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Abstract

This study examined to what extent children’s mental state understanding vary as a function
of perceived similarity, prejudice and threat perception towards out-group and social identity.
The sample included 214 Turkish children (Mage = 11.66 years, SD = 0.84; range =9 years 7
months -13 years). We measured children’s mental state understanding and general reasoning
ability (as a control variable) by using the Strange Stories task, which consisted of intra-
cultural and cross-cultural mind reading and control stories. Children were randomly assigned
to one of the three groups where they heard four mind reading stories and four control stories:
Children in the Turkish target group read four mind reading and four control stories about
Turkish characters and objects seen in the Turkish culture, children in the Syrian target group
read four mind reading and four control stories about Syrian characters and objects in Syrian
culture, and children in the Dutch/Norwegian target group read four mind reading and four
control stories about Dutch/Norwegian characters and objects commonly seen in
Dutch/Norwegian culture. We examined children’s perceived similarity with Syrian and
Dutch/Norwegian culture, prejudice, discrimination, and threat perception towards Syrian and
Dutch/Norwegian, and children’s social identity via standardized scales and tasks. Children’s
second-order false belief understanding, attentional control, empathy, expressive language and
receptive language ability, direct contact, and negative indirect contact with out-groups were
also measured as control variables. Results showed that there was no significant difference in
general reasoning accuracy (control stories) between the three groups. Children in the Turkish
target group made significantly more accurate mental state inferences than children in two
other groups. Furthermore, children in the Syrian group were significantly less accurate when
ascribing mental states to targets compared to children in the Dutch/Norwegian target group.
Findings revealed that children in the Syrian target group had significantly higher prejudice,

discrimination and perceived threat than children in the Dutch/Norwegian target group.
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Hierarchical regression analysis showed that prejudice and perceived realistic threat
significantly predicted lower ToM performance for children who were in the Syrian group,
while only perceived symbolic threat significantly predicted lower mental state understanding
of children in the Dutch/Norwegian group. These findings have important implications to
understand how similarity and intergroup processes (e.g., prejudice, threat perception) might
have a role in children’s mental state understanding.

Keywords: mental state understanding, perceived similarity, social identity, prejudice, threat

perception, in-group, out-group, Turkish children, middle childhood



Ozet

Bu ¢alismada ¢ocuklarin benzerlik algilari, dis grubun bireylerine yonelik dnyargilari, tehdit
algilar1 ve kendi kiiltiirel grubuyla 6zdesleme (sosyal kimlik) derecelerinin, zihin anlama
becerisi ile iliskisi aragtirilmigtir. Aragtirmada yas araligi 10-12 (Ort,qs = 11.66 y1l, S = .84)
olan 214 ¢ocuktan veri toplanmistir. Cocuklarin zihin kurami ve genel mantik yiiriitme
diizeyleri 8 hikaye (4 zihin anlama, 4 genel mantik yiiriitme) ile 6l¢lilmiistiir. Calismaya
katilan ¢ocuklar rastlantisal olarak ii¢ gruba ayrilmis, bir gruba Tiirk kiiltiirline ait isim ve
nesnelerin bulundugu hikayeler (iggrup), ikinci gruba Suriyeli karakterlerin ve Suriye
kiiltiirtinde yaygin olan nesnelerin kullanildig: hikayeler (disgrup), li¢iincii gruba ise
Hollanda/Norvegli karakterlerin ve o kiiltiirlere 6zgii nesnelerin kullanildigi hikayeler
(disgrup) verilmistir. Benzerlik algisi, 6nyargi, ayrimci davranig, tehdit algisi ve sosyal
kimlik anketler ve bireysel dlgtimlerle degerlendirilmistir. Cocuklarin empati, dikkati
kontrol, alic1 ve ifade edici dil becerileri ve diggruplarla olan dogrudan ve dolayl etkilesimi
kontrol degiskenleri olarak dl¢iilmiistiir. Calismanin bulgulari, ¢cocuklarin genel mantik
yiiriitme diizeyleri agisindan ii¢ grup arasinda anlamli bir fark olmadigin1 géstermistir. Zihin
durumlarini anlama agisindan ise, Tiirk karakterlerin oldugu hikayeleri okuyan gruptaki
cocuklar, diger iki gruptaki ¢ocuklara kiyasla anlamli sekilde daha yiiksek performans
gostermistir. Benzer sekilde, Hollandali/Norvegli karakterler ilgili hikayeleri okuyan
gruptaki ¢ocuklar, bireylerin zihin durumlarint Suriyeli karakterlerle ilgili hikayeleri okuyan
gruptaki ¢cocuklara kiyasla daha dogru anlamislardir. Caligmanin bir diger bulgusu, Suriyeli
karakterlerle ilgili hikayeleri okuyan gruptaki ¢ocuklarin 6nyargi, ayrimci davranis ve tehdit
algisinin, Hollandali/Norvegli hikayeleri okuyan gruptaki ¢ocuklara kiyasla daha yiiksek
oldugunu gostermistir. Son olarak, hiyerarsik regresyon analizleri Suriyeli karakterlerle ilgili

hikayeler okuyan ¢ocuklarin diggruba kars1 olan
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gercek tehdit algisi ve Onyargisi arttik¢a bu kisilerin zihin durumlarin1 anlamalarinda
hatalarin arttigin1 gostermistir. Hollandali/Norvegli hikayeleri okuyan gruptaki ¢ocuklarin ise
sadece sembolik tehdit algilar arttik¢a dis grubun zihin durumunu anlamalar1 zorlagmistir.
Farkli kiiltiirlerden gelen kisilerin zihin durumlarinin anlasilmasi, o kiiltiirden kisiler ile
olumlu iliskiler kurmak, diismanca tutumlarin 6niine gecilmesi ve azaltilmasi i¢in dnemlidir.
Bu nedenle, mevcut ¢alisma disgruplara karsi olan benzerlik algisi, 6nyargi ve tehdit
algisinin ¢cocuklarin sosyo-bilissel becerilerini nasil etkiledigine dair bulgular sunmasi
bakimindan hem kuramsal olarak hem de uygulamaya yonelik sundugu 6nermeler

bakimindan dnemlidir.

Anahtar kelimeler: zihin anlama becerisi, benzerlik algisi, sosyal kimlik, 6nyargi, tehdit

algisi, iggrup, disgrup, Tiirk ¢ocuklar, orta gocukluk donemi
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Chapter 1: Introduction 1

Chapter 1

Introduction

Mental state understanding, also called theory of mind (ToM), refers to the ability to
infer mental states of the self and others such as intentions, beliefs, and desires (Wellman,
2014). To be aware that people can differ on what they believe, know and want help children
to make sense of complex social relationship patterns, and allow higher levels of social
competence (Slaughter et al., 2015). Thus, ToM is considered as a critical socio-cognitive
ability in developmental psychology. Research reveals that although many ToM insights
evolve by age 5 (Watson et al., 1999), mental state understanding continues to grow during
middle childhood and adolescence (Hughes, 2016); and moreover, people do not use their
ToM ability in an effortless and automatic fashion (Phillips et al., 2015) which determines
the accuracy of their mental state understanding. This arises an important question about
possible factors that play a role in usage and accuracy of mental state understanding in social
relationships regardless of the potential. The current study approaches this topic by adopting
some core concepts in social psychology, and investigates whether mental state
understanding varies as a function of attitudes towards out-groups (i.e., perceived similarity,
prejudice, and threat perception), and social identity in middle childhood.

The reason why we preferred to focus on middle childhood is that, throughout this
developmental period, children’s social horizon and knowledge about group dynamics
widen: They reach out beyond their families and begin to explore interactions with others
(Devine et al., 2016). With increased experience with people coming from different social
backgrounds, children come to understand cultural similarity and dissimilarity, which paves
the way for the formation of in-group and out-group biases (Levy & Klein, 2010). Self-
identification with in-group increases during middle childhood, and out-group dislike starts
to increase. In the following sections, we provide a review of these concepts and how they

might be related with mental state understanding.



Chapter 2: Literature Review 2

Chapter 2
Literature Review

2.1 Similarity and ToM

Literature suggests that people are more accurate in understanding mental states of
those who are similar to them. Being one of the few studies that examined the ease of mental
state understanding for culturally similar targets, Perez-Zapata et al. (2016) showed that both
Australian and Chilean participants’ mental state understanding was more accurate and faster
when judging the mental states of their own cultural group members compared to someone
from the out-group. The researchers argued that cultural similarity of the target may provide
a shared background, which facilitates mental state understanding. Similarly, in their study
with Japanese and American adults, Adams et al. (2010) found that both groups were better
at reading the minds of people from their in-groups, and showed lower performance when
they were asked to predict mental states of out-group members. In sum, research suggests
that adults do not always use their ToM in an effortless and automatic fashion, and being
capable of understanding others’ mental states does not necessarily bring accuracy in

mindreading.

Taken together, these studies showed that people who come from different cultures
have more difficulty in understanding the mental state of each other. However, the
relationship between mental state understanding and similarity/dissimilarity of the target has
been investigated only in contexts where there is no prejudice or perceived threat between
the two groups or in contexts where two groups have neutral attitudes towards one another
(e.g., Australian and Chileans). Yet, besides perceived similarity with the targets, mental
state understanding might also depend on other social processes such as prejudice and threat

perception towards out-groups.
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2.2 Intergroup process and ToM

One of the intergroup factors that received scant attention in research on mental state
understanding is prejudice. Prejudice describes unjustified feelings of dislike and negative
attitudes toward a targeted group as a whole or toward individuals due to their group
membership (Jackson, 2011). Babies as young as 3 months of age demonstrate visual
preference to a familiar race (Anzures et al., 2013). And later on, in preschool years, children
prefer helping and playing with peers from their racial in-group (Kinzler & Spelke, 2011),
and develop prejudicial attitudes towards out-groups (Spears-Brown & Bigler, 2005). These
attitudes can manifest themselves in a number of ways. For example, children categorize
people as ‘us’ and ‘them’, and assign positive traits to ‘us’ and negative traits to ‘them’ to
boost their in-group (Van Bavel & Cunningham, 2009). This social categorization leads to
discrimination, which is the behavioral manifestation of prejudice in the form of negatively
biased treatment of people based on group membership (Tajfel & Turner, 2004).

Social categorization and prejudice decrease the motivation to form social connection
with out-group members, which further lowers the perceived overlap between self and other,
and motivation to understand other’s mental states (Epley & Waytz, 2010). Studies showed
that, compared to the in-group, people seek more concrete evidence for attributing mental
capabilities such as thinking and believing to out-group members (Hackel et al., 2014); and
they are also more likely to attribute unique human essence to their in-group, and perceive
their out-groups less human, a phenomenon called infra-humanization (Leyens et al., 2003).
Accordingly, they use less mental-state verbs (e.g., believe, want) when they refer to out-
group members compared to in-group members (Harris & Fiske, 2011). It is also noteworthy
that people are more likely to see out-group members as homogenous by disregarding the
within-group differences across individuals (for meta-analysis, see, Boldry, Gaertner, Quinn,
2007), and they process facial features of in-group members in more detailed fashion while

ignoring differences in faces of out-group members (Van Bavel, Packer, & Cunningham,
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2008). This body of research suggests that prejudice may influence mental state
understanding, making children less attendant to minds of out-groups.

Another process that might help us to explain the prejudice-ToM link is threat
perception. People perceive threat when they expect harm from out-group members towards
the in-group (Stephan & Mealy, 2012). Perceived threat can either be realistic or symbolic as
the Integrated Threat Theory argues (Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999). Realistic threat
refers to those posed to in-group’s power, material resources, and general welfare; and
symbolic threat includes those towards in-group’s identity, values, norms, and way of living.
Studies showed that out-groups such as immigrants pose both realistic threat and symbolic
threat to in-group members (Caricati et al., 2017; Nshom & Croucher, 2017; Vedder et al.,
2016); and a meta-analysis (Riek, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006) revealed that these different
threat types are associated with negative attitudes towards out-groups. This suggests that
particularly in inter-group contexts, both realistic and symbolic threat should be taken into
account. However, research that examined threat perception in childhood has not addressed
these two dimensions of threat perception separately.

Nesdale et al. (2005) investigated threat perception without making a distinction
between realistic and symbolic threat, and found that when children (6- to 9-year-olds)
perceived threat from their out-group members, their prejudice (e.g., feelings of dislike or
hatred) increased and they were less likely to cooperate with the out-group team. Nesdale et
al. argued that threat perception was one of the key factors that turned racial preference into
racial prejudice.

It is widely reported that threat perception increases hostile emotions and behaviors
in intergroup relationships (Bizman & Yinon, 2001; Riek, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006). But
although its importance is highlighted, the role of threat perception in understanding mental
states is less often explored. In one such research, Hackel et al. (2014) found that adult

participants were more likely to attribute mind to faces of out-group members if they
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perceived them as a more significant threat to their in-group. Hence, people devoted their
cognitive resources to understanding mental states of out-groups when they perceived them
as dangerous; suggesting that perceived threat can facilitate out-group mind perception.

However, it is also possible that threat perception alleviates mental state
understanding. It was found that (Pereira, Vala, & Costa-Lopes, 2010) people who saw out-
group members as a threat to their cultural and economic integrity had a tendency to
prioritize their in-group members’ well-being and experienced difficulty in understanding
the out-group members’ perspective and interpreting their behavior. And when people felt
prejudice towards a specific out-group, they justified their prejudice by perceiving the group
as threatening (Nshom & Croucher, 2017) which increased the likelihood of dehumanization
of this out-group (Glick, 2005). Thus, it is noteworthy that threat perception may decrease
motivation to ascribe mental states to out-group members through different means; through
dehumanizing the out-group and through devoting more attention to the in-group’s well-
being.
2.3 Social identity and ToM

Social Identity Theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 2004) states that our identities are
formed through the groups to which we belong (e.qg., race-ethnicity, nationality, gender,
social class), and influence our social judgment and behavior. Social identity alters our
perception. Hackel et al. (2014) found that people who identified themselves with their
cultural in-group more strongly attributed more humanness to their in-group compared to
out-group members. This was explained by people’s motivation for social interaction with
their in-group. Similarly, Leyens et al. (2003) reported that adults were more likely to
attribute uniquely human emotions (e.g., optimism, sorrow, etc.) to their in-group members
than to out-group members, independent of emotions’ valence.

Although these relations have not been examined for childhood, the Social Identity

Development Theory (SIDT; Nesdale, 2004) expands and applies the social identity
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approach to children as well, and proposes that children’s attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors
are significantly shaped by their social identity which motivates them to pursue social
contacts with in-group members (Nesdale et al., 2009). Thus, it is plausible that children’s
propensity for mental state understanding might also be bound by their social identity.
Studies (e.g., Nesdale et al., 2005) drawing on SIDT showed that as children get
older, they start to face pressure to conform to group norms. This leads to emergence of
negative attitudes toward out-groups and a preference for the in-group. This occurs through a
four-phase developmental process: The foundation of social group relations, social group
awareness, social group preferences, and out-group negativity. The transition from social
group awareness to out-group negativity depends on intergroup factors such as (1) whether
children have prejudice towards out-group, (2) whether in-group members believe that their
in-group members are threatened by out-group members, (3) the extent to which children
perceive their out-groups as similar/dissimilar to their in-group, (4) the extent to which
children’s in-group members perceive out-group negativity as a norm (Nesdale, 2017). It is
possible that these factors influence children’s motivation to form social relations with out-
group members, and in turn alter their propensity to use mental state understanding.
Except the Perez-Zapata et al. (2016) research, all the studies summarized above
examined ‘lower-level” mental processes; for example, interpreting physical cues such as a
target’s facial expression or eye gaze to infer mental states (€.9., Adams et al., 2010; Van
Bavel, Packer, & Cunningham, 2008). Only, Perez-Zapata et al. (2016) examined mind
reading via mental-state reasoning (higher-level processing), which requires forming

complex inferences about the causes of target’s actions in terms of mental states.
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Chapter 3
Present Study

Extant literature provides evidence that people have difficulty in understanding
mental states of others who belong to a different cultural group (Adams et al., 2010; Leyens
et al., 2007; Perez-Zapata et al., 2016), because similarity provides individuals with shared
knowledge of what is relevant in a given situation and thus facilitates mental state
understanding. However, the role of the ‘target’ in mental state understanding has not been
examined in childhood. There is also a dearth of literature on the influence of social identity,
group membership and intergroup related factors on mental state understanding. This gap in
the literature limits our understanding of how the target characteristics may impact on
children’s mental state understanding. In this research, we addressed this interface by
investigating how propensity to use mental state understanding is related to social identity,
perceived similarity, and prejudice and perceived threat (realistic and symbolic) towards out-
group in middle childhood. With this aim, we measured children’s understanding of mental
states towards in-group targets and two out-group targets. Since our sample consisted of
Turkish children, we chose the target in-group as Turkish, and picked the two target out-
groups in such a way that they potentially varied on a) similarity with the in-group, and b)
prejudice, discrimination and perceived threat towards out-group.

We chose one target out-group as Syrians, because Turks and Syrians are similar to
each other regarding religion (Syrians are also predominantly Sunni Muslim) and cultural
values. And despite this similarity, Turks perceive Syrians negatively, feel threatened by
them (Erdogan, 2014), and display discriminatory behavior toward them in many settings
including schools (Uzun & Butun, 2016). This is because Syrians constitute the biggest
migrant group in Turkey, and their numbers continue to increase since 2011 due to the civil

war in Syria (UNCHR, 2016).
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We selected the second out-group in such a way that it would be potentially
dissimilar to Turks but would, as a country, have neutral relations with Turkey, hence would
not be target of prejudice, discrimination and perceived threat in Turkey. This group
constituted our control out-group. Among many groups, Dutch are dissimilar to Turks in
terms of religion (Dutch are Christian) and cultural values. Moreover, Turkey and the
Netherlands have neutral political and economic relations (Baehr et al., 2002). Therefore, we
chose Dutch targets as our control out-group. However, an unexpected serious political
conflict occurred between Turkey and the Netherlands (Kingsley & Rubin, 2017) during data
collection, which changed the neutrality of this group (and found its reflections in responses
of children). So, we immediately changed our Dutch target group to the Norwegian target
group, which was similar to the Dutch in terms of the criteria we described above.

The children were assigned to one of these three groups (one in-group, two out-
groups) and were given separate stories where they were asked to predict the mental states of
Turkish (in-group), Syrian (out-group) or Dutch/Norwegian (out-group) target individuals.
They were also given separate stories where they were expected to make causal inferences
regarding physical events featuring animals or objects (commonly seen in Turkish, Syrian or
Dutch/Norwegian cultures) to measure children’s general reasoning ability as a control
variable.

We also measured children’s attentional control, empathy, and expressive and
receptive language as control variables to account for variation in ToM not associated with
the research questions we investigated. Children with better attentional control are able to
focus on others’ mental states better, and are also better able to recall and interpret mental
state references during social interactions (Devine & Hughes, 2014; Wang, Devine, Wong,
& Hughes, 2016). Similarly, ToM and empathy in childhood and adolescence are also
associated abilities on both psychological and neuronal grounds (Decety & Svetlova, 2012).

Conceptually, both require accurately understanding how another person thinks or feels
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(Lonigro et al., 2014). We also controlled for expressive and receptive language, since these
skills allow better social communication, which presents children with increased
opportunities to understand others’ mental states (Devine &Hughes, 2013). Accordingly, a
meta-analysis conducted by Milligan, Astington, and Dack (2007) showed that children’s
expressive and receptive language ability and ToM ability are correlated in a wide range of
language tasks including expressive narrative speech and receptive vocabulary.

Social factors such as contact with out-groups can also alter children’s motivation to
understand out-group members’ mental states and, hence, their accuracy (Barlow et al.,
2012). Therefore, we also measured children’s direct and negative indirect contact with
targeted out-groups as another control variable.

Hypotheses.

Similarity.

The Similarity account (e.g., Adams et al., 2010; Perez-Zapata et al., 2016) proposes
that cultural similarity provides shared cultural background and facilitates mental state
understanding. If the similarity account is correct, first, children in the Turkish target group
would make more accurate mental state inferences than children in the Syrian and
Dutch/Norwegian target groups because they inferred mental states of their in-group
members. Second, children in the Syrian target group would also make more accurate mental
state inferences than children in the Dutch/Norwegian group because we expected that
children in the Syrian target group would perceive out-group members as more similar to
their Turkish in-group compared to children in the Dutch/Norwegian target group. We also
expected that, for children in the Syrian and the Dutch/Norwegian target group, higher levels
of perceived similarity with out-group members would be positively associated with more
accurate mental state inferences.

Intergroup processes.
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The intergroup processes account, on the other hand, suggests that it is the intergroup
factors such as the level of prejudice and discrimination that we display toward and the level
of threat we perceive from others that influence the accuracy of our ability to understand
others” mental states. We expected that children in the Syrian target group would display
higher levels of prejudice, discrimination, symbolic threat and realistic threat than children
in the Dutch/Norwegian group. Thus, if the intergroup processes account is correct, having
higher prejudice, discrimination and perceived symbolic and realistic threat towards Syrians
would make it more difficult for children in the Syrian target group to understand the mental
states of these individuals. Consequently, children in the Syrian target group would be less
accurate when making inferences about the mental states compared to children in the
Dutch/Norwegian target group. We also hypothesized that children in the Syrian target group
would be less likely to have the motivation to have social contact with out-group members
compared to children in the Dutch/Norwegian target group. Children in the Syrian target
group would be more likely to approve aggressive behavior towards out-group members
compared to children in the Dutch/Norwegian target group.

The effect of cultural variables was expected to be observed when children were
required to understand others’ mental states, but not when they are required to draw causal
inferences about physical events or objects. Therefore, we did not make these predictions for
children’s general reasoning accuracy, as it requires an understanding of logical relations
between objects and situations.

We also examined whether children’s mental state understanding vary by prejudice
and threat perception towards out-groups. On the basis of literature (Epley & Waytz, 2010;
Leyens et al., 2003) which suggests that prejudice and threat perception towards out-groups
decrease the perceived overlap between self and other, and motivation to understand minds
of out-groups, we would expect, for children in the Syrian and Dutch/Norwegian target

group, higher prejudice, perceived realistic, and symbolic threat to predict lower mind



Chapter 3: Present Study 11

reading accuracy.

Social identity.

Based on the literature reviewed above, we expected that, for children in the Turkish
target group, higher levels of social identity would be positively associated with more
accurate mental state inferences. We hypothesized that, for children in the Syrian and the
Dutch/Norwegian target group, higher levels of social identity would be negatively
correlated with more accurate mental state inferences.

We expected all these differences regardless of children’s age, sex, SES, second
order false belief understanding, attentional control, empathy, expressive language, and
receptive language.

Second-order false belief understanding and prejudice.

Some studies (e.g., Mulvey et al., 2015; Yu, Zhi, & Leslie, 2016) suggests that the
reverse association between mental state understanding and prejudice is also possible. They
showed that mental state understanding potentially underlies differential levels of prejudice
and stereotypes observed in children and has a role on the relationship between prejudice and
behavioral outcomes. Thus, we examined whether children who passed false belief

understanding task would have less prejudice compared to children who did not pass.
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Chapter 4
Method
Participants

The participants were 214 Turkish children whose age ranged between 9 years 7
months and 13 years (Mage = 11.66 years, SD = 0.84). They were 5th-grade (Mage = 10.67, SD
=0.42, n = 71), 6th-grade (Mage = 11.75, SD = 0.28, n = 69) and 7th-grade (Mage = 2.54, SD
=0.27, n = 74) middle school students. The mean age for boys (M = 11.62 years, SD = 0.85;
n =89) and girls (M = 11.66 years, SD = 0.83; n = 125) did not significantly differ (F (1,
212) = 0.01, p =.96). All children were native speakers of Turkish.

The average number of years of education for their mothers and fathers was 9.89 (SD
=4.17) and 10.23 (SD = 4.00) years, respectively. Approximately, 79.1% of mothers and
80.8% of fathers had a high school degree or lower. Mother and father education were
significantly correlated (r = .60, p < .001), and these two scores were standardized and
averaged to compute the SES of the family.

Children were randomly assigned to one of the three conditions: The Turkish target
group, the Syrian target group, and the Dutch/Norwegian target group. These groups were
similar in number, age, and sex distribution of children.

Design and Procedure

The study has a 3 (target group: Turkish, Syrian, Dutch/Norwegian) x 2 (story type:
mind reading stories and control stories) mixed design. The target group was between and
story type was within factor.

Initially, children were randomly assigned to one of these three groups. Children in
the Syrian target group and in the Dutch/Norwegian target group were presented with the
Ice-cream Man Task first. Subsequently, they were given the culturally adapted version of
the Strange Stories Task (four mind reading and four control vignettes). Then, they were

given the Social Identity Scale, the Multiple Racial Attitude Task, the Discriminatory
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Tendency Task, the Readiness for Social Contact Scale, the Perceived Similarity Scale, the
Threat Perception Scale, the Normative Beliefs about Aggression Scale, the Direct and
Negative Indirect Contact Scale, the Attentional Control Scale, the Basic Empathy Scale,
and TIFALDI. The measures were presented in the order listed above to children in the
Syrian and Dutch/Norwegian groups. Children in the Turkish target group were presented
with the Ice-cream Man Task, the Strange Stories (four mind reading and four control
vignettes), the Social Identity Scale, the Attentional Control Scale and the Basic Empathy
Scale, and TIFALDI. The measures were administered in this order to children in Turkish
target group. As children’s ToM towards in-group (Turkish in-group) was investigated in
this group, they were not presented with the measures that examined out-group attitudes and
behavior.

Data collection started upon receiving permission from the IRB of the University and
the Ministry of Education of Turkey. Children were recruited from seven public middle
schools in Istanbul and from one public middle school in Tekirdag. These are developed
cities located in northwestern part of Turkey. To begin with, the school principals were
informed about the project to reach parents who their children were willing to participate in
the study. Invitation letters and consent forms were sent to parents with the help of teachers.
All students with parental consent were included in the study. The data were collected from
children one-on-one in a quiet room at their school, between the dates of 17.01.2017 and
15.05.2017.

The Ice-cream Man Task, the Strange Stories Task, the Multiple Racial Attitude
Task, the Discriminatory Tendency Task, and TIFALDI were behavioral measures while the
rest were self-reports. The self-report measures and the Strange Stories Task were presented
on a computer screen. It took approximately 55 minutes to complete all measures for the
Syrian and Dutch/Norwegian target groups, and 35 minutes for the Turkish target group.

Children were not given any presents for their participation.
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Measures

Demographic form. Children were requested to complete a form to provide
demographic information (see Appendix A) about themselves (e.g., date of birth, sex) and
their parents (e.g., parental education, the number of siblings, household size).
Study Variables

ToM toward in-group/out-group. The Strange Stories (White, Hill, Happé, & Frith,
2009) was used to examine whether children’s mental state understanding varied by
characteristics of the targets (see Appendix B). This task consisted of two types of stories: a)
mind reading stories (depict scenarios including double bluff, misunderstandings, deception,
and white lie); and b) control stories (short stories about physical events or objects indicating
children’s general reasoning). Recently, Perez-Zapata et al. (2016) adapted this task in order
to examine whether individuals’ mental state understanding was influenced by the cultural
identity of the target. Their adaptation involved creating matched cultural in-group and
cultural out-group target conditions and adding a picture that matched the cultural context
for both mind reading and control stories. The children presented all instructions and stories
on a computer screen. After each story, participants were expected to answer a question
requiring causal inference (e.g., “Why will Jim look in the cupboard for the bat?’). The
responses were scored on a 0-2 scale, indicating accuracy of the response regarding the
information in the story: 0 = false answer (e.g., ‘Because he looked everywhere else’), 1 =
correct answer without attributing mental states of characters (e.g., ‘Simon hiding it without
reference to implications of lying’), 2 = correct answer with mental state attribution like
believe, think (e.g., ‘Jim knowing Simon lies’)

In the current study, we used this culturally adapted version of Strange Stories task.
All children in three groups were presented four mind reading stories and four control
stories. The stories were identical except the characters’ cultural identity and the objects

involved. For example, children in the Turkish target group were presented stories about
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Turkish characters (e.g., Murat) and objects that are seen in Turkish culture (e.g., meatball);
children in the Syrian target group were presented stories about Syrian characters (e.g.,
Bedihi) and objects (e.g., hummus) that are unique to Syrian culture, and children the in the
Dutch/Norwegian target group listened to stories about Dutch/Norwegian characters (e.qg.,
Milan) and objects common in Dutch/Norwegian culture (e.g., fried potatoes). The stories
were read aloud to the children and each story was accompanied by a picture that matched
the cultural context. Children responded to the test questions verbally and their responses
were transcribed by the experimenter. Children’s responses to the test questions were coded
by the experimenter after responses were transferred to SPSS. The accuracy scores of
children were summed to compute the total mind reading and general reasoning accuracy
variables. So, each variable ranged between 0 and 8.

Social identity. In this research, we used a modified version of the Social Identity
Scale (Leach et al., 2008) to measure children’s level of identification with their Turkish in-
group (see Appendix C). Originally, the scale included 14 items (e.g., ‘It is pleasant to be
Turkish”) were rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (entirely disagree) to 7
(entirely agree). In the present study, we excluded four items that deemed overly vague for
children (e.g., ‘Being Turkish just feels natural to me”). The total social identity score was
calculated by averaging the scores on 10 items (Cronbach’s a = .85).

Perceived similarity. The extent to which children perceived an out-group as similar
or dissimilar to their in-group was measured via the Social Category Similarities subscale
(three items; e.g., ‘To what extent Syrians or Dutch/Norwegian group is similar to your
group with respect to cultural background’) of the Perceived Similarity Scale (Zellmer-
Bruhn et al., 2008) (see Appendix D). The scale originally consists of two subscales.
Because the Work life-working Style Similarities subscale was not appropriate for use with
children, we used only the Social Category Similarities subscale. The items were rated on a

7-point Likert ranging from 1 (totally different) to 7 (totally similar). The scores for each
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item were averaged to compute perceived similarity score. Cronbach’s alpha for the subscale
was .72 in the current study.

Prejudice. The Multiple Racial Attitude Task (Aboud, 2003; Doyle & Aboud, 1995)
was used to derive separate indices of positive and negative attitudes and to examine bias
towards in-group and out-group members (see Appendix E). Children were presented with
two boxes: One labeled as belonging to their in-group members (Turkish) and one labeled as
belonging to their out-group members (Syrian or Dutch/Norwegian). Then, children were
presented with six positive (clean, happy, friendly, good, hardworking, helpful) and six
negative (bad, dirty, naughty, cruel, rude, lazy) adjectives. Children were presented with two
cards for the same adjective and they were asked to put two cards to box or boxes people
who “are that way”. They were told that they could put two cards either to one box or divide
them one to one for each box. After children finished to put cards to boxes, positive
attribution to in-group, negative attribution to in-group, positive attribution to out-group, and
negative attribution to out-group scores, ranging from 0 to 12, were calculated. An ‘in-group
bias’ score was then calculated by subtracting the negative score for the in-group from the
positive score for in-group. Hence, the score could range from -12 (very unfavorable) to 12
(very favorable), with a higher score indicating a more positive attitude toward the Turkish
in-group. Similarly, an ‘out-group bias’ score (Syrian or Dutch/Norwegian) was computed
by subtracting the number of negative attitudes from the number of positive attitudes, falling
again in the range of -12 (very unfavorable) to 12 (very favorable) with a higher score
indicating a more positive attitude towards out-groups (Syrian or Dutch/Norwegian). Then,
the ‘prejudice’ score was calculated by subtracting the out-group bias score from the in-
group bias score ranging from -24 to 24; higher scores represented higher levels of prejudice.

In this research, we mainly conducted our analyses with the prejudice score but we
also used positive attribution to in-group, negative attribution to in-group, positive

attribution to out-group, negative attribution to out-group, in-group bias, and out-group bias
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scores to explore whether they lead to differences in their associations with ToM toward in-
group/out-group.

Discrimination. Children’s discriminatory tendency towards targeted out-groups
was measured via the Discriminatory Tendency Task developed by Berger et al. (2016) (see
Appendix F). In this task, drawings of a street with seven houses set side by side were
presented to children. Children were told to imagine that they lived in one of the houses
(tagged as ‘my house’) and that a new child (from Syria or Netherlands/Norway) was going
to move to their neighborhood. A photo of a child from Syria or Netherlands/Norway was
shown, and the children were asked to indicate the house in which they would like this new
child in the photo to live. Boys were presented with the same-age male images (e.g., Jamal,
Ruben) and girls (e.g., Barika, Eva) with the same-age female images. The number of houses
from ‘my house’ to the house chosen for the child was counted; higher scores indicated
higher levels of discrimination.

Readiness for social contact. We measured children’s willingness to have social
contact with their out-group members via the Readiness for Social Contact Scale (Berger et
al., 2016) (see Appendix G). Children were presented with a hypothetical scenario in which
they imagined going to a park and meeting the Syrian or Dutch/Norwegian child who moved
to their neighborhood (by referring the child in the previous measure). Children were
required to rate six questions (e.g., ‘How much you would like to play with Jamal/ Barika/
Ruben/ Eva?’) on a 6-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (not at all to) to 6 (very much
s0). The readiness for social contact score was calculated by averaging the scores, with
higher scores indicating higher levels of readiness for social contact. In the present study, the
Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .91.

Realistic and symbolic perceived threat. We modified the Threat Scale to measure
the level of perceived and symbolic threat children felt toward the out-group in the present

study (see Appendix H). The original scale consists of 14 items rated on a 10-point Likert
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scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 10 (strongly agree). It has perceived realistic
threat (e.g., ‘Because of Syrian immigrants or Dutch/Norwegian worker in Turkey, Turkish
people benefit less from health care and education facilities’) and perceived symbolic threat
(e.g., ‘Syrian immigrants or Dutch/Norwegian workers pose danger for Turkish culture)
subscales.

Our adaptation involved using a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree) rather than 10-point scale since beyond that number is fatiguing for children (Mellor
& Moore, 2014). We also excluded four items as children do not have knowledge in a given
question and as we could not modify them by maintaining a semblance of the original
question (e.g., ‘Uninsured Syrian immigrants are a menace on Turkey roads’).

The Perceived Realistic Threat subscale (5 items) and Perceived Symbolic Threat
subscale (5 items) scores were computed by averaging the score for each item in the subscale
The Cronbach’s alphas were .80 for Perceived Realistic Threat subscale, .81 for Perceived
Symbolic Threat subscale.

Normative beliefs about aggression towards the out-group. The Normative
Beliefs about Aggression Scale (NOBAGS; Huesmann, Guerra, & Zelli, 1989) examined
children’s beliefs about aggressing towards the out-group (see Appendix I). In the present
study, shorter version of the NOBAGS (Niwa, et al., 2016) was used. It included three items
(e.g., ‘In general, is it acceptable for Turkish to curse at Syrian or Dutch/Norwegian
people?’). Children were asked to indicate their approval or disapproval of aggression
towards out-group members along a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (entirely disagree)
to 4 (entirely agree). The ‘normative beliefs about aggression towards the out-group’ score
was calculated by averaging the scores on each item (Cronbach’s o = .79). Higher scores
reflected stronger support that aggression against the out-group is justified.

Control variables



Chapter 4: Method 19

Second-order false belief understanding. We measured children’s second-order
false belief understanding via the Ice-cream Man task (Wimmer & Perner, 1983). With this
task, we measured children’s general false belief understanding without manipulating the
target’s culture. A story was told to children by showing related pictures on cards (see
Appendix J). We adapted the task for Turkish children by using well-known Turkish names
(Can and Merve) for the story characters and by replacing the church picture with a school
picture, so that the story was as such: One day, Merve and Can are in the park. They meet a
man selling ice cream. Merve wants to buy an ice-cream but she has no money. The ice
cream man says, “You can go home to get some money, and | will wait here.” Therefore, she
goes home to get money and thinks that the ice-cream man will be at the park. However, the
ice-cream man changes his mind and tells his decision to Merve while she is on her way
home. However, Can, who is Merve’s friend, does not know that Merve knows where the
ice-cream man is going to. Therefore, he is looking for Merve.

Two control questions, one false belief question (‘Where does Can think Merve has
gone to buy ice-cream to the house, park or to the school?’), and one justification question
(‘Why does Can think in that way?’) were asked to children, and they obtained 1 point if
they gave the correct answer to the false belief question and made correct justification (e.g.,
Can did not know that Merve knows ice man will be at school). Children who gave correct
answer but did not make correct justification took ‘0’ (e.g., Can thought that Merve wants to
go the school’).

Attentional control. We measured children’s attentional control via the Attentional
Control Scale (Derryberry & Reed, 2002) (see Appendix K). It includes 20 items rated on
a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always). We shortened this scale because
of the length and overall time burden. To shorten the scale without losing its psychometric
properties, we omitted six items with loadings less than .40 in Melendez et al. (2016) study,

and we used 14 items (e.g., “When I am doing something, | can easily stop and switch to



Chapter 4: Method 20

some other task’) in the present study. The attentional control score was composed by adding
the scores for each item (Cronbach’s a = .77).

Empathy. The Basic Empathy Scale for Children (Jolliffe & Farrington, 2006) was
used to measure children’s empathy (see Appendix L). It originally has 20-items. Due to the
length of the scale, we shortened this scale by omitting six items with loadings less than .40
in the previous study conducted by Bensallah et al. (2015). We used 14 items (e.g., ‘When
someone feels sad, I can understand them”) in the current study. Items were rated on a 5-
point Likert scale 1 (entirely disagree) and 5 (entirely agree). The empathy score was
composed by adding the scores for each item (Cronbach’s o = .69).

Expressive and receptive language. Turkish Expressive and Receptive Language
Test (TIFALDI; Berument & Guven, 2010), which is the Turkish equivalent of the Peabody
PVT test was used to measure children’s expressive and receptive language ability (see
Appendix M). It is a reliable and valid language test developed for typically developing
Turkish children (Berument & Guven, 2010). In the Expressive language task, there was one
picture on each page, and children were asked to name the target picture (e.g., ‘What is this
called?’). In the Receptive Language test, children were required to point to one of four
drawings as a referent for the word (e.g., “Which one of these pictures shows a barrage?’).
The scores used in the present analyses were age-standardized, with higher scores indicating
better expressive and receptive language ability.

Direct and indirect contact. In order to measure real life (actual) direct and negative
indirect contact with people from out-groups, the Direct Contact subscale (three items; e.g.,
‘In everyday life, how frequently do you have interactions with Syrian or Dutch/Norwegian
in your neighborhood’) and the Negative Indirect Scale (two items; e.g., ‘Did someone from
your family or friends tell you unpleasant stories about Syrian or Dutch/Norwegian
people?’) were used (see Appendix N). Responses were given on a Likert scale ranging from

1 (never- not at all) to 4 (very frequently), and summed to compute the subscale scores.
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Cronbach’s alphas were .61 for Direct Contact and .71 for Negative Indirect Contact in this
study.
Data Analysis Plan

Data analysis was conducted in multiple steps. Before we tested our hypotheses, we
made some preliminary analyses. First, we examined differences in study variables tapping
intergroup relationship between Dutch and Norwegian data with ANOVA to decide to
combine the Dutch and Norwegian data. Then, to determine whether children’s age, SES,
attentional control, empathy, expressive and receptive language, and social identity needed
to be included in the subsequent analyses as covariates, we compared the Turkish, the Syrian
and the Dutch/Norwegian target groups in terms of these variables by using univariate
ANOVA. Children’s second-order false belief understanding was also examined to
investigate their ToOM when the target character was same across three groups. The chi-
squared test was used to determine whether children in the Turkish, the Syrian and the
Dutch/Norwegian target groups differ in general false belief understanding (pass, fail)
without manipulating the target’s culture. To identify sex differences in all study and control
variables to determine whether we eliminate it from all subsequent analyses, ANOVAS were

performed.

To test our similarity hypothesis, mixed-model ANOVA utilizing target group
(Turkish, Syrian and Dutch/Norwegian) as a between-factor and story type (mind reading
and control) as within-factor was used. Follow-up tests were conducted with pairwise
comparisons to examine where the differences lie. Following this, to test our hypotheses
regarding inter-group factors, we conducted ANCOVAs to examine whether the Syrian and
the Dutch/Norwegian target groups differ in perceived similarity, prejudice, discrimination,
readiness for social contact, realistic and symbolic threat perception, and normative belief
about behaving aggressively toward out-groups controlling for the variables which differ

between the Syrian and the Dutch/Norwegian target groups. We also examined whether
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similar differences in mind reading accuracy between the Syrian and the Dutch/Norwegian
target groups are obtained if we rerun pairwise analyses controlling for perceived similarity,

prejudice, perceived realistic, and symbolic threat perception.

In order to examine whether prejudice and threat perception statistically predict
lower mind reading accuracy for out-group members, two hierarchical linear regression
analyses were performed separately for children in the Syrian and the Dutch/Norwegian

target groups.

Analysis for the hypotheses regarding the relationship between social identity and
mental state understanding was conducted using Pearson's correlations separately for the

Turkish, the Syrian and the Dutch/Norwegian target groups.

Finally, the reverse association between prejudice and ToM was also tested by using
univariate ANOVAs in order to investigate differences in prejudice based on second-order
false belief understanding (pass, fail) separately for the Syrian and the Dutch/ Norwegian

target groups.

All analyses were conducted using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS).
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Chapter 5
Results
Preliminary analysis

As explained in the Current Study section of this paper, after collecting data from 124
children, we had to change the Dutch target group to the Norwegian target group due to a
sudden and serious political conflict between Turkey and the Netherlands. To decide to
combine the Dutch and Norwegian data, we examined whether these groups were similar or
dissimilar in terms of the study variables tapping intergroup relationship. ANOVA results
showed that the Dutch target and the Norwegian target groups were not significantly
different from each other in terms of prejudice, perceived realistic threat and perceived
symbolic threat, perceived similarity, readiness for social contact, discrimination, direct
contact and negative indirect contact (p values ranged between .17 and .88). Based on these
results, we combined the Dutch and Norwegian target groups’ data and named the group
‘Dutch/Norwegian target group’.

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, ranges, and results of group
comparisons. ANOVAs were conducted to compare the Turkish, the Syrian and the
Dutch/Norwegian target groups. Post-hoc analysis via Tukey criterion for significance
showed that the Dutch/Norwegian target group was coming from higher SES than both the
Turkish and the Syrian target groups. And the Dutch/Norwegian target group had higher
attentional control than the Syrian target group (see Table 1). Hence, SES and attentional
control were taken as control variables in further analyses on group comparisons. The three
groups did not differ on age, empathy, expressive language, receptive language, and social
identity. Significant differences were not found for the second-order false belief
understanding (pass, fail) between three groups (y? (2) = 0.83, p = .66). Approximately 76%
of children in the Turkish target group, 80% of children in the Syrian target group and 82%

of children in the Dutch/Norwegian target group passed the second-order false belief task.
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics and Group Comparisons
Variable The Turkish target group The Syrian target group The Dutch/Norwegian target group

(N=72) (N=70) (N=72)
M SD  Min Max M SD  Min  Max M SD  Min Max F Partial;?

Age (months) 11.52 087 9.7 12.9 11.71 087 99 13 11.77 0.75 10 13 1.88 .02
SES -0.09 089 -18 2.01 -0.180<0t 0.78 -1.8 1.67 0.28<%  0.95 -1.17 2.74 5.56™ .05
Mind reading accuracy (0- 8) 6.64<001 096 4 8 491000 135 2 7 5.89c<00t 124 2 8 37.143™ .26
General reasoning accuracy (0-8)  6.82 125 2 8 6.94 121 3 8 6.92 115 3 8 0.21 01
Attentional control (14- 56) 35.38 761 17 55 33.020<% 618 21 49 35.73 6.12 24 48 3.44" .03
Empathy (14- 70) 56.33 6.33 42 68 55.60 578 39 70 55.65 6.17 41 47 0.72 .003
Receptive language 102.46  10.85 82 126 103.21 10.89 80 131 104 9.44 88 126 0.40 .004
Expressive language 111.29 964 89 137 110.88 812 88 129 112.74 850 92 137 0.90 .01
Social identity (1- 7) 5.92 083 1 7 5.73 094 2 7 5.77 101 1 7 0.79 .01

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Note: a indicates a significant difference between the Turkish and the Syrian target group; b indicates a significant difference between in the Syrian and Dutch/Norwegian target

groups; c indicates a significant difference between the Turkish and Dutch/Norwegian target group
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ANOVA results showed that girls had significantly higher levels of empathy than
boys in the Turkish target group (F (1, 70) = 4.69, p <.05). Boys in the Syrian target group
reported significantly higher realistic threat (F (1, 68) = 4.32, p < .05) and symbolic threat (F
(1, 68) = 7.05, p < .05) compared to girls. In the Dutch/Norwegian target group, girls had
significantly higher levels of empathy (F (1, 70) = 5.91, p < .05), higher motivation to have
social contact with out-group members (F (1, 70) = 9.31, p < .01), and lower discriminatory
tendency (F (1, 70) = 8.55, p < .01) compared to boys.

Girls and boys did not significantly differ on any other demographic variable, study
variable or control variable.

Analysis for similarity and intergroup processes account

Children’s mind reading and general reasoning scores were analyzed with a mixed-
model ANOVA. Story type (mind reading, control) was the within-subjects factor and target
group (Turkish, Syrian and Dutch/Norwegian) was the between-subjects factor. This
analysis revealed a significant main effect of story type (F (1, 206) = 9.68, p < .01, P2 =
.05), main effect of target group (F (2, 206) = 12.96, p <.001, #P, =.11) controlling for SES
and attentional control. There was a significant interaction effect between story type and
target group (F (2, 206) = 20.87, p < .001, 52 = .17). This indicates that children’s
performances in stories differed across the three groups (see Figure 1).

Pairwise comparisons with ANCOVA showed that children’s mind reading accuracy
was significantly lower in the Syrian target group compared to the Dutch/Norwegian target
group (F (1, 136) = 12.45, p < .01, 5P, =.08); and mind reading accuracy was significantly
lower in the Dutch/Norwegian target group compared to the Turkish group (F (1, 137) =
18.59, p <.001, 42 =.12) controlling for SES, and attentional control. There was no
significant difference between the Turkish, Syrian, and Dutch/Norwegian target groups in
terms of children’s accuracy in general reasoning scores controlling for SES, attentional

control (p values ranged between .46 and .70) (see Figure 2).
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Figure 1. Interaction graph between story type (mind reading, control) and group
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ANCOVASs were also conducted to compare the Syrian and Dutch/Norwegian target
groups in terms of intergroup variables controlling for SES and attentional control (see Table
2). Results indicated that even though children in the Syrian target group perceived targeted
out-group as more similar to Turkish, they also had more prejudice, threat perception, and
discriminatory tendency, and normative beliefs about aggression compared to children in the
Dutch target group. Additionally, children in the Syrian target group reported more direct
contact and negative indirect contact, and less willingness to have social contact with out-
group members compared to children in the Dutch/Norwegian target group.

ANCOVAs showed that difference in mind reading accuracy between the Syrian and
the Dutch/Norwegian target group did not remain significant after controlling for prejudice.
The results were the same controlling for positive attribution to in-group, negative attribution
to out-group, positive attribution to out-group, negative attribution to out-group, in-group
bias, and out-group bias. Similarly, a significant difference in mind reading accuracy
between the two groups did not persist after controlling for the perceived realistic threat and
perceived symbolic threat (p values ranged between .20 and .75). However, difference in
mind reading accuracy between the Syrian and the Dutch/Norwegian target groups remained
significant after controlling for perceived similarity (F (1, 139) = 9.68, p < .01),
discrimination (F (1, 139) = 7.85, p < .01), readiness for social contact (F (1, 139) = 13.27, p
< .001), and normative belief about aggression towards out-groups (F (1, 139) = 10.68, p <

01).
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Table 2
ANCOVA controlling for SES and attentional control
The Syrian target group The Dutch/Norwegian target group
(N =70) (N=72)
Variables M SD Min Max M SD Min Max F Partial?
Perceived similarity (1-7) 3.22 0.91 1 6 2.10 0.80 1 4 49,02 27
Positive attribution to in-group (0- 12) 8.77 1.77 3 12 5.12 1.66 2 11 130.55™" 49
Negative attribution to in-group (0- 12) 4.45 1.58 1 9 7.58 1.58 5 11 111.75™ 45
Positive attribution to out-group (0- 12) 3.21 1.76 0 9 6.88 1.67 1 10 131867 49
Negative attribution out-group (0- 12) 7.52 1.58 3 11 4.43 1.56 1 7 112.47" 45
In-group bias (-12- 12) 4.31 -2.41 -6 11 -2.41 2.37 -7 3 192217 58
Out-group bias (-12- 12) -4.31 2.90 -11 6 2.40 2.36 -3 7 195.20" 59
Prejudice (-24- 24) 8.62 5.76 -12 22 -4.92 4,79 -14 6 189.52™" .58
Perceived realistic threat (1- 7) 4.20 1.00 1 7 2.10 0.84 1 5 153.61™" 53
Perceived symbolic threat (1- 7) 4.70 1.11 1 6 2.61 0.79 1 5 130.00™ 49
Readiness for social contact (1- 6) 4.00 1.22 1 6 5.20 0.80 2 6 46.59™" 25
Discrimination (1- 6) 2.82 1.25 1 6 1.36 0.63 1 4 67.36™" 33
Normative beliefs about aggression (1- 5) 1.65 0.57 1 3 1.24 0.38 1 3 19.94™ 12
Direct contact (3- 18) 5.85 2.26 3 13 351 0.83 3 6 54,77 28
Negative indirect contact (3- 12) 6.33 2.83 2 12 221 0.64 5 13137 49

*** < 001,
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Analysis for correlations and predictors of ToM towards out-group targets

Zero-order correlations showed significant correlations between the study variables
for each subgroup separately (see Table 3A, Table 3B, and Table 3C).

In the Turkish target group, zero-order correlations yielded significant associations
between children’s mind reading accuracy and receptive language ability.

In the Syrian target group, children’s mind reading accuracy had significant negative
correlation with prejudice, realistic threat and discrimination, and had significant positive
correlation with attentional control, receptive and expressive language. Results showed that
children’s mind reading accuracy was significantly correlated with positive attribution to in-
group (r = -.42, p <.001), negative attribution to in-group (r = .47, p <.001), positive
attribution to out-group (r = .41, p <.001), negative attribution to out-group (r = -.46, p <
.001), in-group bias (r = -.51, p <.001) and out-group bias (r = .50, p <.001).

For the Dutch/Norwegian target group, children’s mind reading accuracy was
positively correlated with attentional control and receptive language, while it was negatively
correlated with symbolic threat. Mind reading accuracy was not significantly but notably
correlated with positive attribution to out-group (r = .21, p < .10) and positive attribution to
in-group (r =-.21, p <.10). There was no significant associated between mind reading
accuracy and negative attribution to in-group, negative attribution to out-group, in-group
bias, and out-group bias (p values ranged between .23 and .93).

Social identity and perceived similarity were not significantly correlated with mind
reading accuracy of children in three groups. Children’s social identity scores were strongly

skewed, with 54.3 % responding ‘mostly agree’ and ‘entirely agree’.
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Table 3A
Correlations for the Turkish Target Group (N =72)

Variables Mind reading 1 2 3 4 5 6
accuracy
1. Age 16 -
2. SES .04 -08 -
3. Attentional control 13 30" -06 -
4. Empathy .03 A4 -.05 37 -
5. Receptive Ianguage .29" -.03 A1 25" -.02 -
6. Expressive Ianguage .10 .01 21* 26" 17 40™ -
7. Social identity .09 27 .01 .05 25" 13 .08

*p < .10 *p < .05. **p < .01,
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Table 3B
Correlations for the Syrian Target Group (N =70)
Variables Mind reading 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
accuracy
1. Age 16 -
2 SES .09 -.10 -
3. Attentional control 26" 11 19 )
4. Empathy A1 .07 -06 .08 -
5. Receptive language 26" 02 16 20 07 i
6. Expressive language 417 .05 28" 327 .06 53" -
7. Social identity 02 -01 07 33" 28" 03 28 -
8.Perceived similarity -.09 -02  -20 -08 -21* -04 -04 03  _
9. Prejudice -51™ -.08 -13  -33"  -22¢ -44" -38" -06 .02 _
10. Perceived realistic threat -.30" -.19 .08 -.18 .01 -.09 .02 -17 .03 .09 -
11. Perceived symbolic threat -.20 -.18 -09 -21* -02  -24°  -02 .04 A7 25 697 -
12 Discrimination -.25" -19  -07 -10 -22¢ -15 -09 -75 11 12 32" 24" -
13. Readiness for social contact ~ -17 14 -09 26° 46" 20 19 327 13 -27° -30° -28" -46" -
14. Normative beliefs about -22¢ .03 -03 -14 -28° -18 -17  -19 .00 .08 457 26" A8 -14 -
aggression
15. Direct contact -.09 -08  -02 -10 -03 .06 .02 -0l .12 -05 -04 -02 13 21 .15 -
16. Negative indirect contact -.10 -.19 01 -43" -07 13 -09 -35° .-10 .09 A2 -01  -11 -13 24" 05

*p <.10 *p < .05. **p < .0L.
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Table 3C
Correlations for the Dutch/Norwegian Target Group (N =72)

Mind reading 1 2 3 4 5 6

10 11 12 13 14

Variables acouracy

1. Age .02 -

2. SES .18 -.04 -

3. Attentional control 26" 01 .22 -

4. Empathy 12 -.08 .08 25" -

5. Receptive language 22" -12 25" .18 A1 -

6. Expressive language .10 =11 14 200 .09 397 -

7. Social identity -.20" -7 -16 .02 .26° .03 -05

8. Perceived similarity .09 25 -12 13 19 08 .06

9. Prejudice -.14 14 -19 -02 -19 -32" -03

10. Perceived realistic threat -19 19 -01 -14 -14 -17 -03

11. Perceived symbolic threat -3 01 -24" -09 07 -13 02

12. Discrimination 15 A3 .07 -07 -357 .12 -.00

13. Readiness for social contact -18 -20" -16 .03 24" -19 .03

14. Normative beliefs about -.10 A1 -19 -08 -19 .05 -11

aggression

15. Direct contact -.20* -04  -19 -20t -.08 -29"  -26"

-.19 .08 .08 -.16 .01 -14 -.16

16.

Negative indirect contact

49™ -

29" .13 -

-357 220 -577 -

21 24 25" .09 -

-06 .03 -09 .14 26"
.08 .02 -01  -10 247

*p <.10 *p < .05. **p < .0L.
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Two separate hierarchical regressions were conducted to examine if prejudice,
perceived realistic and symbolic threat are predictors for the children mind reading accuracy
in the Syrian and in the Dutch/Norwegian target group (see Table 4). The order of entry of
variables was determined based on our research question and the theory behind the question
as explained in the literature review section. Hierarchical regression analysis allowed us to
control for the effects of covariates and to test the effects of certain predictors independent of
the influence of others. To control for children’s attentional control, receptive language, and
expressive language, these variables were entered into the first block of the analysis. In the
second block, perceived realistic threat and perceived symbolic threat were added because
theoretically they are predictors of prejudice, and therefore, they added to the equation
before prejudice. To evaluate the unique proportion of prejudice on children’s mind reading
accuracy above and beyond previously entered predictors, prejudice was added in the
analysis in the final block.

For the Syrian target group, children’s expressive language was a significant
predictor of children’s mind reading accuracy in the first, second and third blocks; children
with higher expressive language had higher mind reading accuracy. In the second block,
realistic threat perception was a significant predictor of children’s mind reading accuracy;
children who perceived higher realistic threat had lower mind reading accuracy. In the final
block, when prejudice was added to the regression, higher prejudice and perceived realistic
threat predicted lower mind reading accuracy. We found similar results when we conducted
six additional hierarchical regression analyses by entering separately positive attribution to
in-group (B =-.27, § =-.36, p <.01), negative attribution to in-group (B = .29, f=.34,p <
.01), positive attribution to out-group (B = .27, f = .36, p = .003), negative attribution to out-
group (B =-.28, p =-.32, p < .01), in-group bias (B =-.21, f = -.44, p <.001) and out-group

bias (B = .20, p = .43, p < .001) instead of prejudice in the third block.
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Table 4

Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Children’s Mind Reading Accuracy in the Syrian and Dutch/Norwegian Target Group

The Syrian target group The Dutch target group
(N=70) (N=72)
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Variables B SE p B SE 2 B SE § B SE g B SE B B SE g
Attentional control .03 .03 .14 .02 .03 .09 .01 02 .01 .04 .03 217 .04 03 .19 .04 .03 .20
Receptive language 01 .02 .05 .01 .02 .02 -02 .02 -10 02 .02 15 .02 02 11 .01 .02 10
Expressive language 06 .02 .34 .06 .02 .38" .05 .02 30" 01 .02 .01 .01 02 01 .01 .02 .01
Perceived realistic threat -44 20 -32° -51 .18 -38" -04 19 -03 -02 .19 -01
Perceived symbolic threat 07 .19 .06 19 17 15 -41 20 -26" -41 20  -26°
Prejudice -10 .03 -44™ -03 .03 -.10
Adjusted R? 15 21 41 .05 10 10
F for change in R? 5.10™ 353" 14.417 2.76 2.93" 0.78

*p <.10. *p < .05.

**p < 01, ***p < 001
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Even though some of the predictor variables were significantly inter-correlated, the
coefficients were not very high (see Table 3B), and the results did not indicate
multicollinearity based on standards for the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF); all VIFs were
below 2.5.

For the Dutch/Norwegian target group, in the first block attentional control was a
marginally significant predictor of children’s mind reading accuracy. In the second and third
blocks, perceived symbolic threat was a significant predictor of children’s lower mind
reading accuracy; children who perceived higher symbolic threat had lower mind reading
accuracy. We conducted six additional hierarchical regression analyses by entering positive
attribution to in-group (B =-.16, # = -.18, p = .12), negative attribution to in-group (B = -.07,
£ =.09, p =.44), positive attribution to out-group (B = .16, # = .18 p = .12), negative
attribution to out-group (B = 07, = .09, p = .45), in-group bias (B = -.05, f = -.10, p = .40)
and out-group bias (B = .05, # = .10, p =.38) in the third block instead of prejudice and we
found similar results. Multicollinearity was not a problem in these analyses as well, since all
VIFs were below 2.

Analysis for second-order false belief understanding and prejudice

In order to examine whether children’s prejudice levels changed based on their false
belief understanding (pass, fail), ANOVAs were conducted. Results showed that level of
prejudice did not differ between children who passed second-order false belief understanding
task and children who did not pass in both the Syrian and the Dutch/Norwegian target groups
(p values ranged between .28 and .44). Results showed that 80% of children in the Syrian
target group and 82% of children in the Dutch/Norwegian target group passed second-order

false belief task.
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Chapter 6
Discussion

The aim of the current research was to provide novel insight into the extent to which
children’s mental state understanding depends on the characteristics of the target. Thus, we
investigated whether Turkish children’s mental state understanding vary as a function of
perceived similarity, prejudice, perceived realistic threat, perceived symbolic threat towards
out-groups, and children’s social identity. Findings revealed that children in the Turkish
target group inferred mental states more accurately compared to children in the Syrian and
the Dutch/Norwegian target groups. Moreover, children in the Syrian target group were
significantly less accurate when ascribing mental states compared to children in the
Dutch/Norwegian target group. Further, the current study showed that prejudice and realistic
threat perception significantly negatively predicted lower mental state understanding in the
Syrian target group, while only symbolic threat significantly negatively predicted lower
mental state understanding in the Dutch/Norwegian target group.

Our finding that children in the Turkish target group had higher mind reading
accuracy compared to children in the Syrian and the Dutch/Norwegian target groups was in
line with previous research (Perez-Zapata et al., 2016). Importantly, we found differences in
children’s mental state understanding between Turkish-Syrian and Turkish-
Dutch/Norwegian target groups even though children in all the three groups showed similar
performance in a second-order false belief task in which the characteristics of the target was
stable across groups. This showed that although children’s capacity to infer mental states
was similar in each group when the target was the same, the propensity to use this capacity
was reflected more accurately for in-group members compared to out-group members. This
result supports for the similarity account which proposes that similarity with in-group
members provides a shared cultural background and facilitates the ability to understand their

mental states.
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Findings showed that children in the Syrian target group were significantly less
accurate in making mental state inferences than children in the Dutch/Norwegian target
group. This result contradicted with the similarity approach because children in the Syrian
target group perceived out-group members as more culturally similar to themselves
compared to children in the Dutch/Norwegian target groups. However, children in the Syrian
target group still had more difficulty in understanding mental states of out-group members
compared to children in the Dutch/Norwegian target group. This indicated that the similarity
account is not a valid explanation for why mental state understanding for Syrian targets was
less accurate. Examining children’s perception of similarity for these specific two out-groups
allowed us to see that there should be more salient factors leading to this difference between
the Syrian and the Dutch/Norwegian target groups, such as prejudice and realistic and
symbolic threat perception.

To investigate whether the intergroup processes account can explain the difference
between the Syrian and the Dutch/Norwegian target groups in mind reading accuracy, we
compared these two out-groups in terms of intergroup variables. Results revealed that
children in the Syrian target group had higher prejudice as well as higher realistic and
symbolic threat compared to children in the Dutch/Norwegian target group. Children in the
Syrian target group chose more distant house for out-group members to live (i.e. the number
of houses from children’s own house to the house chosen for out-group members is indicator
of discriminatory tendency), and they were more likely to approve aggressive behavior
towards out-group members compared to children in the Dutch/Norwegian target group.
These findings showed that the two out-groups which we chose specifically for the purpose
of this study varied in terms of intergroup process. Results also revealed that difference in
mental state understanding between two out-groups did not remain significant controlled for

prejudice, perceived realistic and symbolic threat. This indicated that intergroup processes
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account explained some variance in the difference between the Syrian and the
Dutch/Norwegian target groups regarding mental state understanding.

Amongst intergroup variables, prejudice was the most powerful predictor of lower
mind reading accuracy in children in the Syrian target group, over and above children’s
attentional control, receptive and expressive language ability, and realistic and symbolic
threat perception. In contrast, prejudice was not a significant predictor for children in the
Dutch/Norwegian target group. A possible explanation for the difference between the two
out-groups is that they varied on prejudice. Over 2.9 million Syrian refugees who have fled
the civil war in Syria since 2011 live in Turkey (UNCHR, 2016), and Syrian refugees are
perceived as a source of economic threat (increase in rent prices, lower wages in the labor
market) and cultural threat (causes of rising social tensions) by Turkish individuals
(Erdogan, 2014). Consequently, anti-immigrant and discriminatory discourse towards Syrian
refugees has become common among Turkish people, and prejudice has been increasing in
many social settings including schools (Uzun & Butun, 2016). In a similar vein, both
realistic and symbolic threat towards Syrian people were higher in the present study as well.
Children’s willingness to have social connections with Syrians was hampered by the
prejudice and threat perception they feel toward Syrians. Thus, even though children are
competent in mental state understanding, lack of motivation to use this ability might shadow
their competence. On the other hand, our data showed that Dutch/ Norwegian individuals are
not targets of prejudice in Turkey as there are neutral relations between Turkey and the
Netherlands/Norway. Thus, prejudice was not a salient factor for children when they infer
mental states of Dutch/Norwegian individuals.

In the current study, realistic threat perception appeared as an important predictor of
lower mental state understanding of children in the Syrian target group over and above
children’s attentional control, receptive language, and expressive language, but not children

in the Dutch/Norwegian target group. It is also noteworthy that symbolic threat perception
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was found as a significant predictor for lower mental state understanding of children in the
Dutch/Norwegian group. These findings indicate that dimensions of threat perception were
not associated with children’s mental state understanding in the Syrian and the
Dutch/Norwegian target groups in the same pattern. This may have been due to the fact that
the two out-groups differ in the kind of perceived threat they activate among Turkish
children. Children’s perception towards Syrian individuals in Turkey might invoke realistic
threat due to the social welfare and competition over scarce resources in health services,
education etc. Dutch/Norwegians are less likely to be perceived as posing a real threat to
their Turkish in-group, which might have reduced the likelihood of finding an association
between realistic threat and mental state understanding in the Dutch/Norwegian target group.
Our results showed that children in the Dutch/ Norwegian group perceived out-group as
more dissimilar to their in-group regarding cultural, national and historical values compared
to children in the Syrian target group. Because these differences between two cultures refer
primarily to values and beliefs, they should be more closely related to symbolic than realistic
threats. Therefore, symbolic threats might be more salient than realistic threats when
investigating the association between threat perception and mental state understanding
towards Dutch/Norwegian individuals.

The finding that realistic threat perception predicted lower mental state understanding
of children in the Syrian target group, while symbolic threat predicted lower mental state
understanding of children in the Dutch/Norwegian target group is inconsistent with Hackel
et al.’s (2014) results. They found that threat perception facilitates mind perception. This
discrepancy might be due to the two reasons. First, Hackel et al. (2014) used mind
attribution (taps ‘lower-level” mental processes; making attribution to physical cue such as
the face, gaze) to measure mind reading ability. From an evolutionary perspective, mental-
state coding provides numerous advantages to humans: Mind-reading allows an attributor to

anticipate an agent’s future actions, which may be cooperative, non-cooperative, or even



Chapter 6: Discussion 40

threatening (Gallese & Goldman, 1998). However, more complex socio-cognitive abilities
such as mental state reasoning (i.e. causal mental state attribution for the target) that require
advanced cognitive computations may be hampered by such threat perception. Second,
Hackel et al. (2014) measured threat perception with only one question (e.g., ‘To what extent
do you think Democrats pose a threat to Republicans?’). They did not specify the content of
threat (realistic or symbolic). Thus, multiple item scales, tapping different aspects of threat
perception (such as realistic and symbolic threat) might be ideal for measuring threat
perception.

Taken together, it is plausible to say that when comparing mind reading accuracy of
children for different out-groups (Syrian and Dutch/Norwegian), intergroup processes
account was salient while similarity account did not work.

Contrary to our expectations, children’s mind reading accuracy was not correlated
with their levels of social identity in three groups. A possible reason for the current non-
significant results might be about the nature of our social identity data as children’s
responses on the Social Identity Scale were strongly skewed. It is possible to see the effect of
social identity on mental state understanding with different age groups such as adults who
are more likely to differ in social identity levels (Falamir-Pichastor &Frederic, 2013).

Research also considers the reverse association between ToM and prejudice and
suggests that ToM underlies differential levels of prejudice observed in individuals and
mediates the relationship between prejudice and behavioral outcomes (Mulvey, Rizzo, &
Killen, 2015; Yu, Zhi, & Leslie, 2016). For instance, Mulvey et al. (2015) showed that 3- to
6-year-olds who passed a first-order false-belief understanding task were more likely to
evaluate gender stereotypic norms as unacceptable and challenged these norms compared to
those who did not pass the false-belief understanding task. We also examined whether
children who passed second-order false belief task had less prejudiced towards out-groups

but we could not find consistent results with earlier studies. A possible reason was that
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approximately 80% of the children in the Syrian and Dutch target groups passed second-
order false belief task. Therefore, we did not capture variance in second-order false belief
understanding to examine whether having false belief understanding ability leads to less
prejudice.

Notwithstanding these promising and novel findings, some limitations and future
directions for research should be considered. First, even though children were randomly
assigned to the groups, children in the Dutch/Norwegian group had higher SES levels
compared to children in the other two groups. This might be a limitation since SES
influences intergroup attitudes (Jugert, Eckstein, Beelmann, & Noack, 2016). For example,
research has shown that higher SES was related to positive intergroup attitudes among adults
as well as their children (Huijnk & Liefbroer, 2012). The authors argued that highly
educated parents may give importance to tolerance, and living in comfortable conditions also
leads to low levels of perceived threat from out-groups. Therefore, it is possible that
differences in SES levels between the Syrian and the Dutch/Norwegian target groups was a
confounder and explained some variance in the differences in prejudice and perceived and
symbolic threat perception between these two groups. Hence, in order to eliminate the
possible confounding effects of SES, we used it as a covariate in the group comparison
analyses. Second, given the methodological limitations of cross-sectional designs,
longitudinal research with more than two-time points of examination is needed to further
examine the causality of the detected relationships and to better capture stability of the
results. Lastly, research with children has revealed that social desirability can bias the results
when using self-reported measures (e.g., Klesges, 2004). In the current study, the
experimenter verbalized all questions to the children and children gave their answers in the
presence of experimenter which means that socially desirable responding might be involved.

Additionally, it would be interesting for future research to examine whether the association



Chapter 6: Discussion 42

between mental state understanding and prejudice, realistic and symbolic threat perception
can be replicated using implicit measures which are less sensitive to social desirability.

Despite these limitations, our study presents an important first step in understanding
how prejudice and realistic and symbolic threat perception towards out-group are associated
with children’s mental state understanding in middle childhood. Research on children’s
mental state understanding and studies on the development of intergroup relations in
children have typically been studied separately and the role of ‘target’ on mental state
understanding has not been considered in early studies. Indeed, the extent to which people
are motivated to read others' minds, as well as how accurately they read others' minds, might
depend on the target (Carpenter et al., 2016). Relatedly, previous studies showed that
motivation was found to be an important mediator between children’s theory of mind ability
and prosocial behaviors (Carlo, Knight, Eisenberg, & Rotenberg, 1991). In other words,
although children have developed mental state understanding ability, they may not be
motivated to employ that competence in the same way for all targets (Astington, 2003).
Thus, it is critical to examine the role of the target which can influence one’s motivation to
exert effort towards understanding the mental states of others.

Children not only communicate with individuals from their in-group, but also with
individuals from out-groups. Currently, Syrians constitute the biggest cultural out-group in
Turkey due to the inflated numbers of Syrian immigrants and Turkish children are likely to
have a contact with Syrian individuals who are in Turkey. Thus, investigating the factors
involved in understanding the mental states of out-group members is important and timely
for the perpetration and amelioration of intergroup relations among children in Turkey.

In sum, our findings provide novel insights into how children’s mental state
understanding is a dynamic process that is dependent on relevant characteristics of the target
such as prejudice, and realistic and symbolic threat. To our knowledge, this is the first study

to show that higher prejudice, realistic and symbolic threat perception predict lower mental
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state understanding toward out-groups in children. Our results do not imply that children
refrain from making mental state attribution to their out-group targets to whom they feel
prejudice and perceived threat towards. Rather, our argument is that children’s mental state
references are sensitive to targets’ characteristics and the current study provides insight into
why mental state understanding is not always used in an effortless and automatic fashion. All
of these findings set the stage for further investigation of how social identity, perceived

similarity, and intergroup processes interact with socio-cognitive abilities.
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Appendix A

Demographic Form

Katilime1 Numaran:

Anketi doldurdugun tarih: Giin Ay Yil
1. Dogum tarihin: Giin:  Ay:  Yil:
2. Dogum yerin: il: Mge:
3. Cinsiyetin: [ ] Kiz [ ] Erkek

4. Kagincr sinifa gidiyorsun?

5. Su anda yasadigin sehir (ismini yaz):

5a. Liitfen belirt: [ ] Sehir merkezi [ ] Cevre ilge/kaza [ ] Koy
6. Kardesin var m1? [ | Evet [ ] Hayir

Cevabin evet ise,

6a. Kag kardesin var (Senin diginda):

7. Anne ve babanin egitim seviyesi (Liitfen en son mezun olunan okulu hem annen hem baba

i¢in belirt):
Anne | Baba
[lkokul mezunu degil 1 1
Tlkokul mezunu 2 2
Ortaokul mezunu 3 3
Lise mezunu 4 4
Meslek yiiksekokulu veya iki yillik {iniversite mezunu 5 5
Dort yillik tiniversite (veya Tip Fakiiltesi) mezunu 6 6
Yiiksek lisans derecesi 7 7
Doktora (veya tipta uzmanlik) derecesi 8 8
8. Annenin Meslegi:
8a. Annen ev hanimi m1? [ ] Evet [ | Hayir
8b. Annen emekli mi? [ ] Evet [ ] Hayir
9. Babanin Meslegi:
9a. Annen emekli mi? [ ] Evet [ | Hayir
10. Annen, baban ve kardeslerin disinda evde ailenizle siirekli yasayanlar var m1 (nine,
dede, teyze, amca,dayi, hala, yegen gibi) ? [ ] Evet [ | Hayir

Cevabin Evet ise,

10a. Bunlar1 da hesaba katarak hane halkinin toplam kag kisiden olustugunu belirt:
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Appendix B
The Strange Stories Task

Mind-reading example:
1.1) Cifte Blof: Yalanci hikayesi, Tiirk

Murat, Tiirkiye’de dogdu ve biiyiidii. O basibos ve dogrulari
soylemeyen biri. Murat’in kardesi Ahmet, Murat’in boyle
oldugunu ve asla dogruyu sdylemedigini biliyor. Murat bir giin
Ahmet’in futbol topunu aliyor. Ahmet, Murat’in futbol topunu
bir yere sakladigini biliyor fakat yine de sakladig1 yeri bulamiyor
ve ¢ok sinirleniyor. Ardindan Murat’1 bulup “Futbol topum
nerede? Ya dolabina ya da yataginin altina saklamis olmalisin
clinkii diger her yere baktim. Nerede, dolapta mi1 yoksa yataginin
altinda m1?”” diye soruyor. Murat ona topun yatagin altinda
oldugunu soyliiyor.

S: Ahmet topu bulmak i¢in neden dolaba bakacak?
e 2 puan — Cevapta Murat’in yalan sdyledigini Ahmet’in bildigine deginiliyorsa
e 1 puan — Cevapta gerceklere deginiliyorsa (topun gergekte nerede oldugu veya
Murat’1n yalanci oldugu) veya yalana dair bir sey sdylemeden Murat’in topu
sakladigina deginiliyorsa
e 0 puan— Cevapta genel bir bilgi veriliyorsa (¢iinkii diger her yere bakti)

1.2) Cifte Bl6f: Yalanci hikayesi, Hollandali/Norvecli.

Daen Hollanda/Norve¢’te dogdu ve biiyiidii. O basibos ve
dogrular soylemeyen biri. Daen’nin kardesi Juriaan,
Daen’in boyle oldugunu ve asla dogruyu sdylemedigini
biliyor. Daen bir giin Juriaan’m futbol topunu aliyor.
Juriaan, Daen’nin futbol topunu bir yere sakladigini biliyor
fakat yine de sakladig1 yeri bulamiyor ve ¢ok sinirleniyor.
Ardindan Daen’i bulup, “Futbol topum nerede? Ya dolabina
ya da yataginin altina saklamis olmalisin ¢iinkii diger her yere
baktim. Nerede, dolapta m1 yoksa yataginin altinda m1?” diye
soruyor. Daen ona topun yatagin altinda oldugunu soyliiyor.

S: Juriaan raketi bulmak i¢in neden dolaba bakacak?
e 2 puan — Cevapta Daen’in yalan sdyledigini Juriaan’in bildigine deginiliyorsa
e 1 puan — Cevapta gerceklere deginiliyorsa (topun gergekte nerede oldugu veya
Daen’in yalanci oldugu) veya yalana dair bir sey sdylemeden Daen’in topu
sakladigina deginiliyorsa
e 0 puan — Cevapta genel bir bilgi veriliyorsa (¢iinkii diger her yere bakti)
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1.3) Cifte Blof: Yalanci hikayesi, Suriyeli.

Bedihi Suriye’de dogdu ve biiyiidii. O basibos ve
dogrulari soylemeyen biri. Bedihi’nin kardesi Dahhak,
Bedihi’nin boyle oldugunu ve asla dogruyu sdylemedigini
biliyor. Bedihi bir giin Dahhak’1n futbol topunu aliyor.
Dahhak, Bedihi’nin futbol topunu bir yere sakladigini
biliyor fakat yine de sakladig1 yeri bulamiyor ve ¢ok
sinirleniyor. Ardindan Bedihi’yi bulup, “Futbol topum
nerede? Ya dolabina ya da yataginin altina saklamis
olmalisin ¢ilinkii diger her yere baktim. Nerede, dolapta mi1
¥ yoksa yataginin altinda m1?” diye soruyor. Bedihi ona
sOyliiyor

S: Dahhak topu bulmak i¢in neden dolaba bakacak?
e 2 puan — Cevapta Bedihi’nin yalan sdyledigini Dahhak’in bildigine deginiliyorsa
e 1 puan — Cevapta gerceklere deginiliyorsa (topun gergekte nerede oldugu veya
Bedihi’nin yalanci oldugu) veya yalana dair bir sey sdylemeden Bedihi’nin topu
sakladigina deginiliyorsa
e 0 puan — Cevapta genel bir bilgi veriliyorsa (¢linkii diger her yere bakt1)

Control Story Example:
Hiz Treni, Tiirk.
1.1) Hiz Treni, Hollandal.

Banis ve Murat yakin arkadaslar. Ikisi de

A Istanbul’da yasiyor ve ikisi de 10 yasinda.

Baris’in sa¢lar1 kahverengi, gozleri yesil ve

boyu 150 cm. Murat’in dis goriiniisii ise

.| Baris’inkinden ¢ok farkli. Murat’in saclari sari,

gozleri mavi ve boyu Baris’tan ¢ok daha kisa.

.| Baris ve Murat bir giin lunaparka gidiyor ve
i birgok oyuncaga biniyorlar. Lunaparktan

* ayrilmadan 6nce en son hiz trenine binmeye

karar veriyorlar. Fakat hi1z treninin yanindaki bir uyari levhasinda s6yle yaziyor: Giivenlik

nedeniyle boyu 150 em’nin altindaki kisilerin hiz trenine binmesine izin verilmemektedir.

S: Neden sadece Baris hiz trenine biniyor?

e 2 puan — Murat’in binmek i¢in ¢ok kisa olmasina veya Baris’in binmek i¢in
yeterince uzun olmasina deginilirse (Murat 150 cm’den kisadir)

e 1 puan — Murat’in kisa olmasina veya Baris’in uzun olmasina veya ikisine birden
deginilirse; boylara limit ile kiyaslama yapilmadan deginilirse (Murat Barig’tan
kisadir)

e 0 puan — Alakasiz veya dogru olmayan cevaplar verilirse (Murat hiz trenine
binmeyi sevmez)
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1.2) Hiz Treni, Hollandali.

Milan ve Lucas yakin arkadaslar. ikisi de
Amsterdam’da yasiyor ve ikisi de 10
yasinda. Milan’1n sa¢lar1 kahverengi,
gozleri yesil ve boyu 150 cm. Lucas’in dis
goriiniisii ise Milan’inkinden ¢ok farkli.
Lucas’1in saclari sar1, gozleri mavi ve boyu
Milan’dan ¢ok daha kisa. Milan ve Lucas bir
giin lunaparka gidiyor ve bir¢ok oyuncaga

gt - biniyorlar. Lunaparktan ayrilmadan 6nce en
son hiz trenine binmeye Kkarar veriyorlar. Fakat hiz treninin yanindaki bir uyar1 levhasinda
sOyle yaziyor: Giivenlik nedeniyle boyu 150 ¢cm’nin altindaki kisilerin hiz trenine
binmesine izin verilmemektedir.

S: Neden sadece Milan hiz trenine biniyor?

e 2 puan — Lucas’in binmek i¢in ¢ok kisa olmasina veya Milan’in binmek i¢in
yeterince uzun olmasina deginilirse (Lucas 150 cm’den kisadir)

e 1 puan— Lucas’in kisa olmasina veya Milan’in uzun olmasina veya ikisine birden
deginilirse; boylara limit ile kiyaslama yapilmadan deginilirse (Lucas Milan’dan
kisadir)

e 0 puan — Alakasiz veya dogru olmayan cevaplar verilirse (Lucas hiz trenine binmeyi
sevmez)

1.3) Hiz Treni, Suriyeli.

Karim ve Majid yakin arkadaslar. Ikisi de
Halep’te yasiyor ve ikisi de 10 yasinda.
~ Karim’in saclari kahverengi, gozleri yesil ve
| boyu 150 cm. Majid’in dig goriiniisii ise
Karim’inkinden ¢ok farkli. Majid’in sag¢lari
sar1, gozleri mavi ve boyu Karim’den ¢ok
daha kisa. Karim ve Majid bir giin lunaparka
gidiyor ve bir¢ok oyuncaga biniyorlar.
Lunapark’tan ayrilmadan 6nce en son hiz
trenine binmeye karar veriyorlar. Fakat hiz treninin yanindaki bir uyar1 levhasinda sdyle
yaziyor: Giivenlik nedeniyle boyu 150 cm’nin altindaki kisilerin hiz trenine binmesine izin
verilmemektedir.

S: Neden sadece Karim hiz trenine biniyor?

e 2 puan — Majid’in binmek i¢in ¢ok kisa olmasina veya Karim’in binmek igin
yeterince uzun olmasina deginilirse (Majid 150 cm’den kisadir)

e 1 puan — Majid i kisa olmasina veya Karim’in uzun olmasina veya ikisine birden
deginilirse; boylara limit ile kiyaslama yapilmadan deginilirse (Majid Karim’dan
kisadir)

e 0 puan — Alakasiz ya da dogru olmayan cevaplar verilirse (Majid hiz trenine
binmeyi sevmez)
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The Social Identity Scale
Litfen asagidaki her bir ifadenin seni ne kadar iyi anlattigini belirt. Bu maddelerin dogru veya yanlis cevabi yoktur.
Hic Cogunlukla Kismen Ne Kismen Cogunlukla Tamamen
katilmiyorum | katilmiyorum | katilmiyorum | katillyorum katihyorum | katihyorum | katihyorum
ne
katilmiyorum
1. Tiirklere kars1 bir bag hissediyorum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Turklerle bir 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
dayanigma(yardimlagma) hissediyorum
3. Tiirklerin gurur duyacak ¢ok seyi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
oldugunu diistiniiyorum.
4. Tirk olmak giizeldir. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Tirk olmak bana iyi hissettiriyor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. Tiirk oldugum gercegini sik sik 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
diisiiniiyorum.
7. Tiirk olmak kimligimin énemli bir 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
pargasi.
8. Tiirk olmak kendimi nasil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
gordiigimiin 6nemli bir pargasi.
9. Ortalama bir Turk ile pek ¢ok ortak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Ozelligim var.
10. Kendimi Tiirk olarak goriiyorum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Appendix D

The Perceived Similarity Scale for the Syrian Target Group

Liitfen belirtilen kiiltiirel grubun (Suriye) senin kendi grubunla ne kadar benzer oldugunu isaretle.

Tamamen | Olduk¢a | Biraz | Ne Benzer Biraz Olduk¢a | Tamamen
Benzer Benzer | Benzer | Ne Farkh Farkh Farkh Farkh
1. Kiiltiirel degerler 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Milli Ozellikler 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Etnik Koken 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

The Perceived Similarity Scale for the Dutch/Netherlands Target Group

Liitfen belirtilen kiiltiirel grubun (Hollanda/Norveg) senin kendi grubunla ne kadar benzer oldugunu

isaretle.
Tamamen | Olduk¢a | Biraz | Ne Benzer | Biraz | Olduk¢a | Tamamen
Benzer Benzer | Benzer | Ne Farkhh | Farkh | Farkh Farkh
1. Kiilttirel degerler 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Milli Ozellikler 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Etnik Koken 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Appendix E

The Multiple Racial Attitude task

Olumlu Kelimeler

Olumsuz Kelimeler

Temiz Koti
Mutlu Kirli
Arkadas Canlisi Yaramaz
Caligskan Acimasiz
Yardimsever Kaba
Neseli Tembel
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Appendix F
The Discriminatory Tendecy Task for the Syrian Target Group

Bu cocugun adi Jamal Ubbeyd.
Sizin mahallenize tasinacak.
Ailesiyle beraber Suriye’den
geliyor. Mahalleniz de bazi evler
dolu bazi evler bos. Jamal ve ailesi
senin gosterdigin eve tasimacak.
Jamal’in evi hangi ev olsun?
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Burasi senin evin
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Bu ¢ocugun adi Barika. Sizin
mahallenize tasinacak. Ailesiyle
beraber Suriye’den geliyor.
Mabhalleniz de bazi evler dolu baz
evler bos. Barika ve ailesi senin
gosterdigin eve tasinacak.
Barika’nin evi hangi ev olsun?
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Burasi senin evin
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The Discriminatory Tendecy Task for the Dutch/Norwegian Target Group

Bu ¢cocugun adi Ruben De
Vries. Sizin mahallenize
tasinacak. Ailesiyle beraber
Hollanda/Norve¢’ten geliyor.
Mabhalleniz de bazi evler dolu
bazi evler bos. Ruben ve ailesi
senin gosterdigin eve
tasinacak. Ruben’in evi hangi
ev olsun?
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Burasi senin evin
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Bu kizin ismi Eva. Sizin
mahallenize tasinacak. Ailesiyle
beraber Hollanda/Norve¢’ten
geliyor. Mahalleniz de bazi evler
dolu bazi evler bos. Eva ve ailesi

senin gosterdigin eve tasimacak.
Eva’nin evi hangi ev olsun?
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Burasi senin evin



Appendices 67
Appendix G
The Readiness for Social Contact Scale
Hic Istemem | Ne isterim Biraz Isterim Cok
istemem ne istemem | isterim isterim
1- Mahallenize tasinan bu gocuk ile 1 2 3 4 5 6
oyun oynamay1 ne kadar istersin?
2- Mahallenize taginan bu ¢ocuk ile 1 2 3 4 5 6
esyalarini/oyuncaklarini paylasmay1
ne kadar istersin?
3- Mahallenize taginan bu ¢ocuk ile 1 2 3 4 5 6
parkta tekrar karsilasmay1/bulusmay1
ne kadar istersin
4- Mabhallenize tagman bu ¢ocugu 1 2 3 4 S 6
yemek i¢in evinize davet etmeyi ne
kadar istersin?
5- Mahallenize taginan bu ¢ocugu 1 2 3 4 5 6
sinemaya davet etmeyi ne kadar
istersin?
6- Mahallenize tasian bu ¢ocuga 1 2 3 4 5 6

gevreye alismasi igin yardim etmeyi
ne kadar istersin?




gelmesiyle zayiflamaz.
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Appendix H
The Threat Perception Scale for Syrian Target Group

Liitfen her maddeye NE OLCUDE KATILIP KATILMADIGINI uygun kutuyu X ile isaretleyerek belirt. Bu ifadelerin dogru veya yanlis

cevabi yok. Liitfen cevap verirken olabildigince diiriist ol.

Liitfen lilkemizdeki Suriyelilere dair diisiincelerini asagida belirt.

Hig Cogunlukla Kismen Ne Kismen Cogunlukla Tamamen
katilmiyorum | katilmiyorum | katilmiyorum | katiliyorum ne | katiliyorum | katiliyorum | katiliyorum
katilmiyorum

1. Suriyeli gogmenler Tiirklerin islerini 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
elinden almiyor.

2. Suriyeli gogmenler bu tilkeden, yaptiklar 1 2 3 4 S 6 7
katkidan fazlasini alirlar.

3. Tiirk vatandaslarin sahip oldugu imkanlar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Suriyeli gégmenlere verilmemeli.

4. Tiirk vatandaglara yonelik egitim saglik 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
gibi hizmetler Suriyeli gogmenler
yiiziinden yetersiz kaliyor.

5. Suriyeli gogmenler Tiirk vatandaslari igin 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
herhangi bir saglik riski olusturmuyor.

6. Suriyeli gogmenler Tiirkiye’ye geldikten 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
sonra, en kisa zamanda toplumun kiiltiir ve
kurallarina uymay1 6grenmeliler.

7. Suriyeli gogmenlerin gelmesi Tiirk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
kiiltiirtine zarar veriyor.

8. Suriyeli gogmenler Tiirkiye’ye gelmeyi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
stirdiirtirse, Suriye kiiltiirii Ttrk kiltiirini
zayiflatic1 bir tehdit olusturur.

9. Ulkemizdeki Suriyeli gogmenler Tiirklerin 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
yasam tarzini1 benimsemek zorunda
olmamali.

10. Tiirklerin yasam tarzi Suriyeli gogmenlerin 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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The Threat Perception Scale for Dutch/Norwegian Target Group
Liitfen her maddeye NE OLCUDE KATILIP KATILMADIGINI uygun kutuyu X ile isaretleyerek belirt. Sorularm dogru veya yanlis
cevabi yok. Liitfen cevap verirken olabildigince diiriist ol.
Liitfen tilkemizdeki Hollandalilara/Norveglilere dair diisiincelerini asagida belirt.
Hig Cogunlukla Kismen Ne Kismen Cogunlukla Tamamen
katilmiyorum | katilmryorum | katilmiyorum | katiliyorum ne | katiliyorum | katiliyorum | katiliyorum
katilmryorum
1. Hollandal/ Norvegli calisanlar Tiirklerin islerini 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
elinden almiyor.
2. Hollandali/ Norvegli ¢alisanlar bu tilkeden, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
yaptiklar1 katkidan fazlasini alirlar.
3. Tirk vatandaslarin sahip oldugu imkanlar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hollandali/ Norvegli ¢alisanlara verilmemeli.
4. Tirk vatandaglara yonelik egitim saglik gibi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hizmetler Hollandali/ Norvegli ¢aligsanlar
yiiziinden yetersiz kaliyor.
5. Hollandali/ Norvegli ¢alisanlar Tiirk vatandaslari 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
icin herhangi bir saglik riski olusturmuyor.
6. Hollandali/ Norvegli ¢aliganlar Tiirkiye’ye 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
geldikten sonra, en kisa zamanda toplumun kiiltiir
ve kurallarina uymay1 grenmeliler.
7. Hollandali/ Norvegli ¢alisanlarin gelmesi Tiirk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
kiiltiirtine zarar veriyor.
8. Hollandali/ Norvegli ¢alisanlar Tiirkiye’ye 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
gelmeyi siirdiiriirse, Suriye kiiltiirti Tiirk
kiiltiiriinii zayiflatic1 bir tehdit olusturur.
9. Ulkemizdeki Hollandali/ Norvegli calisanlar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Tirklerin yasam tarzin1 benimsemek zorunda
olmamali.
10. Tiirklerin yasam tarzi1 Hollandali/ Norvecli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

calisanlarin gelmesiyle zayiflamaz.
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Appendix |

The NOBAGS Scale for the Syrian Target Group

Liitfen her maddeye NE OLCUDE KATILIP KATILMADIGINI uygun kutuyu X ile

isaretleyerek belirt. Bu ifadelerin dogru veya yanlis cevabi yok. Liitfen cevap verirken

olabildigince diiriist ol.

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum | Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
1. Genel olarak, Tiirklerin Suriyelilere 1 5 3 4
kotii soz sdylemesi kabul edilebilir.
2. Genel olarak, Tiirklerin Suriyelilere 1 2 3 4
kot davranmasi kabul edilebilir.
3. Genel olarak, Tiirklerin Suriyelilere
. L 1 2 3 4
zarar vermesi kabul edilebilir.

The NOBAGS Scale for the Dutch/Norwegian Target Group

Liitfen her maddeye NE OLCUDE KATILIP KATILMADIGINI uygun kutuyu X ile

isaretleyerek belirt. Bu ifadelerin dogru veya yanlis cevabi yok. Liitfen cevap verirken

olabildigince diiriist ol.

Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum | Katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katilryorum
1. Genel olarak, Tiirklerin
Hollandalilara/Norveglilere kotii s6z 1 2 3 4
sOylemesi kabul edilebilir.
2. Genel olarak, Tiirklerin
Hollandalilara/Norveglilere kotii 1 2 3 4
davranmasi kabul edilebilir.
3. Genel olarak, Tiirklerin
Hollandalilara/Norveglilere zarar vermesi 1 2 3 4
kabul edilebilir.




Appendices

71

Appendix J

The Ice-man Task

Hikaye 4,
Dondurmaci Amca

'S

cc
~
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Appendix K
The Attention Control Scale

Bu ifadelerin dogru veya yanlis cevabi yok. Asagidaki maddelerin hepsini kendini diisiinerek
diiriistce cevaplandir.

Hic Bazen | SikSik | €
Zaman
1 Sinifta ¢ok fazla ses oldugunda zor olan bir 1 5 3 4

derse konsantre olmak bana ¢ok zor gelir.

Bir matematik problemi iizerinde
2 | yogunlagsmam ve ¢ézmem gerektigi zaman, 1 2 3 4
dikkatimi odaklamada giicliik yastyorum.

3 | Bir sey tizerinde siki ¢alisirken bile etraftaki

olaylar dikkatimi dagztir. 1 2 3 4
4 | Etrafimda biri miizigin sesini agsa bile
B 1 2 3 4
konsantre olabilirim.
5 | Bir seye konsantre oldugumda, etrafimda 1 ) 3 4

neler oldugunun farkinda olmam

6 | Simifta ders calistigimda ya da bir sey
okudugumda diger ¢ocuklarin konusmalar1 1 2 3 4
dikkatimi kolayca dagitabilir.

7 | Dikkatimi bir seye odaklamaya galigirken,

dikkat dagitan diistinceleri engellemede 1 2 3 4

giiclik ¢cekerim.
8 | Heyecanlandigimda, dikkatimi

o 1 2 3 4

yogunlastirmakta oldukg¢a zorlanirim.
9 | Bir sey yapiyorken, hizlica durup bir isten

digerine izl bir sekilde gecis yapabilirim. 1 2 3 4
10 | Yeni bir ise ger¢ekten kafami vermem igin

biraz zaman gerekir. 1 2 3 4
11 | Ogretmen ders anlatirken, ayn1 zamanda hem

dinleyip hem yazmak benim i¢in zordur. 1 2 8 4
12 | Gerektiginde ¢ok hizli bir sekilde yeni bir 1 ) 3 4

konu ile ilgilenebilirim.

13 | Dikkatim dagildiginda ya da yaptigim is
yarida kesildiginde, yeniden daha 6nce 1 2 3 4
yaptigim ise kolayca dikkatimi verebilirim.

14 | Iki farkli is arasinda gecis yapmak benim icin
kolaydir.
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Appendix L
The Basic Empathy Scale

Liitfen her maddeye NE OLCUDE KATILIP KATILMADIGINI uygun kutuyu X ile
isaretleyerek belirt. Bu ifadelerin dogru veya yanlis cevabi yok. Liitfen cevap verirken
olabildigince diiriist ol.

1= Kesinlikle katilmiyorum
2= Katilmiyorum
3= Ne katilhyorum ne katilmiyorum

4= Katihyorum

1) Uzgiin olan bir arkadasimla vakit
gecirdikten sonra genellikle tizgiin hissederim. 1 ) 3 4
2) Arkadasim basarili oldugunda onun ne
kadar mutlu oldugunu anlayabilirim.

1 2 3 4
3) Bagkalart mutlu oldugunda genellikle bende
mutlu hissederim etkilenirim.

1 2 3 4
4) Birini aglarken gordiigimde tiziilmem.
5) Baska insanlarin problemleri beni hi¢
ilgilendirmez.

1 2 2 A
6) Birisi kendini kotii hissettiginde onun neler
hissettigini genellikle anlayabilirim.

1 2 8 4
7) Televizyonda ya da filmlerde tiziintiilii bir
seyler izlerken ¢ogunlukla ben de tiziilirim. 1 ) 3 A
8) Insanlarin ne hissettigini cogunlukla onlar
bana séylemeden anlayabilirim.

1 2 8 4
9) Kizgin birini gormek beni korkutmaz.
10) Insanlarin ne zaman neseli oldugunu
genellikle anlarim.

1 2 2 A
11) Arkadasimin kizgin oldugunu genellikle
hemen fark ederim. \ , , .
12) Arkadaslarimin hissettiklerine ¢ogunlukla
kendimi kaptiririm. \ , 5 .
13) Arkadasimin mutsuzlugu bana higbir sey
hissettirmez.

1 2 3 4
14) Arkadasimin endiselerinin genellikle
farkinda degilimdir.

1 2 3 4
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Appendix M

Turkish Receptive Language Test (TIFALDI)-Words

TiFALDI ALICI DIL KELIME ALT TESTI(TIFALDI-AD) PUANLAMA FORMU

Adr: Uygulama tarihi:
Soyad:: Dogum Tarihi:
Cinsiyeti: Yas:
Uygulayan:
Baglangig Noktas1 | Sira | Kelime Hedef | Cevap | | Baslangigc Noktasi | Sira | Kelime Hedef | Cevap
DENEME 1 Kedi 4 39 |Paten 4
DENEME 2 Yatak 3 40 | Vazo 3
2 yas baglangig 1 |Televizyon | 2 41 | Cetvel 2
2 Yilan 4 42 | Fincan 3
3 |Kap 1 43 | Cat 3
4 Pasta 3 44 |Ceza 4
5 Parmak 4 6 yas baglangi¢ 45 | Yunus 3
6 | Salincak 3 46 | Bakmak 1
7 | Mandal 1 47 |Kegi 3
8 |Canta 2 48 | Kask 2
9 | Kurbaga 3 49 [Ok 2
10 | Simit 1 50 |Zarf 4
3 yas baglangig 11 | Yastik 3 51 | Diidiik 4
12| Opmek 3 52 | Roket 1
13 | Tabak 4 53 | Orman 4
14 | Sogan 1 54 | Teleskop 1
15 | Tavuk 4 55 | Pervane 3
16 | Armut 3 56 | Selale 2
17 [Maymun 3 7 yas baglangig 57 | Dalmak 2
18 | Asmak 4 58 | Kiivet 3
19 | Sabun 4 59 | Doktor 4
20 |Hortum 2 60 | Dalgig 2
4 yas baglangig 21 | Bilezik 3 61 | Ogretmen 1
22 | Yalmz 4 62 | Palet 1
23 | Lastik 2 63 | Utangachk 3
24 |Kravat 2 64 | Sirk 3
25 | Giig 2 65 | Ceviz 3
26 | Koyun 3 66 | Elips 4
27 | Kosmak 2 67 |Fidan 1
28 | Sinek 1 68 | Vedalagmak | 4
29 | Ayakkabi 3
30 | Kemer 4
31 | Mutluluk 2
32 [Kilit 2
5 yas baslangig 33 | Zincir 3
34 |Postaci 2
35 | Yazmak 1
36 | Papatya 2
37 |[Kafes 1
38 |Tehlike 4
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Baslangig Noktasi | Sira | Kelime Hedef | Cevap
8 yas baslangi¢ 69 | Silindir 1
70 | Felaket 3
71 | Galibiyet 4
72 [Fabrika 1
73 |Dikdortgen | 3
74 | Devirmek 2
75 | Gitar 3
76 | Halat 3
77 | Heyecan 2
78 | Yelken 3
79 | Yanm 4
80 | Verimlilik 2
9-10 yas baslangi¢ 81 | Raket 4
82 | Piramit 4
83 | Gol 2
84 |[Tir 2
85 |Ada 1
86 |[Fig1 3
87 | Sedye 4
88 | Vagon 4
89 |Horon 2
90 |Sehpa 3
11-12 yas baglangig | 91 |Baraj 2
92 | Ekmek 2
93 | Hamal 1
94 |Pul 2
95 | Onarmak 4
96 | Mezura 2
97 |Bere 3
98 |[Sal 3
99 |(Zit 2
100 | Viyadiik 1
101 | Farag 4
102 |Lamba 2
103 | Pulluk 1
104 | Radyator 2
Kronolojik Yasg Ham Puan Standart Puan Esdeger Yag
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Turkish Expressive Language Test (TIFALDI)-Words

‘IFALDI iIFADE EDICI DIL KELIME ALT (TIFALDI-iD) TESTI PUANLAMA FORMU

Adi: Uygulama Tarihi:
Soyad: Dogum Tarihi:
Cinsiyeti: Yas:
Uygulayan:
Sira | Kelime Dogru Hedef kelime digi sGylemler
rz yas 1 | Kopek
2 | Anahtar
3 | catal
4 Makas
5 Dondurma
6 Sandalye
[[3yas | 7 [kelebex
8 Semsiye
9 | Adag
10 | Yildiz
11 | Bayrak
12 | Pantolon
13 | Uziim
14 | Tren
[ 4yas | 15 [Masa
16 | Merdiven
17 | Gemi
18 | Fil
19 | Sipiirge
20 | Havug
21 | Kaplumbaga
22 | Yaprak
23 | Yumurta
24 | inek
25 | Sepet
26 | Misir
Syas | 27 | Otobis
28 | Giines
29 | Ugurtma
30 | Eldiven
31 | Kamyon
32 | Tavsan
33 | Bulut
34 | Mum
35 | Aski
36 | Cadir
37 | Zirafa
38 | Helikopter
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Sira | Kelime Dogru Hedef kelime digi soylemler
[j yas 39 | Gl
40 | Limon
41 | Burun
42 | Kulak
43 | Atk
44 | Mantar
45 | Dunya
46 | Dag
[ 7yas 47 | Hemsgire
48 | Timsah
49 | Cekic
50 | Oriimcek
51 | Dugme
52 | Geyik
53 | Dirbin
54 | Kopri
89yas | 55 | Traktér
56 | Terazi
57 | Tornavida
58 | Fermuar
59 | Piyano
60 | Yarasa
10-12yas| 61 |[Olta
62 | Testere
63 | Paragiit
64 |Tag
65 | Yelpaze
66 | Kale
67 | Tank
68 | Rende
69 | Astronot
70 | Degirmen
71 | Balerin
72 | Sapan
73 | Tanel
74 | Petek
75 | Makara
76 | Hamak
77 | Vantilator
78 | Merdane
79 | Firga
80 | Havan
Kronolojik Yag Ham Puan Standart Puan Esdeger Yag
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Appendix N

The Direct and Indirect Contact Scale for the Syrian Target Group
1. Suriye’ye hi¢ gittin mi?

[ ] Evet Liitfen gidis sayiniz1 belirtiniz:

[ ] Hayir
2. Suriyeli bir arkadasin veya yakin tanidigin var mi?
[ ] Evet
[ ] Hayir
3. Suriyelileri ne kadar tanidiginizi diisiiniiyorsunuz?
1+ [ 2 [ 3 [ 4 | 5 | 6 |
Hig tanimiyorum Cok taniyorum

4. Giunliik hayatinda Suriyeliler ile ne kadar sik etkilesimde bulunursun?

Mahallende
.+ [ 2 [ 38 | 4 [ 5 | & |
Hig Cok Sik
Okulunda
.+ [ 2 [ 3 [ 4 [ 5 [ 6 |
Hig Cok Sik
Sokakta
.+ [ 2 [ 3 | 4 [ 5 | 6 |
Hig Cok Sik
5. Ailen ya da arkadaslarindan Suriyeliler hakkinda hos olmayan seyler duydun
mu?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Hig Cok Sik

6. Televizyonda/ bilgisayarda Suriyeliler hakkinda hos olmayan seyler goérdiin mii?

.+ [ 2 [ 3 | 4 [ 5 | 6 |
Hig Cok Sik
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The Direct and Indirect Contact Scale for the Dutch/Norwegians Target Group
1. Hollanda’ya/Norveg’e hig¢ gittin mi?
[ ] Evet Liitfen gidis sayimmiz1 belirtiniz: =~
[ ] Hayir
2. Hollandali/Norvegli bir arkadasin veya yakin tanidigin var mi1?

[ ] Evet

[ ] Hayir

3. Hollandalilari/Norveglileri ne kadar tanidiginizi diisliniiyorsunuz?

.+ [ 2 | 8 [ 4 | 5 | 6 |

Hig tanimiyorum Cok taniyorum

4. Ginliik hayatinda Hollandalilar/Norvegliler ile ne kadar sik etkilesimde bulunursun?

Mahallende
L1 ] 2| 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 |
Hig Cok Sik

Okulunda
1] 2| 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 |
Hig Cok Sik

Sokakta
1 ] 2| 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 |
Hig Cok Sik

5. Ailen ya da arkadaslarindan Hollandalilar/Norvecliler hakkinda hos
olmayan seyler duydun mu?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Hig Cok Sik

6. Televizyonda/ bilgisayarda Hollandalilar/Norvegliler hakkinda hos olmayan seyler
gordiin mii?

L1 | 2| 3 | 4 ] 5 | 6 |
Hic¢ Cok Sik




