihklara Odaklanan Gruplar Arasi Temas i(;erigi

Gelistirme

Bu pilot ¢alismanin amaci, tezin deneysel ¢alismalarinda kullanilacak temas igerigi
degisimleme prosediiriinii belirlemek ve gegerliligini sinamaktir. Bunun igin alan
yazinda gruplar arasi temas1 degisimleyen cesitli yontemleri inceledim ve en son
giincel ¢alismanin (Saguy ve Chernyak-Hai, 2012) degisimleme gorevini ele aldim.
S6z konusu ¢aligmada, bir iiniversitenin psikoloji boliimii 6grencileri, daha prestijli
bagka bir tiniversitenin psikoloji boliimii 6grencileri ile benzerlikler veya farkliliklar

igerecek sekilde temas kurmuslardir. Ancak aslinda, prestijli iiniversitenin psikoloji
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boliimiindeki 6grenciler isbirlik¢idir ve arastirmacilar cevaplart daha oOnceden
belirlemislerdir. Saguy ve Chernyak-Hai (2012) bu igerigi kullanan katilimcilarin dig

grupla daha fazla benzerlik veya farkliliga sahip olduguna ikna olmuslardir.

Ancak s6z konusu igerik, bu ¢aligmada sosyal avantaj agisindan farkli iki grup arasinda
kullanilacagi i¢in Onceden belirlenmis icerikler, gruplar arasindaki kiiltiirel
farkliliklara veya benzerliklere odaklanilarak Tiirkiye-Suriyeli miilteci baglamina
uyarlanmistir. Bununla birlikte, gruplar arasi farklilik odakli temasin avantajli grup
tiyeleri tarafindan bir tehdit olarak algilanma olasilig1 vardir (Gonzalez ve ark., 2010;
Vezzali ve ark., 2017; Zarate ve ark., 2004). Bundan dolayi, farklilik odakli temasin
iceriginin anlamli olmasi ve avantajli ve dezavantajli gruplar arasindaki iliskiyi
olumsuz etkilemeyecek sekilde tasarlanmis ve pilot ¢calisma ile tehdit algis1 yaratip

yaratmadig1 incelenmistir.

Yontem

Arastirmaya yas ortalamasi 21.812 olan (S = 3.64) 32 kisi (8 erkek, 24 kadin)
katilmistir. Yazili onam verdikten sonra katilimcilar demografik bilgi formunu ve
Suriyeli miiltecilerden algilanan tehdit 6l¢egini (Mclaren, 2003; Yangin, 2017)
doldurmustur. I¢ tutarlilik Cronbach’s a = .779’dur. Bir hafta sonra katilimcilar
aragtirmaya tekrar davet edilmis ve Saguy ve Chernyak-Hai (2012)’den uyarlanan
farklillk odakli temas igerigi (bk., Tablo 2) katilimcilara sunulmustur. Ardindan
katilimcilara bu goriismeyi kendileri yapiyor olsalar ve okuduklari metindeki gibi
yanit aliyor olsalar neler diisiinebileceklerine odaklanmalari istenmis ve ardindan

algilanan tehdit 6lgegi madde siralar1 degismis sekilde tekrar sunulmustur.

Bulgular

Tekrarli 6l¢timler icin T-testi sonuglar1 katilimeilarin farklilik odakli temas icerigine
maruz kaldiktan sonra Suriyeli miiltecilerden algiladiklar1 tehdidi farklilagtirmamistir

(t(31) = 1.85, p =.074, Cohen’s d = .327). Detayli bilgi Tablo 3’te sunulmustur.
Tartisma

Bu pilot calismanin amaci, tez kapsaminda yiiriitillecek deneysel c¢alismalarda,

bagimsiz degigken olan temas igerigini farklilik odakli olacak sekilde degisimlemede
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kullanilacak igerigin tehdit algis1 yaratip yaratmadigini 6lgmekti. Analiz sonuglari
icerigin tehdit algis1 yaratmadigini isaret etmistir. Bu nedenle ilerleyen deneysel

calismalarda pilot ¢alismada sianan igerek kullanilmistir (bk., Tablo 2).

Pilot Cahsma 2: Benzerliklere Odaklanan Gruplar Arasi Temas Iceriginin Test

Edilmesi

Ikinci pilot ¢alismanin amaci, tezin deneysel ¢alismalarinda kullanilacak benzerlik
odakli temas igeriginin daha onceki arastirmalarin isaret ettigi sekilde (6r., Vezzali ve
ark., 2017) ortak bir i¢ grup kimligine isaret edip etmedigini sinamaktir. Diger bir
deyisle bu pilot ¢alismada benzerlik odakli temasin ardindan katilimeilarin farklilik
odakli temas kuranlara kiyasla kendilerini Suriyeli miiltecilerle ortak bir i¢ grupta daha
fazla kimliklendirip kimliklendirmedigi test edilmistir. ilk pilot ¢alismada igerikler

kullanilmuistir.

Yontem

Arastirmaya yas ortalamasi1 22.210 olan (S = 3.74) 29 kisi (14 erkek, 15 kadin)
katilmistir. Yazili onam verdikten sonra katilimcilar demografik bilgi formunu
doldurmuslardir. Ardindan katilimcilar bir Tiirk ve Suriyeli miilteci arasinda
gerceklesen bir goriismenin kaydini okuyacaklari belirtilmistir. Benzerlik odakli temas
kosuluna atanan katilimcilar gruplar arasi kiiltiirel benzerligi vurgulayan bir goriigme
metnini, farklilik odakli temas kosuluna atanan katilimcilar ise gruplar aras1 farklilig
vurgulayan bir gériisme metni okumuslardir. Ardindan katilimcilara 3 maddelik ortak
i¢ grup kimligi dl¢iimii (Ufkes ve ark., 2016, deney 2) sunulmustur. I¢ tutarlilik
Cronbach’s a = .854’diir.

Bulgular

Bagimsiz oOrneklemler igin T-testi sonucglari benzerlik odakli temas kuran
katilimeilarin - kendilerini  Suriyeli miiltecilerle ortak bir kimlikte daha fazla

siiflandirdigint géstermistir (£(27) = 9.30, p <.001, Cohen’s d = 3.460).
Tartisma

Ikinci pilot ¢alismanin amaci, tez kapsaminda yiiriitillecek deneysel ¢alismalarda,

benzerlik odakli temasin ardindan katilimcilarin farklilik odakli temas kuranlara
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kiyasla kendilerini Suriyeli miiltecilerle ortak bir i¢ grupta daha fazla kimliklendirip
kimliklendirmedigi test etmekti. Analiz sonuglar1 benzerlik odakli temas kurmanin
kisilerin kendilerini dis grup liyeleriyle ortak bir kimlikte siniflandirmalarina neden
oldugunu géstermistir. Bu nedenle Tablo 2’de belirtildigi sekliyle igerikler 2 deneysel

calismada kullanilmustir.

Birinci Calisma: Uyum Ironisi Kavraminin Avantajli Grup Uyeleri Acisindan

Test Edilmesi

Birinci ¢alismada temas igeriginin algilanan i¢ grup adilligi, algilanan gruplar arasi
esitsizlik ve dort tiir sosyal politikaya destek tizerindeki etkisini incelemeyi
amaglamaktadir. Calismada temas icerigi degiskeninin diizeyleri benzerlik odakli,
farklilik odakli ve kontrol grubu olarak degisimlenmistir. Tiim katilimcilar bu deneysel
kosullara rastgele atanmistir. Benzerlik odakli temasta, avantajli grup tiyeleri, kiiltiirel
benzerlikleri vurgulayan bir Suriyeli miilteci (isbirlik¢i) ile gortntiilii goriigme
yapmustir. Farklilik odakli temasta ise kiiltiirel farkliliklara odaklanan bir goriisme
gergeklestirilmistir (bk., Tablo 2). Kontrol grubu ise herhangi bir temas miidahalesi
olmadan o6lgtimleri doldurmustur. Arastirmada {i¢ bagimli degisken bulunmaktadir.
Bagimli degiskenlerden ikisi, yani algilanan i¢ grup adilligi ve gruplar arasi esitsizlik,
tutum diizeyinde ol¢iimlerdir. Algilanan i¢ grup adilligi, i¢ grup iiyelerinin dis grupla
temasa gectiklerinde ne Olglide adil davrandiklarmi isaret etmektedir. Algilanan
gruplar arasi esitsizlik ise dig grup iyelerinin toplumda ne olgiide dezavantajl
oldugunun kabuliinii isaret etmektedir. Son bagimli degisken olan sosyal politikalar
destekleme ise davranis diizeyi 6l¢timiidiir. Katilimcilar, bu politikalara desteklerini
ifade ettikten sonra, politika degisikligi icin TBMM'ye gonderilmek iizere bir dilekge
imzalamuslardir. Tiim katilimcilara dért tipte politika sunulmustur. Ilk sosyal politika
hem ev sahibi (avantajli grup) hem de miilteci (dezavantajli grup) gruba (bundan boyle
H+R+ olarak anilacaktir) fayda saglamaktadir. Bu politika, gruplar arasi esitsizlik
tizerinde farklilastirict bir etkiye sahip olmayacagindan, ev sahibi grup i¢in diistik karh
bir sosyal politika olarak degerlendirilebilir. Ikinci politika yalnizca miiltecilere yarar
saglarken, ev sahibi grup icin avantaj veya dezavantajlari igermemektedir. Bu, ev
sahibi grup i¢in ndtr bir politika anlamina gelmektedir (bundan boyle HnR+ olarak
anilacaktir). Bu politika, ev sahibi gruba herhangi bir maliyet getirmeden esitsizligi
azaltacagindan, ev sahibi grup icin disiik bedelli bir sosyal politika olarak
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degerlendirilebilir. Ugiincii politika ev sahibi i¢in dezavantajli olsa da, miiltecilere bir
avantaj saglamaktadir (bundan sonra H-R+ olarak anilacaktir). Bu politika, ev sahibi
grup i¢in yiiksek bir bedele mal olacagindan, ev sahibi grup igin yiiksek maliyetli bir
sosyal politika olarak degerlendirilebilir. Dordiincii politika ev sahibine bir avantaj
saglarken miilteciler i¢in bir dezavantaj saglamaktadir (bundan boyle H+R- olarak
anilacaktir). Bu politika ev sahibi grup i¢in en fazla fayday1 sagladigi i¢in yiiksek karl
bir sosyal politika olarak degerlendirilebilir. Gruplar arasi esitsizligi farkli sekillerde
degistirdikleri i¢in dort farkli politika tliriine odaklanarak, temas igeriginin etkisini

farkli kosullar agisindan test etmek istedim.

Yontem

Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu (TUIK, 2018) ve Tiirkiye-World Value Survey (Inglehart
ve ark., 2014) demografik veri setini kullanarak hedefledigim orneklem igin
demografik 6zellikler parametrelerini hazirladim. Hedefledigim ve eristigim 6rneklem
ozellikleri Tablo 4’te sunulmustur. Arastirmaya baglamadan gii¢ analizi (Faul ve ark.,
2007, 2009) yiiriiterek minimum gozlem sayisim1 belirledim ve 6n kayit yaptim
(osf.io/vp5j8). Hedefledigim ve ulastigim orneklem 6zelligi oranlari arasinda
yiriittiiglim Z-oran testi sonuglar1 egitim diizeyi haricinde diger tiim demografik
degiskenler acisindan temsil edici bir 6rnekleme eristigimi isaret etti. Arastirmaya
kendisini Tiirk olarak kimliklendiren 148 kisi katildi (Myas = 40.918, S = 17.657).
Katilimcilara arasgtirmanin amacimin farkli 6zelliklerdeki Tiirk kimlikli kisilerin
Suriyeli miilteciler ile ilgili sosyal politikalar hakkindaki diisiincelerini TBMM’ye
iletmek oldugu ifade edilmistir. Yazili onamin ardindan katilimcilar bir Arapga-
Tiirk¢ce cevirmen esliginde bir Suriyeli miilteciye (isbirlikci) bilgisayar ekraninda
yazan sorulart WhatsApp uygulamasi {iizerinden goriintiilii olarak sormus ve
miiltecinin yanitlarint dinlemistir. Degisimleme kontrol sorularini yanitlamalarinin
ardindan katilimcilar algilanan i¢ grup adilligi (5 madde, Cronbach’s o = .825) ve
algilanan gruplar arasi esitsizlik (5 madde, Cronbach’s o = .780) ol¢eklerini
doldurmuslardir. Ardindan katilimcilar sosyal politika iceriklerini okuyarak ilgili
sosyal politikaya ne 6l¢iide destek verdiklerini belirtmis (her bir politika 3’er madde,
Cronbach’s a .642 - .973 arasinda degismektedir) ve bu isteklerini imzalayarak

diistincelerinin TBMM’ye gonderilmesine izin vermislerdir.
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Bulgular

Algilanan i¢ grup adilligi agisindan gruplar arasi anlamli bir farklilik gozlenmistir
(F(2,145) = 24.8, p < .001). Tukey post-hoc sonuglar1 benzerlik odakli temas kuran
katilmcilar farklilik odakli temas kuranlara kiyasla i¢c gruplarint daha adil
algiladiklarini gdstermistir. Ote yandan kontrol grubundaki katilimeilar ise farklilik ya
da benzerlik odakli temas kuran iki gruba kiyasla da i¢c gruplarin1 daha adil

algilamiglardir.

Algilanan gruplar arasi esitsizlik acisindan gruplar arasi anlamli bir farklilik
gozlenmistir (F(2,145) = 24.8, p < .001). Games-Howell post-hoc sonuglar1 farklilik
odakli temas kuran katilimcilar benzerlik odakli temas kuranlara kiyasla gruplar
arasinda daha fazla esitsizlik algilamiglardir. Ote yandan kontrol grubundaki
katilimeilar ise farklilik ya da benzerlik odakli temas kuran iki gruba kiyasla da gruplar

arasinda daha az esitsizlik algilamiglardir.

Sosyal politikalar1 destekleme agisindan gruplar aras1 anlamli bir farklilik gézlenmistir
(F(8, 286) = 3.80, p < .001, Pillai’s V = .192). Tukey post-hoc sonuglar1 kontrol
grubundaki katilimeilarin HnR+ tip sosyal politikay1 diger iki gruba kiyasla daha fazla
destekledigini gostermistir. Ayrica farklilik odakli temas kuran katilimeilar H-R+ tip
sosyal politikay1 benzerlik odakli temas kuranlardan ve kontrol grubundan daha fazla
desteklemiglerdir. Son olarak kontrol grubundaki katilimcilar H+R- tip sosyal
politikay1 diger iki gruba kiyasla daha fazla desteklemistir (bk. Tablo 8).

Tartisma

Benzerlik odakli temas, iiyelerin kendilerini dig grup iiyeleriyle ortak bir kimlikte
simiflandirmasiyla iliskilendirilmektedir (Dovidio ve ark., 2009; Saguy ve ark., 2009;
Saguy ve Chernyak-Hai, 2012). Bu ¢alismada da benzerlik odakli temasa kuran
avantajli grup Tlyelerinin kendilerini dis grup iyeleriyle ortak bir i¢ grupta
kimliklendirdigi diisiiniilebilir. Bu nedenle, yeni grup ici tiyeleri degerlendirirken,
bireyler avantajli durumlarin1 korumak icin gruplar arasi esitsizligi daha fazla
reddetmis olabilirler. I¢ grubun daha adil oldugunu diisiinmek ve gruplar arasindaki

esitsizligi reddetmek sosyal statiiniin korunmasina hizmet ediyor olabilir.

Benzerlik odakli temas kuran katilimcilar, H-R+ tipi sosyal politikaya daha az destek

vermislerdir. Bu bulgu, benzerlik odakli temasin gruplar arasindaki statii farkliliklarini
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degistiren davranislarda etkili oldugunu gdsteriyor olabilir. Ancak gruplar arasinda
HnR+ ve H+R- tipi sosyal politikalar1 destekleme agisindan bir fark gézlenmemistir.
HnR+ tipi sosyal politika dl¢iimiinde sadece dis grubun adi gegmektedir. i¢ grup adi
dis grup adi ile birlikte ifade edilmediginden, katilimcilar soruyu cevaplarken gruplar
arasindaki karsilagtirmanin baglamini fark etmemis olabilirler. Ayrica, bu tiir bir
sosyal politika, yalnizca dig gruba yardim anlamina gelmektedir. Diger politika
tirlerinde ise dis grubun sosyal statiisiinii artirmak i¢in bilgi sunulmustur. Bu eksiklik
nedeniyle, katilimcilar HnR+ tiirtindeki sosyal politika igeriginin esitsizligi azaltan
yoniinii gérmemis olabilirler. Bu iki nedenden dolay1 gruplar arasinda bu degisken
acisindan farklilik gézlenmemis olabilir. Ayrica H+R- tip sosyal politikanin igeriginde
dezavantajli kesime yonelik zararli uygulamalar yer almaktadir. Sosyal kimlik alan
yazininda bulgular, grup tiyelerinin, i¢ grup ve dis grup arasindaki farki artirmak i¢in
davraniglarinda, i¢ grup onaylama davranigini dig gruba zarar verme davranigina tercih
ettiklerini gostermektedir (Brewer, 1999; Weisel ve Bohm, 2015). Benzer sekilde,
deney kosulundaki tiim katilimcilar dis gruba zarar vermekten kagindiklari i¢in bu

degisken agisindan gruplar arasinda bir fark goriilmemis olabilir.

ikinci Cahsma: Gruplar Aras1 Temas Tipi ve I¢ Grup Ozdesimin Etkilesimin
Test Edilmesi

[k calisma, farklilik odakli temasin sosyal degisimi desteklemekle iliskili oldugunu
gostermistir. Ote yandan, sosyal degisimde grup i¢i 6zdesimin motive edici giicii,
Kolektif Eylemin Sosyal Kimlik Modeli (Van Zomeren ve ark., 2008) cergevesinde
son on yildir tartisilmaktadir. Temas ve sosyal kimlik perspektifini birlikte kullanan
az sayida deneysel c¢aligma, gruplar arasi temas, i¢ grup 6zdesimi ve gruplar arasi
esitsizlik algis1 arasindaki iliskilere 151k tutmaktadir. Ornegin, grup i¢i dzdesim
arttikca, avantajli grup tiyeleri, gruplar arasindaki benzerlikler hakkinda konusmay1
daha sik tercih etmektedir (Saguy ve ark., 2008). Bu durum, grup i¢i 6zdesim diizeyi
yiksek olan avantajli kisilerin gruplar arast1 durumu koruma istegi olarak
yorumlanabilir. Benzer sekilde, avantajli grup liyelerinin i¢ grup 6zdesimleri arttikca,
onlarin lehine olan sosyal degisim talebi de artmaktadir (Bagci ve Turnuklu, 2019).
Bu da statiinlin korunmasi anlamina gelebilir. Bu bulgular, avantajli grup tiyelerinde

0zdesim ve sosyal degisime direng arasindaki iliskiye isaret etmektedir.
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Ote yandan Vezzali ve arkadaslar1 (2017), farklilik odakli temasa sahip avantajl
tiyelerin sosyal degisimi daha fazla talep ettiklerini gostermistir. Peki, farklilik odakli
temas kuran katilimecilarin i¢ grup 6zdesimleri yiiksek olursa ne olur? Katilimcilar,
0zdesimin toplumsal degisime direnme giiciinden etkilenerek gruplar arasindaki
esitsizligi siirdiirmeye mi ¢alisirlar, yoksa farklilik odakli temasin etkisiyle gruplar
aras1 esitsizlige daha duyarli hale mi geliyorlar? Ikinci galisma bu soruya yamt

aramaktadir.
Yontem

Temsil edici 6rnekleme erismek i¢in birinci ¢alismadaki yontemi kullandim (bk. Tablo
9; osf.io/u6x2r). Z-oran testi sonuglari egitim diizeyi haricinde diger tiim demografik
degiskenler acisindan temsil edici bir 6rnekleme eristigimi isaret etti. Aragtirmaya
kendisini Tiirk olarak kimliklendiren 173 kisi (80 erkek, 93 kadin) katildi (Myas =
42.480, S = 16.790). Birinci ¢alismadaki oOrtiik ama¢ kullanilarak katilimcilar
arastirmaya davet edildi. Temas tipi birinci ¢alismada oldugu gibi degisimlendi.
Ardindan Ellemer ve arkadaglar1 (1998) tarafindan gelistirilen i¢ grup 6zdesimi
degisimleme gorevi ile Zuo ve arkadaglar1 (2018) tarafindan gelistirilen i¢ grup
0zdesimi degisimleme gorevinin birlestirilerek Tiirkiye kiiltlirline uyarlanmis
versiyonu kullanilarak katilimcilarin i¢ grup 6zdesimleri yliksek ya da diisiik olacak
sekilde degisimlenmistir. Ardindan katilimcilar birinci ¢alismada oldugu gibi
algilanan i¢ grup adilligi (Cronbach’s a = .849), algilanan gruplar arasi esitsizlik
(Cronbach’s a = .728) ve dort tip sosyal politikayr destekleme (Cronbach’s a .741 -

.962 arasinda degismektedir) 6l¢iimlerini doldurmuslardir.

Bulgular

Temas tipinin algilanan i¢ grup adilligi tizerinde temel etkisi gozlenmemistir (F(1,169)
=.093, p = .761). i¢ grup 6zdesimin ise i¢ grup adilligi {izerinde anlamli bir temel
etkisi vardir (F(1,169) = 12.217, p < .001, np? = .067). Fisher post-hoc sonuclari
farklilik odakli temas diizeyinde yiiksek i¢ grup 6zdesimli katilimcilarin diisiik i¢ grup
Ozdesimlilere kiyasla, diisiik i¢ grup 6zdesimi diizeyinde benzerlik odakli temas
kuranlarin farklilik odakli temas kuranlara kiyasla, yiiksek 6zdesim diizeyinde ise
farklilik odakli temas kuranlarin benzerlik odakli temas kuranlara kiyasla i¢ gruplarim

daha adil algiladiklarin1 gostermistir (bk. Tablo 12; Sekil 1).
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Temas tipinin algilanan gruplar arasi esitsizlik lizerinde temel etkisi gézlenmemistir
(F(1,169) = .093, p = .761). i¢ grup 6zdesimin ise algilanan grup iizerinde anlaml1 bir
temel etkisi vardir (F(1,169) = 15.141, p <.001, ny? = .082). Fisher post-hoc sonuglari
farklilik odakli temas diizeyinde diisiik i¢ grup 6zdesimli katilimcilarin yiiksek i¢ grup
Ozdesimlilere kiyasla, diisiik i¢ grup Ozdesimi diizeyinde farklilik odakli temas
kuranlarin benzerlik odakli temas kuranlara kiyasla, yiiksek 6zdesim diizeyinde ise
benzerlik odakli temas kuranlarin farklilik odakli temas kuranlara kiyasla gruplar

arasinda daha fazla esitsizlik algiladiklarin1 gostermistir (bk. Tablo 13; Sekil 2).

Sosyal politikalar1 destekleme agisindan gruplar arasinda anlamli bir farklilik
gozlenmistir (F(4, 166) = 6.867, p <.001, Pillai’s V = .142). Fisher post-hoc sonuglari
farklilik odakli temas diizeyinde diisiik i¢ grup 6zdesimli katilimcilarin yiiksek i¢ grup
0zdesimlilere kiyasla, diisiik i¢ grup 6zdesimi diizeyinde farklilik odakli temas
kuranlarin benzerlik odakli temas kuranlara kiyasla, yiiksek 6zdesim diizeyinde ise
benzerlik odakli temas kuranlarin farklilik odakli temas kuranlara kiyasla H-R+ tip
sosyal politikay1 fazla desteklediklerini gdstermistir (bk. Tablo 14; Sekil 3). Ayrica
farklilik odakli temas diizeyinde yiiksek i¢ grup 6zdesimli katilimcilarin diisiik i¢ grup
Ozdesimlilere kiyasla, diisiik i¢ grup 6zdesimi diizeyinde benzerlik odakli temas
kuranlarin farklilik odakli temas kuranlara kiyasla, yiiksek 6zdesim diizeyinde ise
farklilik odakli temas kuranlarin benzerlik odakli temas kuranlara kiyasla H+R- tip

sosyal politikay1 daha fazla destekledikleri goriilmistiir.

Tartisma

Bu calisma, gruplar arasi temas igerigi ve i¢ grup Ozdesiminin, sosyal degisim
desteginin ii¢ gostergesi olan algilanan i¢ grup adilligi, algilanan gruplar arasi esitsizlik
ve Tiirk veya Suriyeli miiltecilere avantaj veya dezavantaj saglayan sosyal politikalari
destekleme tizerindeki etkisini incelemeyi amaglamistir. Avantajli grup tyeleri icin
temas igeriginin etkisi oldukga tartigmalidir. Bazi aragtirmacilar (6r., Dixon ve ark.,
2010; Héssler ve ark., 2020; Pettigrew ve ark., 2007; Selvanathan ve ark., 2018)
avantajl grup liyelerinin dig grup iiyeleriyle benzerlik odakli temasinin, dis grubu
destekleyen tutum ve davranislarla iliskili oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Diger bazi
aragtirmacilar ise (6r., Vezzali ve ark., 2017), dezavantajli liyelerle yapilan

caligmalarin bulgularina benzer sekilde, kendilerini dis grup iiyeleriyle ortak bir kimlik
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icinde yeniden siniflandiran avantajli liyelerin, gruplar arasi esitsizligi daha fazla
reddettiklerini gostermistir. Bu ¢alismanin bulgulari, i¢ grup 6zdesiminin birbiriyle

celisiyor gibi goriinen bulgular agiklamada oldukga etkili olabilecegini gostermistir.

Buna ek olarak Hasan-Aslih ve arkadaslar1 (2019), i¢ grup 6zdesimi yiiksek olan
dezavantajli lyelerin, kendilerini avantajli {iyelerle ortak bir i¢ grupta
kimliklendirseler bile, gruplar arasi esitsizlige iliskin tutumlarinda bir fark olmadigini
bildirmistir. Bu bulgu, yiiksek 6zdesimin, ortak i¢ grup kimligi gelistirmenin yatistirici
etkisine karsi bir bagisiklik sagladigi seklinde yorumlanmistir. Bu ¢alismanin
bulgulari, avantajli grup iiyelerinde bu bagisiklik etkisinin hizlandiric1 bir etkiye
dontistiigiinii gosteriyor olabilir. Hasan-Aslih ve arkadaglari (2019) bu bagisiklik
etkisini avantajli iiyelerle benzerlik odakli temasta kuran yiiksek i¢ grup 6zdesimli
dezavantajli iiyelerde goézlemlemistir. Bu calismada da 6zdesimin hizlandirict etkisi
farklilik odakli temas kuran avantajli tiyelerde gozlemlenmistir. Bu iki bulgu da i¢ grup
lehine karar1 isaret ediyor olabilir. Yiiksek 6zdesimli dezavantajli tiyeler, ortak i¢ grup
kimliginin yatistirict etkisine direnerek, kendi gruplarinin dezavantajli konumunu
ortadan kaldiracak kolektif eylemlere katilmaya daha isteklidirler ve bu aslinda grup
lehine karar vererek esitsizligi ortadan kaldirmak anlamina gelmektedir. Bu ¢alismada
da dis grup tyeleriyle farklilik odakli temas kuran yiiksek 6zdesimli avantajlh iyeler,
benzerlik odakli temas kuranlara kiyasla, temasin getirecegi gruplar arasindaki
esitsizligi azaltan gilice direnmekte ve esitsizligi stirdiirecek tutum ve davraniglara daha
fazla yonelmektedirler. Bu ve grubun avantajli konumunu koruyacak, grup lehine
kararlar almak anlamina geliyor olabilir. Tiim bu ¢ikarimlar, dis grupla farklilik odakli
temas kuran yiiksek Ozdesimli iyelerin neden esitsizligi en az kabul edenler

olduklarini tartismada yol gosterici olabilir.

Benzerlik odakli temas kuranlara kiyasla farklilik odakli temastan sonra yalnizca
diisiik i¢ grup 6zdesimli iiyelerin esitsizlige daha fazla dikkat etmislerdir. Yiiksek
0zdesimli kisiler ise diger gruplara gore esitsizlige kars1 daha duyarsiz hale gelmistir.
Alan yazindaki benzer bulgulara dayanarak (6r., Bagci ve Turnuklu, 2019) bu bulgu,
i¢ grup 6zdesiminin, gruplar aras1 temas igerigi ile gruplar arasi esitsizlikle ilgili tutum
ve davranislar arasindaki iliskide oriintli farklilastiric1 etkisine isaret ediyor olabilir.

Bu nedenle iigiincii ¢alismada i¢ grup 6zdesiminin diizenleyici roliine odaklandim.
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Uciincii Cahsma: Farkhilik Odakh Temas Icerigi ile Sosyal Degisimi Destek
Gostergesi Olan Degiskenler Arasindaki iliskide i¢c Grup Ozdesiminin

Diizenleyici Etkisinin Test Edilmesi

Ikinci ¢alismanin bulgulari, farklilik odakli temasa kuran avantajli iiyeler icin i¢ grup
6zdesimi diizeyinin bagimli degiskenler iizerindeki farklilastirict etkisini gostermistir.
Bu bulgu, i¢ grup 6zdesiminin diizenleyici roliinii gosteriyor olabilir. Bu kavrami test
etmek ve ikinci ¢alismanin bulgularini kesitsel bir tasarimla genisletmek igin farklilik
odakl1 gruplar arasi temas igerigi ile onceki ¢alismalarin benzer bagimli degiskenleri
arasindaki iliskide i¢ grup 6zdesiminin diizenleyici roliine odaklanan bir ¢alisma

yiiriittim.

Diger olgiimler benzer kalirken, bu ¢alismada davranisi yalnizca HnR+ tipi sosyal
politika destegiyle Ol¢tiim. Bunun {i¢ nedeni vardi. Birincisi, ¢aligmanin sonunda
caligmanin asil amaci ortaya konmus olsa bile, kontrolsiiz bir ortam nedeniyle
katilimeilar bu geribildirime deneysel ¢alismadaki katilimcilar kadar dikkat etmiyor
olabilir ve buna bagli olarak arastirmanin 6rtiik amacini i¢eren aldatici bilgilerin sosyal
medyada yayilabilir. Ayrica H-R+ ve H+R- tipi politikalar bir gruba zarar veriyor gibi
goriindiigiinden, bu riskin ¢esitli gruplarin tepkisini ¢ekmesi muhtemeldir ve bu
durumda aragtirmanin Ortik amacinin sosyal medyada yayilma riski oldukca
yiiksektir. Bu riskler de arastirmanin daha kisa siire igerisinde sonlandirilmasi
anlamina gelmektedir. ikincisi, diger sosyal politika énerileri metin olarak HnR+ tip
sosyal politikadan daha uzundur. Bu durum katilimcilarin arastirmayi yarida
birakmalarma neden olabilir. Ugiinciisii, ilk ¢alismada H+R+ ve H-R+ tipi sosyal
politikalar i¢in hipotezler, ikinci calismada ise diger tiim sosyal politikalar i¢in
hipotezler dogrulanmistir. Bu politikalara yeniden odaklanmak o6zgiin bir katki
saglamayacaktir. Bu nedenlerle, bu ¢alismada sadece HnR+ tipi sosyal politikaya

odaklandim.
Yontem

TUIK (2018) demografik ozellikler verisini kullanarak temsil edici &rnekleme
erismeye calistim. Gii¢ analizi ile gereken minimum goézlem sayisini hesaplamanin
ardindan (bk., osf.i0/f8539) arastirmaya kendisini Tiirk olarak kimliklendiren 232 kisi
(113 erkek, 119 kadmn) katildi (Myas = 40.740, S = 15.824). Z-oran testi sonuglari
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demografik degiskenler agisindan temsil edici bir 6rnekleme eristigimi gosterdi. Diger
arastirmalarin ¢agrilarina benzer olarak katilimeilar arastirmaya davet edildi. Onamin
ardindan katilimcilar Suriyeli miiltecilerle giinlik yasamlarinda ne olgiide kiiltiirel
farklilik odakli temas kurduklarimi belirtti. Ardindan i¢ grup 6zdesimi Olgegini
(Cronbach’s a = .877), algilanan i¢ grup adilligi 6l¢egini (Cronbach’s a = .671),
algilanan gruplar arasi esitsizlik 6l¢egini (Cronbach’s a = .662) doldurdular ve HnR+
tip sosyal politikaya ne 6l¢iide destek verdiklerini belirterek (Cronbach’s a = .973)

arastirmay1 tamamladi.

Bulgular

Basit diizenleyicilik analizi (Hayes, 2018) sonuglari, algilanan i¢ grup adilliginin
yordanan degisken oldugu modelde farklilik odakli temasin yordayici bir etkisinin
olmadigmi gostermistir (b = -.044, SE = .069, p = .527). Ote yandan bu modelde i¢
grup Ozdesiminin yordayict etkisi anlamlidir (b = .343, SE = .058, p < .001).
Degiskenler arasi anlamli bir etkilesim gozlenmistir (b = .251, SE = .078, p = .001).
Diisiik 6zdesim diizeyinde (-1 SD) yiiksek farklilik odakli temas i¢ grubun daha az adil
oldugunu algilamakla iliskilidir (b = -.285, SE =.103, p =.006, 95% CI [-.514, -.096]).
Yiiksek 6zdesim diizeyinde ise (+1 SD) yiiksek farklilik odakli temas i¢ grubu daha
fazla adil algilamakla iligkilidir (b = .197, SE = .102, p = .049, 95% CI [.004, .421];
bk., Sekil 5).

Algilanan gruplar arasi esitsizligin yordanan degisken oldugu modelde farklilik odakl
temasin (b =-.377, SE =.083, p <.001, 95% CI [-.547, -.219]) ve i¢ grup 6zdesiminin
(b =-.202, SE =.064, p =.001, 95% CI [-.324, -.076]) yordayic1 etkisi anlamli iken bu
degiskenler arasinda anlamli bir etkilesim goriilmemistir (b = -.101, SE = .094, p =
.284; bk., Sekil 6).

HnR+ tip sosyal politikay1 desteklemenin yordanan degisken oldugu modelde farklilik
odakli temasin (b = -.664, SE = .234 p = .004, 95% CI [-1.150, -.228]) ve i¢ grup
6zdesiminin (b = -.780, SE = .192, p <.001, 95% CI [-1.160, -.396]) yordayic etkisi
anlamlidir. Buna ek olarak bu degiskenler arasinda bir etkilesim etkisi de gozlenmistir
(b =-1.611, SE = .214, p <.001, 95% CI [-2.030, -1.197]). Diisiik 6zdesim diizeyinde
yiiksek farklilik odakli temas HnR+ tip sosyal politikayr daha fazla destekleme ile
iliskilidir (b = .883, SE = .391, p = .024, 95% CI [.064, 1.651]). Yiiksek 6zdesim
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diizeyinde ise yiiksek farklilik odakli temas HnR+ tip sosyal politikayr daha az
destekleme ile iligkilidir (b =-2.212, SE = .271, p <.001, 95% CI [-2.777, -1.702]; bk.,
Sekil 7).

Tartisma

Bu ¢alisma, farklilik odakli temas ile sosyal degisimin ii¢ gistergesi olan algilanan
grup ici adilligi, algilanan gruplar arasi esitsizlik ve HnR+ tipi sosyal politikay:
destekleme arasindaki iligskide i¢ grup 6zdesiminin diizenleyici roliinii incelemeyi
amaclamistir. Bulgular farklilik odakli temasin farkli 6zdesim diizeylerine sahip
katilimcilar i¢in farkli anlamlar tasiyabilecegini gosteriyor olabilir. Ayrica bulgular i¢
grup Ozdesimine bagli olarak farkli iyeler igin farkli igeriklerin uygulanmasi
gerektigini vurguluyor olabilir. Uyelerin yiiksek i¢ grup 6zdesimi diizeyinde farklilik
odakli temas puanlarinin, gruplar arasindaki esitsizligi koruyan tutum ve davraniglarla
iligkili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu bulgu, ikinci ¢alismanin bulgularin1 desteklemektedir.
Alan yazin, yiiksek 6zdesime sahip dezavantajli grup tiyelerinin kendilerini ortak bir
i¢ grup icinde tanimlasalar bile esitsizligi gidermeye yonelik tutumlarinda azalma
olmadigini gostermektedir (Hasan-Aslih ve ark., 2019). Bu c¢alismada da yiiksek
6zdesimli avantajh iiyeler farklilik odakli temas kursa bile dezavantajli grup lehine

sosyal degisimi desteklememektedir.
Sonug¢

Bu tez kapsaminda yiiriitiilen arastirma sonuglari, miidahale programlar1 gelistiren
arastirmacilar tarafindan kullanilabilir. Avantajli grup iliyelerine yonelik gruplar arasi
temas miidahalelerinde, i¢ grup 6zdesimi diisiik iyeler i¢in farklilik odakli temas ve
yiiksek i¢ grup 6zdesimli liyeler i¢in ise benzerlik odakli temas kullanilmasi, gruplar
arasi iliskileri gelistirmede ve esitsizlikleri azaltmada daha etkili goriinmektedir. Ote
yandan, yliksek 6zdesime sahip avantajli grup tiyeleri i¢in farklilik odakli temas var
olan statiiye bir tehdit olarak goriilebilir. Boyle bir durumu azaltmak i¢in ytliksek
0zdesimli avantajli iyelere c¢ogulculugun bir zenginlik oldugu anlayisinin

benimsetilmesi, gruplar arasi temasin ironik etkisini azaltabilir.
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