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Summary
Intergroup relation is an unavoidable experience in our daily life. Since 1950s, the topics
‘intergroup relations’ and ‘intergroup conflict’ were widely studied in various fields of study.
Gordon Allport (1954) conceptualized intergroup contact under four conditions as an
effective way to improve intergroup relations. The four positive features of intergroup
contact are (1) status equality, (2) common goals, (3) cooperation, and (4) support by
authority. The Integrated Threat Theory (ITT) (Stephan and Stephan, 2000) states that
intergroup anxiety and intergroup threat predicts intergroup prejudice. Intergroup contact is
considered to reduce intergroup anxiety and intergroup threat, and then, it reduces prejudice
indirectly. According to the Integrated Threat Theory, intergroup contact indirectly reduces
prejudice. Studies have shown that the effects of intergroup contact on prejudice reduction
are dependent on individual’s group status. In the present study, three dimensions of
intergroup contact (qualitative, quantitative, and negative one) are included as independent
variables. Intergroup anxiety and two dimensions of intergroup threat (realistic and symbolic
dimensions) are measured as mediators. Participants’ group status in two-level (national and
local contexts), target outgroup, and residential region are included as moderators. Negative
outgroup evaluation is measured as the dependent variable. Based on the concepts of two
theories, the direct and indirect effects of intergroup contact on outgroup evaluation are
investigated. Conditional effects (or moderation effects) of moderators on the direct and
indirect effects of intergroup contact are also investigated. Results of data analysis showed
that the direct, indirect, and conditional effects of intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation are significant. In consistent with predictions of the contact hypothesis, the
qualitative intergroup contact is found to predict a significant decrease in negative outgroup
evaluation. In line with the findings of previous studies, intergroup anxiety is found to

mediate the effects of intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation. The conditional

xvii



effects of group status and residential region are significantly found in the direct relationship
between intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation. Both in national and local
contexts, minority status group members reported a significantly higher negative outgroup
evaluation than those of majority status group members. National minority group members
are found to evaluate another national minority group co-existing in the same region more
negatively than the national majority group. Where intergroup conflict is absent, the negative
interpersonal experience is found to predict a relatively higher negative outgroup evaluation.
Where intergroup conflict is present, negative interpersonal experience does not have any

effect on negative outgroup evaluation.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1. Introduction

Human beings hardly stand alone disconnected from the social group(s). Individuals rely on
a social group for two fundamental needs —need for assimilation and inclusion (Brewer, 1991;
Baumeister and Leary, 1995) and need for reducing self-conceptual uncertainty (Berger and
Calabrese, 1974; Hogg, Sherman, Dierselhuis, Maitner and Moffitt, 2007). Individuals
belong to some social group in which its members share certain similarities and interact with
each other. A social group is characterized by possession of a collective identity among its
group members. Moreover, members of a social group share a specific set of obligations,
and their behavior is expected, by ingroup members and people outside the social group, to
meet the norms of the social group (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher and Wetherell, 1987).
Individuals not only identify themselves as members of a certain group but also categorize
other people as members some social group to reduce cognitive and behavioral uncertainty
in engaging with people, particularly strangers at the first encounter (Berger and Bradac,
1982). Social categorization provides information about people as characteristics of a
particular social group they belong to (McCauley, Jussim and Lee, 1995). Following the
social categorization, intergroup processes such as ingroup-outgroup differentiating,
stereotyping and intergroup bias develops consequently. Prosocial behavior is mostly
directed toward members of ingroup rather than non-members, and individuals engage
intragroup helping in the form of reciprocal altruism. To improve one’s collective self-

esteem, ingroup favoritism and outgroup derogation arise without a history of conflict



between groups (Taylor, and Doria, 1981). When two groups have aggressive goals for
acquiring limited resources, intergroup hostility arises from competition (Jackson, 1993).
Allport (1954) proposed ‘contact hypothesis’ stating that intergroup contact potentially
reduces intergroup prejudice and improve intergroup relations.

1.2. Background of the study

An individual’s ethnic identity, a subjective identification with one’s ethnic group, is a
powerful self-identity that plays a vital role in one’s everyday life. An individual’s strength
of ethnic identity was found to associate with positive self-esteem if one’s ethnic group is
positively evaluated (Levine and Hogg, 2010). An individual’s religious identity is equally
important as his ethnic identity in a feature of minority people’s self-concept and associates
with one’s well-being. Both racial and religious identity often occur as the background of
violent intergroup conflicts (Abu-Rayya and Abu-Rayya, 2009).

The present study aims at investigating the effects of intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation (instead of prejudice or outgroup attitudes) among university students in
Myanmar, a culturally and ethnically diverse country. Intergroup relations among social
groups in Myanmar are not always harmonious and friendly. National population of
Myanmar mainly comprises eight ethnic groups, and some ethnic groups used to be citizens
of four independent kingdoms. Those independent kingdoms were sometimes annexed into
Burmese empire. The last Burmese Empire collapsed in 1885 and became a British colony.
In 1948, after gaining independence from British, Union of the Republic of Burma (the name
‘Burma’ was given by the British and used until 1989, then it was changed as ‘Myanmar’)
was founded by voluntary associations of indigenous people living in five territories —Burma
Proper (former Burmese Empire), Federated Shan States, Karenni State, Kachin State, and

Chin Special District.



Among the eight ethnic groups, four groups practice Buddhism while another four groups
Christianity. Written and spoken language of each ethnic group is different from that of other
groups. In Myanmar, an individual’s ethnicity and religious affiliation are more accentuated
than one’s citizenship. A citizen’s ethnicity and religious affiliation are mandatory
information in the citizenship ID card and are an essential part of one’s biodata used
everywhere.

During the early days of independence, Karen separatist’s movement arose, and it is the
starting point of seven-decade-long intrastate conflict in Myanmar. As time passed, the
number of ethnic-based insurgent groups steadily increased in response to the failure of
successive national governments to fulfill their commitment to assuring ethnic equality and
self-determination of minority ethnic people who co-founded the Union. Internal conflict in
Myanmar characterizes as armed conflict between the national army and ethnic armed
organizations (EAOs). Compared to contemporary intergroup conflicts around the world
such as the conflict in Rwanda, Sudan, and Syria, the intergroup conflict in Myanmar seems
to be relatively mild and less violent. However, intergroup conflict in Myanmar has

gradually become a protracted one.

1.3. Purpose of the study

Various dimensions of intergroup contact were significantly found to negatively associate
with intergroup prejudice or negative outgroup attitudes (Pettigrew and Tropp, 2006).
However, the direct effect of intergroup contact on prejudice reduction varied across
different studies due to some confounding factors. The direct effect of intergroup contact on
prejudice reduction is mediated and moderated by some factors. Some studies focused on
mediated effect and moderated the effect of intergroup contact on prejudice reduction, and
the important role of mediators and moderator in contact-prejudice relationship has been

well-documented (Stephan and Renfro, 2002; Voci and Hewstone, 2003; Tausch, Hewstone,



Kenworthy and Cairns, 2007; Pettigrew and Tropp, 2008). An intergroup contact study
should investigate the direct effect of intergroup contact on outgroup attitudes as well as the
indirect or mediation effect (due to mediators) and conditional or moderation effect (due to
moderators) of intergroup contact on outgroup evaluation. In the present study, the direct
effect of three different dimensions of intergroup contact, the indirect effect of intergroup
contact via intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat,
and moderation effect of group status and participants’ target outgroup on the effect of
intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation will be studied. General and specific
purposes of the present study are stated below.

1.3.1. General purposes of the study

1. To test of Allport (1954)’s contact hypothesis —intergroup contact in optimal
conditions can reduce negative outgroup evaluation— in Myanmar context.

2. To test conceptualizations of Integrated Threat Theory (Stephan and Stephan, 2000)
—prejudice is anticipated by intergroup anxiety, realistic and symbolic intergroup
threat (mediators); intergroup contact directly reduces these mediators, and in turn,
indirectly reduces negative outgroup evaluation— in Myanmar context.

3. Toinvestigate the moderation effect of perceived group status and participants’ target
outgroup (moderators) on the direct relationship between intergroup contact and
negative outgroup evaluation.

4. To investigate the moderation effect of perceived group status and participants’ target
outgroup (moderators) on indirect relationship between intergroup contact and
negative outgroup evaluation via three mediators.

1.3.2. Specific purposes of the study
1. To examine the moderation effect of participants’ residential region on the direct

relationship between intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation.



2. To examine the moderation effect of participants’ residential region on the
indirect relationship between intergroup contact and negative outgroup

evaluation via mediators.

1.4. Research question

While different dimensions of intergroup contact were found to associate with intergroup

prejudice negatively, the degree in which intergroup contact reduces prejudice significantly

varies across studies. In the present study, three dimensions (quantitative, qualitative, and

negative dimension) of intergroup contact, three mediator variables (intergroup anxiety,

realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat), three moderator variables

(national group status, local group status, and participants’ target outgroup), and negative

outgroup evaluation are measured. Three dimensions of intergroup contact are independent

variables or predictors; negative outgroup evaluation is the dependent variable or output

variable in this respect. The present study aims at answering the following research questions.

1.

Do three dimensions of intergroup contact significantly associate with negative
outgroup evaluation in the Myanmar context?

Do three mediators significantly mediate the effect of intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation in the Myanmar context?

Do three moderators significantly moderate the direct effect of intergroup contact on
negative outgroup evaluation?

Do three moderators significantly moderate the indirect effect of intergroup contact
on negative outgroup evaluation via three mediators?

Does the participants’ residential region significantly moderate the direct effect of
intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation?

Does the participants’ residential region significantly moderate the indirect effect of

intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation?



1.5. Hypotheses

To address the research questions described above, the following hypotheses will be tested.
Hypothesis 1

Intergroup contact would significantly associate with negative outgroup evaluation;

(a) the qualitative intergroup contact would negatively associate with negative outgroup
evaluation.

(b) the quantitative intergroup contact would negatively associate with negative outgroup
evaluation.

(c) the negative intergroup contact would positively associate with negative outgroup
evaluation.

Hypothesis 2

The relationship between the qualitative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation
would be mediated by (a) intergroup anxiety, (b) realistic intergroup threat, and (c) symbolic
intergroup threat.

Hypothesis 3

The relationship between the quantitative intergroup contact and negative outgroup
evaluation would be mediated by (a) intergroup anxiety, (b) realistic intergroup threat, and
(c) symbolic intergroup threat.

Hypothesis 4

The relationship between the negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation
would be mediated by (a) intergroup anxiety, (b) realistic intergroup threat, and (c) symbolic
intergroup threat.

Hypothesis 5 The relationship between the qualitative intergroup contact and negative
outgroup evaluation would be moderated by (a) national group status, (b) local group status,

and (c) participants’ target outgroup.



Hypothesis 6

The relationship between the quantitative intergroup contact and negative outgroup
evaluation would be moderated by (a) national group status, (b) local group status, and (c)
participants’ target outgroup.

Hypothesis 7

The relationship between the negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation
would be moderated by (a) national group status, (b) local group status, and (¢) participants’
target outgroup.

Hypothesis 8

The indirect effect of qualitative intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation via (a)
intergroup anxiety, (b) realistic intergroup threat, and (c) symbolic intergroup threat would
be moderated by (i) national group status, (i1) local group status, and (iii) participants’ target
outgroup.

Hypothesis 9

The indirect effect of quantitative intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation via (a)
intergroup anxiety, (b) realistic intergroup threat, and (c) symbolic intergroup threat would
be moderated by (i) national group status, (i1) local group status, and (iii) participants’ target
outgroup.

Hypothesis 10

The indirect effect of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation via (a)
intergroup anxiety, (b) realistic intergroup threat, and (c) symbolic intergroup threat would
be moderated by (i) national group status, (ii) local group status, and (iii) participants’ target

outgroup.



Hypothesis 11

The relationship between three dimensions of intergroup contact and negative outgroup
evaluation would be moderated by participants’ residential region.

Hypothesis 12

The indirect effects of three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation via (a) intergroup anxiety, (b) realistic intergroup threat, and (c) symbolic

intergroup threat would be moderated by participants’ residential region.

1.6. Operational definitions of key terms

Intergroup contact refers to a cross-group friendship between members of groups with
different social entities. Intergroup contact is, in a broader sense, classified into (1) face-to-
face direct contact and (2) extended or indirect contact. Extended contact is defined as
“knowledge that an in-group member has a close relationship with an outgroup member”
(Wright et al., 1997). Both types of intergroup contact have evidenced to improve attitudes
toward outgroup members and eventually improve intergroup relations. In the present study,
direct face-to-face contact between members of ingroup and outgroup is mainly focused.
Intergroup contact quality refers to optimal conditions that facilitate the effect of intergroup
contact on prejudice reduction. Allport (1954) proposed four necessary conditions —status
equality, the existence of a common goal, cooperative effort, and institutional support— that
enable intergroup contact to reduce prejudice effectively. Quality of intergroup contact is
measured based on Allport’s recommended conditions and extension of his original
recommendations.

Intergroup contact quantity refers to the number of one’s outgroup friends and the

frequency in which one encounters the outgroup members in his daily life. Frequent



exposure to outgroup members who were initially disliked did increase positive attitude
toward those people (e.g., Lee et al., 2004).

Negative intergroup contact refers to an individual’s negative experience such as being
verbally insulted by outgroup member. Studies have shown that negative contact is closely
related to more negative feeling and attitude toward outgroup (e.g., Stephan et al., 2002).
Negative outgroup evaluation refers to an individual’s general evaluation of an outgroup
(Wright et al., 1997). Outgroup evaluation is often measured as a dependent variable in
research that aims at studying intergroup relations. In the present study, outgroup evaluation
in a negative direction is measured as the dependent variable.

Intergroup anxiety refers to one’s uncomfortable feelings in interacting with members of an
outgroup. Intergroup anxiety often anticipates a variety of negative outcomes (Stephan and
Stephan, 1985).

Realistic intergroup threat refers to one’s perceived threat to the actual —political, economic
or physical— well-being (land, security, health, wealth, employment) of his group (Stephan
et al., 2009).

Symbolic intergroup threat refers to ones concerned with a group’s values, traditions,
ideology, morals, and is expected to be more prominent when an in-group believes that their
cultural values and traits are different from those of an outgroup (Zarate et al., 2004).
Perceived group status refers to one’s perception of ingroup status — majority or minority.
In the present study, perceived group status is classified into two levels — (1) national level
in which group status depends on ethnicity, and (2) local level in which group status depends
on numerical superiority of one’s group in his residential area. A meta-analysis of contact
studies revealed that perceived minority status is less associated with outgroup attitude

improvement via contact compared to perceived majority status (Tropp and Pettigrew, 2005).



CHAPTER 2

Literature Review

2.1. Roots of Intergroup Conflict

Scholars from various fields of study theorized possible roots of the intergroup conflict.
However, no universally accepted theory can give fully satisfiable answers for how and why
intergroup conflict begins and what makes it continue. That is because an intergroup conflict
arises from multiple causal factors and particular theory emphasizes a single of a few causal
factors as the root of the conflict. At times, various scholars proposed different causal factors
of arising an intergroup conflict. In social psychology, some popular theories have tried to
explain why, how, and when an intergroup conflict arises and continue. In this chapter, some
classical theories related to the intergroup conflict will be briefly discussed.

2.1.1. Realistic Conflict Theory (Sherif, 1966)

Sherif conducted a series of experiments between 1961 and 1964 and eventually proposed
‘realistic conflict theory’ that pointed out the factor that causes intergroup conflict and that
improves intergroup relations. According to realistic conflict theory (Sherif, 1966),
aggressive goals of groups lead to intergroup hostility between groups while common goals
of groups lead to intergroup harmony between groups. Intergroup conflict is a byproduct of
competition for scarce resources between groups. Moreover, mere knowledge about the
presence of another group having a similar goal for its achievement is enough to induce
intergroup discrimination against that outgroups. Realistic conflict theory claimed that

stereotyping occurred before actual competition between groups, that prejudice and



discrimination arose because of real intergroup conflict that personality factors did not play
an essential role in the intergroup hostility, and that simple contact between members of
groups in the conflict was not enough to improve intergroup relations (Binder at al., 2009).
2.1.2. Relative Deprivation Theory (Gurr, 1970)

Relative deprivation refers to the sense of being deprived of something to which one believes
one is entitled (Walker, 2010). Feeling deprived is determined not by objective conditions
of deprivation but rather by subjective comparison with others who are better off; theory of
relative deprivation concerned with the experience of individuals situated in a social context.
Runciman (1966) introduced the distinction between egoistic or personal, and fraternalistic
or group relative deprivation. Egoistic relative deprivation refers to feelings of unfairness
arising from comparisons between self and other individuals while fraternalistic relative
deprivation stems from comparisons between one’s in-group and another outgroup. These
social comparisons between groups provide fuel for intergroup conflict. The findings of
previous studies consistently show that experience of individual relative deprivation predicts
stress and depression whereas the experience of group relative deprivation predicts engaging
in social protest and attempting to change the status quo (Leach, Snider and Iyer, 2002; Smith

and Kessler, 2004).

2.1.3. Minimal Group Paradigm (Tajfel and Billig, 1971)

Tajfel and Billig (1971) developed minimal group paradigm (MGP), and they revealed
minimal group effect that refers to the fact that individuals explicit ingroup favoritism even
when there is no interaction among ingroup members, and there is no conflict of interest nor
previous hostility between groups. The mere perception of belonging to two distinct groups;
in other words, social categorization, is enough to trigger intergroup discrimination between

groups.
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2.1.4. Social Identity Theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1979)

Social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1979) explains the origins of conflictual relations
between different social groups in the absence of conflict over scarce resources or realistic
reasons for conflict. According to social identity theory, group memberships help people to
define who they are and how they relate to others, and motivation to establish a positive
social identity is considered as a root of the intergroup conflict. For instance, members of
disadvantaged groups are motivated to improve their group’s position whereas members of
advantaged groups are motivated to maintain their privileged position. Social identity theory
emphasizes cognitive (thought) processes and (behavioral) motivation (Turner, 1982).
2.1.5. Self-Categorization Theory (Turner et al., 1987)

Self-categorization theory (Turner et al., 1987) describes how the cognitive process of
categorization creates a sense of identification with the social category and produces
behavioral patterns associated with group membership. In the process of categorizing people,
they are seen, rather than as distinctive individuals, prototypically. The prototype-based
perception of outgroup members is called stereotyping. In the same way, ingroup members
are categorized regarding the defining attributes of ingroup or self-stereotyping. Self-
categorization transforms the way we view ourselves as well as transforms our behavior to
comply with ingroup norms. Intergroup behavior becomes a struggle for positive ingroup
distinctiveness and social identity. While higher status groups fight to protect their evaluative
superiority, lower status groups struggle to ignore their social stigma and promote their
positivity.

Since an intergroup conflict may have more than one underlying reason, several theoretical
concepts are needed to explain how an intergroup conflict develops. The intergroup conflict
in Myanmar developed on several underlying factors. In line with the conceptualization of

realistic conflict theory, aggressive goals are found among different ethnic groups. Diversity
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in ethnicity, language, culture, and religious affiliation cause a strong sense of group
memberships among members of different social groups. According to findings of minimal
group paradigm experimental study, in the absence of intergroup conflict history, mere
categorization is enough to induce intergroup bias. Hence, relatively strong identification
oneself with ethnicity, language and religious affiliation among members of different groups
can easily produce intergroup bias. As an integrated result of mismanagement and failed
economic policies of successive governments between 1962 and 2010, Myanmar has
become a least developed country (LDC) and economic growth gradually declined compared
to neighbor countries.

Consequently, individual household income declines steadily for several decades and
poverty spreads all over the country. As for ethnic minority people, such a widespread
deprivation is perceived and interpreted as the result of being discriminated by majority
ethnic people, Bamar. That point is coinciding with the concept of relative deprivation theory
that explains the root of social unrest and participation in collective action. One possible
reason for a significant number of young ethnic people joining their respective ethnic armed
organization voluntarily may be due to perceived relative deprivation. In the present study,
not all the theories regarding the development of intergroup conflict can be focused due to
some limitations. However, two well-known theories related to an intergroup conflict will
be intensively discussed in the present study. One theory is Allport’s contact hypothesis, and
the other is the integrated threat theory (ITT) proposed by Stephan and Stephan (2000).

2.2. Tool for Intergroup Conflict Reduction

After presenting theories related to development of intergroup conflict, some theories
concerning how intergroup conflict can be reduced and intergroup relations can be promoted

will be presented.
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2.2.1. Contact Hypothesis (Allport, 1954)

Contact hypothesis states that cross-group friendship potentially reduces outgroup prejudice
if the four situations —status equality, intergroup cooperation, a common goal, and
institutional support— are available during intergroup contact. A negative association
between intergroup contact and outgroup prejudice has been confirmed by findings of
various research in a longitudinal design (e.g., Levin, van Laar, and Sidanius, 2003),
experimental design (e.g., Wright et al., 2004), and meta-analysis (e.g., Pettigrew and Tropp,
2006). However, Pettigrew (1998) pointed out some weaknesses of cross-sectional studies
on the contact hypothesis. Pettigrew criticized that cross-sectional studies potentially include
a selection bias, i.e., prejudiced people rarely involved in the sample, overemphasis on
contact facilitating conditions —i.e., Allport’s optimal contact conditions— which are not
essential conditions, fail to address the process in which contact reduces prejudice, and fail
to specify the way in which contact effect generalizes from individual to group level.
Pettigrew (1996) recommended longitudinal designs to be the best for conducting a contact

research.

2.2.2. Different Kinds of Intergroup Contact

Face-to-face direct contact is conceptualized as a powerful tool for reducing intergroup
prejudice in the original contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954). Different kinds of indirect
contact were focused on some intergroup contact studies. Like face-to-face direct intergroup
contact, indirect contact is found to have potential to reduce intergroup prejudice and
improve intergroup relations (Aboud, Friedmann and Smith, 2015; Wélfer, Christ, Schmid,
Tausch, Buchallik, Vertovec and Hewstone, 2018). Among different kinds of indirect
intergroup contact, the extended contact (Turner, Hewstone and Voci, 2007; Turner,
Hewstone, Voci and Vonofakou, 2008; Vezzali, Stathi, Giovannini, Capozza and Visintin,

2015) and the imagined contact (Crisp and Turner, 2009; Husnu and Crisp, 2010; Husnu and
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Crisp, 2010; Crisp and Turner, 2013; Vezzali, Stathi, Crisp, Giovannini, Capozza and
Gaertner, 2015; Dunaev, Brochu and Markey, 2018) are frequently found as independent
variables in contact studies. According to extended contact hypothesis, an individual’s
knowledge that one's ingroup member has a close relationship with an outgroup member can
induce more positive attitudes towards the outgroup (Wright, Aron, McLaughlin-Volpe and
Ropp, 1997). In the conception of imagined intergroup contact, simply conceiving of
positive contact with outgroup member(s) can promote intergroup attitudes positively (Crisp
and Turner, 2009). The literature of contact hypothesis well documented that intergroup
contact of any kind —direct or indirect— can reduce intergroup prejudice and improve
intergroup attitudes, intergroup relations. In the present study, intergroup contact is studied
as direct face-to-face contact in its three different dimensions —quantitative, qualitative, and
negative dimensions.

2.2.3. Direct Effects of Contact

Intergroup contact has long been one of the most effective strategies for improving
intergroup relations (Dovidio, Gaertner and Kawakami, 2003). The finding of a meta-
analysis that covers 515 contact studies revealed a negative relationship between contact and
prejudice (Pettigrew and Tropp, 2006). Generally, intergroup contact can improve intergroup
relations in most situations. However, in the context of intergroup conflict settings, the effect
of intergroup contact on improving intergroup relations can expect to be weaker than in the
context of peace. Amidst an intergroup conflict, even opportunity of intergroup encounter is
considerably limited due to segregation of the opposition groups’ members.

Similarly, in a post-conflict community, willingness to contact members of the former
enemy group may be low. Despite many challenges for researchers, it seems meaningful and
fruitful to conduct a contact study in a site either where an ongoing intergroup conflict is

currently present or where characterizes as a post-conflict society. When direct face-to-face
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contact is not available among members of the antagonistic groups, indirect contact extended
contact, or imagined contact are employed as an independent variable to predict prejudice
reduction or other positive outcomes of intergroup contact.

Northern Ireland is one of the typical post-conflict societies where many contact studies were
conducted. In general, intergroup conflict in Myanmar has recognized an on-going conflict
by people in a local and international community. However, that notion is superficial and
inaccurate because different stories of intergroup conflict exist in different places in
Myanmar. For instance, data in this study collected from three geographical regions with an
entirely different story and situations of intergroup conflict. Intergroup conflict in some
regions is currently active whereas that in another region is over and the local community
has already become a post-conflict community. Some contact studies done in Northern
Ireland are selected for comparison of contact effect on intergroup attitudes in different
situations, i.e., during the time of intergroup conflict and when intergroup conflict is resolved.
Each of the three research sites in the present study is resembled as the situation in Northern
Ireland during 1980s, during 2000s, and during 2010s. Therefore, three previous studies on
contact research done in Northern Ireland are selected for review. In the study published in
1985, research design is a longitudinal one. Children attending desegregated schools were
recruited and finding revealed that the effects of intergroup contact is long-lasting and
improves positive intergroup relations (Slavin, 1985). Correlation coefficient value is not
described, and intergroup contact is not separately measured as quality and quantity of
contact in that paper. In another Northern Ireland-based research paper published in 2006,
two studies were conducted —one aimed at investigating the predictors of intergroup contact,
and the other aimed at examining contact effects on forgiveness and some output variables.
The finding showed that intergroup contact significantly predicted intergroup forgiveness

(Catholics, » = .31, p < .001; Protestants, » = .34, p < .001) and was found to positively
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associate with attitudes toward denominational mixing in both groups (Hewstone, Voci,
Hamberger, and Niens, 2006). That study used archival data sets accumulated between 1989
and 1991 for data analysis. In another research paper based on Northern Ireland published
in 2017, the finding reported that higher quality contact predicted more positive intergroup
attitudes, trust, more positive perceptions of outgroup intentions in working toward peace,
and greater engagement in reconciliation efforts (Tropp, Hawi, O'Brien, Gheorghiu, Zetes,
and Butz, 2017).

2.2.4. Indirect Effects of Contact

A critic towards the contact hypothesis by the skeptics is that the contact hypothesis just
described intergroup contact as a powerful tool for prejudice reduction, and it did not explain
how contact reduces prejudice. In other words, the contact hypothesis did not reveal any
psychological mechanism that works between intergroup contact and prejudice reduction.
Some researchers investigated mechanism working in the process of contact-prejudice
reduction relations, and the role of mediators is found in the process in which contact reduces
prejudice. Intergroup contact is found to have both a direct and indirect effect on prejudice
and attitudes towards outgroup members. It was found that intergroup contact predicts
specific mediators such as intergroup anxiety (Greenland and Brown, 2000; Swart, Turner,
Hewstone and Voci, 2007; Hewstone, Christ and Voci, 2011; West, Pearson and Stern, 2014),
self-disclosure (Tam, Hewstone, Harwood, Voci and Kenworthy, 2006), stereotype (Miller,
Smith and Mackie, 2004; Pettigrew and Tropp, 2008), intergroup salience (Brown, Vivian
and Hewstone, 1999; Ensari and Miller, 2002; Voci and Hewstone, 2003; Pettigrew and
Tropp, 2006; Pettigrew and Tropp, 2008; Paolini, Harwood and Rubin, 2010), perspective
taking (Galinsky and Moskowitz, 2000; Vescio, Sechrist and Paolucci, 2003; Vescio,
Sechrist and Paolucci, 2003; Aberson and Haag, 2007; Todd and Burgmer, 2013; Shih,

Stotzer and Gutiérrez, 2013; Vorauer and Sasaki, 2014; Wang, Tai, Ku and Galinsky, 2014;
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Barth and Stiirmer, 2016), intergroup trust (Tropp, 2008; Turner, West and Christie, 2013;
Gundelach, 2014; McKeown and Psaltis, 2017; Rozich, Kenworthy, Voci and Hewstone,
2018), empathy (Vezzali, Hewstone, Capozza, Trifiletti and Di Bernardo, 2017), intergroup
threat (Stephan and Renfro, 2002; Riek, Mania and Gaertner, 2006), and the like directly,
and in turn, those mediators predicts intergroup prejudice, attitudes, evlauation, and any
outcomes of intergroup contact. Though intergroup contact effectively reduces prejudice,
negative attitudes, and negative outgroup evaluation of outgroup, the prejudice and negative
attitudes are not directly reduced by intergroup contact. Moreover, intergroup contact can
potentially increase negative outgroup attitudes and prejudice in some cases. Whether
intergroup contact reduces or increases prejudice depends on the mediators that operate
between intergroup contact and output variables. Accordingly, the role of mediators is as
vital as in the process of reducing intergroup prejudice through intergroup contact. Before
the role of mediators has not been investigated and recognized, the relationship between
intergroup contact and prejudice is somewhat confusing due to conflicting findings of
different studies. Once the mediation role of mediators is revealed by some contact studies,
contradicting effects of intergroup contact can be explained well. In this study, some
mediators of contact-evaluation relationship are included to be able to explain variations in
degrees and directions of the effect of intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation in

different contexts.

2.2.5. Mediation of Intergroup Anxiety on Direct Effect of Contact

Intergroup anxiety, social anxiety in intergroup contexts, stems mainly from the expectation
of negative consequences during contact with outgroup members (Stephan and Stephan,
1985). Intergroup anxiety results in avoidance of intergroup contact and can poison the
intergroup encounter (Wilder and Simon, 2001) and intergroup hostility (Plant and Devine,

2003). Intergroup anxiety negatively predicts future direct contact (Shook and Fazio, 2008).
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Intergroup anxiety was found to negatively associate with both direct contact (Islam and
Hewstone, 1993; Paolini et al., 2004; Voci and Hewstone, 2003) and imagined contact
(Turner, Crisp et al., 2007; West et al., 2011). In the present study, the role of anxiety in
intergroup contact is expected to prominent in the Myanmar context because of the
asymmetric intergroup relationship between minority and majority groups. While minority
group members are anxious about being the target of discrimination and prejudice from the
majority group, members of the majority group are worried to be accused of discrimination
by minority group members. A high level of intergroup anxiety is anticipated in both
minority and majority groups in national and local contexts. Moreover, a significant
mediation effect of intergroup anxiety on the relationship between intergroup contact and
negative outgroup evaluation is also anticipated in the present study.

2.2.6. Mediation of Intergroup Threat on Direct Effect of Contact

The original version of integrated threat theory (ITT) that was labeled as integrated threat
model of prejudice (Stephan and Stephan, 2000) proposes that four basic types of intergroup
threats —realistic threat, symbolic threat, intergroup anxiety, and negative stereotype— can
induce prejudice and eventually cause intergroup conflict. The revision of integrated threat
theory was named as intergroup threat theory (Stephan and Renfro, 2002; Stephan, Ybarra,
and Morrison, 2009) and the number of types of threat was reduced into two kinds —realistic
threat and symbolic threat— in two dimensions —individual and group dimension. Realistic
threat involves realistic (tangible) harm from the outgroup, and symbolic threat involves
value (intangible) damage to the ingroup. The realistic threat is perceived when the welfare
of one’s ingroup such as territory, political power, economic power, and any other kinds of
physical property is threatened by outgroup members. The symbolic threat is perceived when
one’s ingroup’s identity, values, beliefs, norms, the way of life are threatened by those of

outgroup members (Stephan, Ybarra and Rios Morrison, 2009). Integrated threat theory
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predicts prejudice through intergroup threat. (Morrison et al., 2009; Stephan et al., 2005).
Since ethnic groups in Myanmar have their languages that distinctly differ from each other
and different cultures that have developed on the background of different religions, the
symbolic threat is predicted to find significantly among ethnic groups in the intergroup
context.

Moreover, indigenous people living in ethnic minority dominant areas concern about their
livelihood and preservation of natural resources in their region due to internal migration of
majority Bamar from central region into their territory and massive projects such as
hydropower plant, timber production, and jade mining initiated by the national government
in their native land. In the side of national majority group members living in minority ethnic
dominant areas, their minority status in a local context may make them to perceive a high
level of symbolic threat from outgroup members. In the present study, two major types of
intergroup threat are measured to examine the indirect effect of intergroup contact through

intergroup threat on negative outgroup evaluation.

2.2.7. Conditional Direct Effects of Contact

In addition to the mediated effect of contact on prejudice reduction, moderated effect of
intergroup contact was studied by several studies (Tropp and Pettigrew, 2005; Dhont and
Van Hiel, 2011; Islam and Hewstone, 1993; Brown, Vivian and Hewstone, 1999). Group
status is commonly found as a moderator in contact studies, and its moderation effect is
significantly found in most studies. In the present study, group status is included as a
moderator variable. Since the distinction between majority and minority status in Myanmar
depends on context, a simple categorization of minority-majority group status is not directly
applicable. Accordingly, group status was asked in two contexts — national context and local

context.
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Moreover, target outgroup is anticipated to be a factor that causes significant differences in
the strength of the relationship between intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation
reduction. Participants’ experience of intergroup conflict in their residential region during
their lifetime is also considered to have a significant conditional effect on contact-evaluation
relationships. Therefore, along with national group status and local group status, target

outgroup includes a moderator in the present study.
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CHAPTER 3

Direct Effects of Intergroup Contact

3.1. Research Question

Do qualitative, quantitative, and negative dimensions of intergroup contact significantly
reduce negative outgroup evaluation in the Myanmar context?

In this chapter, the direct effects of qualitative, quantitative, and negative dimensions of
intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation will be investigated. Hypothesis 1 is to
examine the direct effects of three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative outgroup

evaluation.

3.2. Hypothesis

Hypothesis 1: Intergroup contact would significantly associate with outgroup evaluation.
(a) the qualitative intergroup contact would negatively associate with negative outgroup
evaluation.

(b) the quantitative intergroup contact would negatively associate with negative outgroup
evaluation.

(c) the negative intergroup contact would positively associate with negative outgroup
evaluation. 3.3. Method

3.3.1. Participants

To investigate direct effects of three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation, data set of the full sample was used in statistical analysis. The entire sample data

set includes 4,127 participants whose mean age is 18.96 years (within a range of 17 to 35



years) with a standard deviation of 1.65 years. The sample contains 2,743 females (66.5%
of the sample size) and 1,384 males (33.5% of the sample size). In terms of participant’s
reported ethnicity, 2,240 participants are ethnic majority Bamar (54.30%), 87 are ethnic
minority Chin (2.10%), 720 are ethnic minority Kachin (17.40%), 212 are ethnic minority
Karen (5.10%), 376 are ethnic minority Mon (9.1%), 37 are ethnic minority Rakhine (0.90%),
and 215 are ethnic minority Shan (5.20%) respectively. In minority-majority dichotomous
classification based on ethnicity, 1,887 participants belong to national minority groups
(45.70% of the sample size) while 2,240 belong to national majority group (54.30% of the
sample size). In minority-majority dichotomy based on perceived numerical superiority of
participants’ ingroup in their residential area, 1,023 participants belong to local minority
group (24.80% of the sample size) whereas 3,104 belong to local majority group (75.20% of
the sample size).

3.3.2. Materials

Qualitative intergroup contact, quantitative intergroup contact, negative intergroup contact,
and negative outgroup evaluation are measured by using psychometric measurements
described below.

Intergroup Contact Quality is measured by using 5-point Likert type General Intergroup
Contact Quality Scales (Islam and Hewstone, 1993). The inventory includes five question
items. Internal consistency reliability of General Intergroup Contact Quality Scales is good
(Cronbach's a = .80).

Intergroup Contact Quantity is measured by using 5-point Likert type General Intergroup
Contact Quantity Scales (Islam and Hewstone, 1993). The inventory includes five question
items. The internal consistency reliability of General Intergroup Contact Quantity Scales is

good (Cronbach's a = .80).
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Negative Intergroup Contact is measured by using 5-point Likert type Negative Experiences
Inventory (NEI) (Stephan et al., 2000) that comprises thirteen items. Internal consistency
reliability of Negative Experiences Inventory (NEI) is excellent (Cronbach's o = .92).
Negative Qutgroup Evaluation is measured by using 5-point Likert type General Evaluation
Scale (GES) developed by Wright et al. (1997). The scale includes six question items —three
items measure positive outgroup evaluation and the other three items measure negative
outgroup evaluation. Negative outgroup evaluation score is calculated by summing up the
direct scores of three items measuring negative outgroup evaluation and reversed scores of
three items measuring positive outgroup evaluation. Internal consistency reliability of
General Evaluation Scale (GES) is acceptable (Cronbach's a = .66).

3.3.3. Procedure

A cross-sectional, between-subject design is used for collecting quantitative data by using
survey questionnaire. IBM SPSS 23 and IBM AMOS Graphic 23 are used for statistical
analysis.

3.4. Data Analysis

3.4.1. Causal Model 1

To investigate direct effects of three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation, a structural equation model (Causal Model 1) is constructed as shown in Figure
3.1.

Before running the structural model, a zero-order bivariate correlation analysis was carried
out. Correlations coefficients and their significant levels are demonstrated along with basic
descriptive of the variables involved in Hypothesis 1 (see Table 3.1). Correlation between

the predictor variables and the output variable are significant at p < .01 level.
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Table 3.1. Zero-order Correlations among Variables and Descriptive of

Variables in Hypothesis 1

Variable 1 2 3 4
ICQL 1 5177 -.057" -.358™
ICQT 1 158" -.115™
NIC 1 396"
NOE 1

Scale Range 5-25 5-25 13-65 6-30
M 14.78 14.24 19.78 14.66
SD 3.73 3.97 7.97 3.62
n 4127 4127 4127 4127

Note. ** p < .01. ICQL = Intergroup contact quality, I[CQT = Intergroup
contact quantity, NIC = Negative intergroup contact, NOE = Negative

outgroup evaluation.
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Figure 3.1. Structural equation model (Causal Model 1) for testing Hypothesis 1 with
standardized regression coefficients of significant paths.

Note. *** p < .001. Model fit indices: ° (263, N = 4127) = 1531.31, ) /df = 5.82, p
<.001,NFI=.97,IF1=.97, TLI=.96, CFI=.97, RMSEA =.034, 95% CI[.033 —.036];
SRMR = .059. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-
normed fit index, CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of
approximation, SRMR = standardized root means square residual
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The model fit indices show that Causal Model 1 is good. Model fit indices for the model
shown in Figure 3.1. are: y° (263, N = 4127) = 1531.31, ) /df = 5.82, p < .001, NFI = .97,
IFT = .97, TLI = .96, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .034, 95% CI [.033 — .036]; SRMR = .059.
(incremental fit index (IFI) > .90 indicates good fit; Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) > .90
indicates good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit; comparative fit index
(CFI) > .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, <.05 indicates good
fit; standardized root means square residual (SRMR) < .10 indicates good fit.) In Causal
Model 1, direct causal paths are drawn between the predictors —qualitative intergroup contact,
quantitative intergroup contact, and negative intergroup contact— and the output variable —
negative outgroup evaluation. Covariation paths are drawn between contact quality and
quantity, between contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation, and between contact
quantity and negative outgroup evaluation.

In Causal Model 1, qualitative, quantitative, and negative dimensions of intergroup contact
are found to be reliable predictors of negative outgroup evaluation. The standardized beta
coefficient between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation is strong
and significant (f = -.70, p < .001), between intergroup contact quantity and negative
outgroup evaluation is significant but weak (f = .15, p < .001), and between negative
intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation is significant and strong (f = .50, p
<.001). Quality of intergroup contact predicts negative intergroup evaluation negatively
while the quantity of intergroup contact and the negative intergroup contact predict negative
outgroup evaluation positively. Seventy percent of the variance in negative outgroup
evaluation can be explained by Causal Model 1 (R? =.70). The quantity of intergroup contact
was found to significantly covary with the quality of intergroup contact (» = .57, p <.001)

and negative intergroup contact (» = .11, p <.001). This result supports Hypothesis 1.
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Intergroup contact would significantly associate with negative outgroup evaluation.
(a) the qualitative intergroup contact would negatively associate with negative
outgroup evaluation.
(b) the quantitative intergroup contact would negatively associate with negative
outgroup evaluation.
(c) the negative intergroup contact would positively associate with negative outgroup
evaluation.
Three dimensions of intergroup contact was found to significantly associate with negative
outgroup evaluation. Qualitative dimesion of intergroup contact was significantly found to
reduce negative outgroup evaluation. However, quantitative dimension of intergroup contact
was found to increase negative outgroup evaluation. Positive correlation between intergroup
cotnact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation showed the presence of conflictual
relationships among participants from different social groups.
In Causal Model 1, the effects of three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation are investigated in parallel. A strong and significant covariation
between qualitative and quantitative dimensions of intergroup contact means that these two
dimensions are closely related. Consiquently, an increase in intergroup contact quality is
anticipated when intergroup contact quantity goes up. Therefore, an alternative causal model
was drawn to include a serial combination between quantitative and qualitative dimensions

of intergroup contact.

3.4.2. Causal Model 2

An alternative model (Causal Model 2) in which quantitative dimension of intergroup
contact predicts both qualitative and negative dimension of intergroup contact, and, in turn,
those two dimensions of intergroup contact predict negative outgroup evaluation is
constructed as shown in Figure 3.2. Model fit indices show that Causal Model 2 has a good

fit.
28



Figure 3.2. An alternative model (Causal Model 2) for testing Hypothesis 1 with
standardized regression coefficients of significant paths.

Note. *** p < 001. Model fit indices: y° (264, N=4127) = 1596.45, y°/df = 6.05, p < .001,
NFI=.97, IFI = .97, TLI = .96, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .035, 95% CI [.033 —.037]; SRMR
=.065. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed fit index,
CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation, SRMR
= standardized root means square residual
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Model fit indices for the Model 2 are: y° (264, N = 4127) = 1596.45, y° /df = 6.05, p < .001,
NFI = .97, IF1 = .97, TLI = .96, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .035, 95% CI [.033 —.037]; SRMR
=.065. (incremental fit index (IFI) > .90 indicates good fit; Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) >.90
indicates good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit; comparative fit
index (CFI) > .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, < .05 indicates
good fit; standardized root means square residual (SRMR) < .10 indicates good fit).

In Causal Model 2, a direct causal path is drawn between intergroup contact quantity and
negative outgroup evaluation. Indirect paths between intergroup contact quantity and
negative outgroup evaluation are drawn through intergroup contact quality and negative
intergroup contact. In Causal Model 2, standardized direct effect of intergroup contact
quantity on negative outgroup evaluation (fdgirect = .11, p <.001) is significant. Standardized
indirect effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation through
intergroup contact quality (Bindirect-1 = Bquantity—quality X /5 quality—evaluation) 18 significant, f = -.35,
p <.001. Standardized indirect effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup
evaluation through negative intergroup contact (Sindirect-2 = Pquantity-negative X f3 negative—evaluation)
1s significant, f = .05, p <.001. Standardized total effect of intergroup contact quantity on
negative outgroup evaluation (Siotal = Bdirect T Sindirect-1 T Pindirect-2) 18 significant, f = -.19, p
<.001.

Chapter 3 aims at investigating direct effects of three dimensions of intergroup contact on
negative outgroup evaluation, a mediational model, Causal Model 2, is included to examine
the interaction (between predictor and mediators) effect or mediation effect of intergroup
contact quantity via intergroup contact quality and negative intergroup contact on negative

outgroup evaluation. Interaction effect of qualitative and quantitative dimensions of
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intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation is significant. Intergroup contact quantity
is a reliable predictor of intergroup contact quality.

3.5. Results and Discussion

A structural equation model includes measurement models measuring latent variables and a
path model between predictor and output variable. In predicting the causal relationship
between independent variable and the dependent variable, a unique benefit of using a
structural equation model rather than a multiple linear regression model is that beta
coefficient values generated by a structural equation model are more accurate and reliable
than those produced by a regression model. In a structural equation model, the measurement
errors of each factor, which are neglected in a regression model, are taken into consideration.
Model fit of both Causal Model 1 and Causal Model 2 is good. While Causal Model 1
examined the direct effect of three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation, Causal Model 2 examined both direct and indirect effect of intergroup contact
quantity (via qualitative and negative dimensions of intergroup contact) on negative
outgroup evaluation.

Direct effects (total effects) of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation
in Causal Model 1 and total effects of intergroup contact quantity in Causal Model 2 are
nearly the same in magnitude with opposite directions. While intergroup contact quantity
predicts negative outgroup evaluation positively in Causal Model 1, it predicts negative
outgroup evaluation negatively in Causal Model 2. In Causal Model 2, the effect of
intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluations is significantly mediated by
qualitative and negative dimensions of intergroup contact.

Though the results revealed by two models are contradicted, both results are meaningful and
can explain the effects of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation in

different situations.
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The result of Causal Model 1 shows that the intergroup contact quantity itself does not have
any benefit in reducing negative intergroup evaluation. It also points out an important fact
that intergroup contact quantity with low-quality can potentially increase mutual negative
outgroup evaluation among members of different social groups. The result of Causal Model
2 shows that intergroup contact quantity interacts with intergroup contact quality to reduce
negative outgroup evaluation significantly whereas it interacts with negative intergroup
contact to increase negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Even in such situations where
individuals experience both negative intergroup contact (with some outgroup members) and
high-quality intergroup contact (with other outgroup members) simultaneously, the quantity
of intergroup contact (with outgroup members in high-quality intergroup contact)
significantly can reduce negative outgroup evaluation.

By integrating data analysis outputs of two causal models, intergroup contact quality
(Hypothesis 1a), intergroup contact quantity (Hypothesis 1b), and negative intergroup
contact (Hypothesis 1c¢) are found to significantly associate with negative outgroup
evaluation, and thus, Hypothesis 1 is completely supported. Quality of intergroup contact is
essentially an intergroup contact that meets Allport’s recommended conditions. Therefore,
this finding is consistent with the prediction of Allport’s contact hypothesis and those
findings of existing studies.

A positive association between the quantitative dimension of intergroup contact and negative
outgroup evaluation may be due to the presence of intergroup conflict in the research sites.
In other words, a positive association between the quantitative dimension of intergroup
contact and negative outgroup evaluation indicates the existence of intergroup conflict in the
population from which we sampled at the time of conducting the research. Despite a positive
relationship between the quantity of intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation,

the quantity of intergroup contact should not necessarily be regarded as a potential source of
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intergroup conflict. In Causal Model 2, the quantitative dimension of intergroup contact was
found to significantly and strongly predict a good quality intergroup contact, which in turn,
predicts a decrease in negative outgroup evaluation. As shown in Causal Model 2, the
quantity of intergroup contact simultaneously predicts both negative intergroup contact and
quality of intergroup contact with different beta coefficient values. The strength of the
relationship between the quantitative dimension and the qualitative dimension of intergroup
contact is stronger than that of the relationship between quantitative and negative dimensions
of intergroup contact. Intergroup contact quality cannot occur without any quantitative
contact between members of different groups.

Whether intergroup contact quantity predicts intergroup poor or good intergroup contact
quality partly depends on an individual’s perceived intergroup conflict between one’s
ingroup and the outgroup to which one’s friends belong. Intergroup contact quantity predicts
(1) negative outgroup evaluation, which is found to be significantly reduced by intergroup
contact quality, and (2) intergroup contact quality. Accordingly, to improve intergroup
relation, members of different social groups should be provided a greater chance to establish
cross-group contact (quantitative dimension of intergroup contact), and at the same time, the
contact situations should be designed to meet Allport’s recommendations (qualitative

dimension of intergroup contact) and other additional conditions proposed by other scholars.
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CHAPTER 4

Indirect Effects of Intergroup Contact

4.1. Research Question

Do intergroup anxiety, realistic and symbolic intergroup threat significantly mediate the
effect of intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation in Myanmar context?

4.2. Hypothesis

Hypothesis 2: Relationship between the qualitative dimension of intergroup contact and
negative outgroup evaluation would be mediated by (a) intergroup anxiety, (b) realistic
intergroup threat, and (c) symbolic intergroup threat.

Hypothesis 3: Relationship between the quantitative dimension of intergroup contact and
negative outgroup evaluation would be mediated by (a) intergroup anxiety, (b) realistic
intergroup threat, and (c) symbolic intergroup threat.

Hypothesis 4: Relationship between the negative dimension of intergroup contact and
negative outgroup evaluation would be mediated by (a) intergroup anxiety, (b) realistic
intergroup threat, and (c) symbolic intergroup threat.

4.3. Method

4.3.1. Participants

Participants’ information are the same across all chapters in the present study.

4.3.2. Materials
To measure qualitative intergroup contact, quantitative intergroup contact, negative
intergroup contact, negative outgroup evaluation, intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup

threat, and symbolic intergroup threat, General Intergroup Contact Quality Scales, General



Intergroup Contact Quantity Scales, Negative Experiences Inventory, General Evaluation
Scale, Intergroup Anxiety Scale, Realistic Intergroup Threat Scales, and Symbolic
Intergroup Threat Scales are used. Psychometric properties of measurement tools are
described below.

Intergroup Anxiety is measured by using 5-point Likert type Intergroup Anxiety Scale (IAS)
developed by Stephan and Stephan (1985) and modified by Paolini et al. (2004). That scale
includes six items —three items measure the construct in a straightforward direction, and the
other three items measure in reverse direction. Intergroup anxiety score is obtained by
summing up the direct scores of three items measuring the intergroup anxiety and reversed
scores of three items measuring the construct in a reversed direction. Internal consistency
reliability of the Intergroup Anxiety Scale is acceptable (Cronbach's o = .65).

Realistic Intergroup Threat is measured by using 5-point Likert type Realistic Intergroup
Threat Scales (Stephan and Stephan, 1996; 2000). That scale comprises eight items. Internal
consistency reliability of Realistic Intergroup Threat Scales is good (Cronbach's a = .86).
Symbolic Intergroup Threat is measured by using 5-point Likert type Symbolic Intergroup
Threat Scales (Stephan and Stephan, 1996, 2000) that includes nine question items. Internal
consistency reliability of Symbolic Intergroup Threat Scales is acceptable (Cronbach's o
=.76).

4.3.3. Procedure

Research procedure is the same across all chapters in the present study.

4.4. Data Analysis

4.4.1. Mediation Model 1

To investigate mediated effects of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup
evaluation via intergroup anxiety, a structural equation model is constructed as shown in

Figure 4.1. Before running the structural model, a zero-order bivariate correlational analysis
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is operated, and correlation coefficient values and their significant levels are described along
with basic descriptive of variables involved in Hypothesis 2a (see Table 4.1). Correlation

between predictor variables and output variable are significant at p < .01 level.

Table 4.1. Zero-order Correlations among Variables and

Descriptive of Variables in Hypothesis 2a

Variable 1 2 3
ICQL 1 -421™ 358"
IA 1 618"
NOE 1
Scale Range 5-25 6-30 6-30
M 14.78 15.59 14.66
SD 3.73 3.80 3.62
N 4127 4127 4127

Note. ** p < .01. ICQL = Intergroup contact quality, IA =

Intergroup anxiety, NOE = Negative outgroup evaluation.
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Figure 4.1. Structural equation model (Mediation Model 1) for testing Hypothesis 2a
with standardized regression coefficients of significant paths.

Note. *** p < 001. Model fit indices: y* (79, N = 4127) = 1826.03, ° /df = 23.11, p
<.001,NFI=.91, IFI=.92, TLI= .87, CF1=.92, RMSEA = .073, 95% CI [.070 — .076];
SRMR = .079. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-
normed fit index, CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of
approximation, SRMR = standardized root means square residual.

37



Model fit indices for Mediation Model 1 are: y° (79, N = 4127) = 1826.03, 5’ /df = 23.11, p
<.001, NFI =91, IFI = .92, TLI = .87, CFI = .92, RMSEA = .073, 95% CI [.070 — .076];
SRMR = .079. (incremental fit index (IFI) > .90 indicates good fit; Tucker-Lewis index
(TLI) > .90 indicates good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit;
comparative fit index (CFI) > .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, <.05
indicates good fit; standardized root means square residual (SRMR) <.10 indicates good fit).
In Mediation Model 1, a direct causal path is drawn between intergroup contact quality
(predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output). An indirect causal path between
intergroup contact quality (predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output) is drawn
through intergroup anxiety (mediator).

In Mediation Model 1, standardized direct effect of intergroup contact quality on negative
outgroup evaluation is not significant, Sdirect = -.05, p > .05. Standardized indirect effect of
intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation through intergroup anxiety
(Pindirect = Pquality-anxiety X [ anxiety-evaluation) 18 significant, Sindirect = -.64, p < .001. Since direct
effect is not significant and indirect effect is significant, effects of intergroup contact quality
on negative outgroup evaluation is fully mediated by intergroup anxiety. Standardized total
effect of intergroup contact quality is same as indirect effect of intergroup contact quality on
negative outgroup evaluation (Biotal = Bdirect T Pindirect; Pairect = 0). Thus, result of Mediation
Model 1 supported Hypothesis 2a.

4.4.2. Mediation Model 2

To investigate mediated effect of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation
via realistic intergroup threat, a structural equation model is constructed as shown in Figure
4.2. Before running the structural model, a zero-order bivariate correlation analysis is

operated, and correlation coefficient values and their significant levels are demonstrated
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along with basic descriptive of variables involved in Hypothesis 2b (see Table 4.2). The

correlation between predictor variables and output variable is significant at p <.01 level.

Table 4.2. Zero-order Correlations among Variables and

Descriptive of Variables in Hypothesis 2b

Variable 1 2 3
ICQL 1 127 358"
RIT 1 379"
NOE 1
Scale Range 5-25 8-40 6-30
M 14.78 22.09 14.66
SD 3.73 3.84 3.62
N 4127 4127 4127

Note. ** p < .01. ICQL = Intergroup contact quality, RIT =
Realistic intergroup threat, NOE = Negative outgroup

evaluation.
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Figure 4.2. Structural equation model (Mediation Model 2) for testing Hypothesis 2b
with standardized regression coefficients of significant paths.

Note. *** p < 001. Model fit indices: y° (102, N=4127) =853.18, °/df=8.37, p < .001,
NFI=.97,1F1=.97, TLI=.95, CF1=.97, RMSEA =.042, 95% CI [.040 — .045]; SRMR
=.060. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed fit
index, CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA =root mean square error of approximation,
SRMR = standardized root means square residual
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Model fit indices of Mediation Model 2 are: y° (102, N = 4127) = 853.18, y°/df = 8.37, p
<.001, NFI=.97, IFI = .97, TLI = .95, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .042, 95% CI [.040 — .045];
SRMR = .060. (incremental fit index (IFI) > .90 indicates good fit; Tucker-Lewis index
(TLI) > .90 indicates good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit;
comparative fit index (CFI) > .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, < .05
indicates good fit; standardized root means square residual (SRMR) <.10 indicates good fit).
In Mediation Model 2, a direct causal path is drawn between intergroup contact quality
(predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output). An indirect causal path between
intergroup contact quality (predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output) is drawn
through realistic intergroup threat (mediator).

In Mediation Model 2, standardized direct effect of intergroup contact quality on negative
outgroup evaluation is significant, Sdirect = -.66, p < .001. Intergroup contact quality predicts
negative a decrease in outgroup evaluation significantly. Standardized indirect effect of
intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation through realistic intergroup threat
(Pindirect = Pquality-realistic X /B realistic—evaluation) 18 significant, Sindirect = -.10, p < .001. Interaction
effect of intergroup contact quality and realistic intergroup threat predict a decrease in
negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Since both direct and indirect effect of intergroup
contact quality are significant, the effects of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup
evaluation is partially mediated by realistic intergroup threat. Standardized total effect of
intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation (ot = -.76, p < .001) is
summation of direct and indirect effect (Biotal = Pdirect T Pindirect). The result of Mediation

Model 2 supported Hypothesis 2b.
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4.4.3. Mediational Model 3

To investigate mediated effect of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation
via symbolic intergroup threat, a structural equation model is constructed as shown in Figure
4.3. Before running the structural model, a zero-order bivariate correlation analysis is
operated, and correlation coefficient values and their significant levels are described along
with basic descriptive of variables involved in Hypothesis 2c (see Table 4.3). The correlation

between predictor variables and the output variable are significant at p < .01 level.

Table 4.3. Zero-order Correlations among Variables and

Descriptive of Variables in Hypothesis 2c

Variable 1 2 3
ICQL 1 -127 358"
SIT 1 4147
NOE 1
Scale Range 5-25 9-45 6-30
M 14.78 25.99 14.66
SD 3.73 5.36 3.62
N 4127 4127 4127

Note. ** p < .01. ICQL = Intergroup contact quality, SIT =
Symbolic intergroup threat, NOE = Negative outgroup

evaluation.
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Figure 4.3. Structural equation model (Mediation Model 3) for testing Hypothesis 2¢ with
standardized regression coefficients of significant paths.

Note. *** p < 001. Model fit indices: y° (109, N = 4127) = 802.47, y° /df = 7.36, p < .001,
NFI = .96, IFI = .97, TLI = .94, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .039, 95% CI [.037 — .042]; SRMR
=.048. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed fit index,
CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation, SRMR =
standardized root means square residual.
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Model fit indices of Mediation Model 3 are: ° (102, N = 4127) = 853.18, y°/df = 8.37, p
<.001, NFI=.97, IFI = .97, TLI = .95, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .042, 95% CI [.040 — .045];
SRMR = .060. (incremental fit index (IFI) > .90 indicates good fit; Tucker-Lewis index
(TLI) > .90 indicates good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit;
comparative fit index (CFI) > .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, <.05
indicates good fit; standardized root means square residual (SRMR) <.10 indicates good fit).
In Mediation Model 3, a direct causal path is drawn between intergroup contact quality
(predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output). An indirect causal path between
intergroup contact quality (predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output) is drawn
through symbolic intergroup threat (mediator).

In Mediation Model 3, standardized direct effect of intergroup contact quality on negative
outgroup evaluation is significant, Sdirect = -.63, p < .001. Intergroup contact quality predicts
a decrease in negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Standardized indirect effect of
intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation through symbolic intergroup
threat (Bindirect = Pquality—symbolic X J symbolic—evaluation) 18 significant, Bindirect = -.14, p < .001.
Interaction effect of intergroup contact quality and symbolic intergroup threat predicts a
decrease in negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Since both direct and indirect effect
of intergroup contact quality is significant, effect of intergroup contact quality on negative
outgroup evaluation is partially mediated by symbolic intergroup threat. Standardized total
effect of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation (St = -.77, p < .001)
1s summation of direct and indirect effect (Siotal = Pdirect T Pindirect). The result of Mediation

Model 3 supported Hypothesis 2c.
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4.4.4. Mediation Model 4

To investigate mediated effect of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation
via intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat
simultaneously a structural equation model (Mediation Model 4) is constructed as shown in
Figure 4.4. Before running the structural model, a zero-order bivariate correlation analysis
is operated, and correlation coefficient values and their significant levels are described along
with basic descriptive of the variables involved in this model (see Table 4.4). The correlation

between predictor variables and output variable are significant at p < .01 level.

Table 4.4. Zero-order Correlations among Variables and Descriptive of

Variables in Parallel Mediation Model

Variable 1 2 3 4
ICQL 1 -421™ 127 -.178"
IA 1 390" 453"
RIT 1 556"
SIT 1
Scale Range 5-25 6-30 8-40 9-45
M 14.78 15.59 22.09 25.99
SD 3.73 3.80 3.84 5.36
n 4127 4127 4127 4127

Note. ** p < .01. ICQL = Intergroup contact quality, IA = Intergroup
anxiety, RIT = Realistic intergroup threat, SIT = Symbolic intergroup
threat.
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Figure 4.4. Structural equation model (Mediation Model 4) depicting mediation of
intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat on the
relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation. Squared
multiple correlations of endogenous factors (mediators and output variables) and
standardized regression coefficients of significant paths are described. Note. *** p < .001.
Model fit indices: y° (421, N=4127) = 3377.50, )°/df = 8.02, p <.001, NFI = .93, IF1 = .94,
TLI= .91, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .041, 95% CI [.040 — .043], SRMR = .063.

IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed fit index, CFI =
comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation, SRMR =
standardized root means square residual
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Model fit indices of Mediation Model 4 are: y° (421, N = 4127) = 3377.50, °/df = 8.02, p
<.001, NFI = .93, IFI = .94, TLI = .91, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .041, 95% CI [.040 — .043],
SRMR = .063. (incremental fit index (IFI) > .90 indicates good fit; Tucker-Lewis index
(TLID) > .90 indicates good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit;
comparative fit index (CFI) > .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, <.05
indicates good fit; standardized root means square residual (SRMR) <.10 indicates good fit).
In Mediation Model 4, a direct causal path is drawn between intergroup contact quality
(predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output). Indirect causal paths between
intergroup contact quality (predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output) are drawn
through intergroup anxiety (mediator 1), realistic intergroup threat (mediator 2), and
symbolic intergroup threat (mediator 3) in parallel combination. This model is a parallel
mediational model.

In Mediation Model 4, standardized direct effect of intergroup contact quality on negative
outgroup evaluation is significant, Sdirect = -.23, p < .001. Intergroup contact quality predicts
a decrease in negative outgroup evaluation. Standardized indirect effect of intergroup contact
quality on negative outgroup evaluation through intergroup anxiety (Bindirect-1 = Bquality—anxiety
X [ anxiety-evaluation) 18 significant, f = -.42, p <.001. Standardized indirect effect of intergroup
contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation through realistic intergroup threat (Sindirect-2
= Pquality—realistic X /3 realistic—evaluation) 1 significant, f=-.03, p <.001. Standardized indirect effect
of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation through symbolic intergroup
threat (Bindirect-3 = Pquality-symbolic X [ symbolic—evaluation) 18 significant, f = -.05, p < .001. Since
both direct and indirect effects of contact quality are significant, the effect of intergroup
contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation is partially mediated by three mediators.

Standardized total effect of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation (Siotal
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=-.73, p <.001) is summation of direct and indirect effect (Brotal = Bdirect T Pindirect-1 + Sindirect-2
+ Pindirect-3). The result of Mediation Model 4 supported Hypothesis 2.

4.4.4.1. Model Comparison

Model fit indices of Mediation Model 1, 2, 3, and 4 show that these models have a good fit.
Model 1, 2, and 3 separately examined mediated effect of intergroup contact quality on
negative outgroup evaluation through intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and
symbolic intergroup threat, respectively. Model 4 examined mediated effect of intergroup
contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation through three mediators (used in Mediation
Model 1, 2, and 3) combining in parallel.

In Mediation Model 1, intergroup contact quality predicts negative outgroup evaluation
through intergroup anxiety. No direct effect of intergroup contact quality on negative
outgroup evaluation is found and total effect of intergroup contact quality is same as indirect
effect (mediated by intergroup anxiety) of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup
evaluation.

In Mediation Model 2, intergroup contact quality predicts negative outgroup evaluation
through realistic intergroup threat. Effect of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup
evaluation is mediated by realistic intergroup threat, total effect of intergroup contact quality
is equal to summation of direct and indirect effect of intergroup contact quality on negative
outgroup evaluation.

In Mediation Model 3, intergroup contact quality predicts negative outgroup evaluation
through symbolic intergroup threat. Effect of intergroup contact quality is partially mediated
by symbolic intergroup threat, and total effect of intergroup contact quality is summation of
direct and indirect effect of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation.

In Mediation Model 4, intergroup contact quality predicts negative outgroup evaluation

through three parallel mediators simultaneously. Effect of intergroup contact quality is
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partially mediated by three mediators, and total effect of intergroup contact quality is equal
to summation of direct and three indirect effects of intergroup contact quality on negative
outgroup evaluation.

Results of all models show that each mediator was found to independently mediate effect of
intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Moreover, these
three mediators simultaneously mediate effect of intergroup contact quality on negative
outgroup evaluation in parallel combination pattern. Thus, intergroup anxiety, realistic
intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat are found to mediate effect of intergroup
contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation. By interacting with predictor (intergroup
contact quality), each of the three mediators predicts a significant reduction in negative
outgroup evaluation. Relative percent of each mediational model in explaining of variance
in negative outgroup evaluation is shown in Table 4.4.1. Parallel mediation model was found
to be able to explain variance in negative outgroup evaluation much more than three other

single-mediator models.
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Table 4.4.1. Comparison of Direct, Indirect, and Total Effect of Four Mediation Models Predicting Negative Outgroup Evaluation by Intergroup

Contact Quality
Mediation . . . _ o
Model Predictor Mediator Direct Effect (8)  Indirect Effect (8)  Total Effect (8) R’  Mediation Style

ode

1 Contact Quality Intergroup Anxiety .00 ns -.64 Fx* -.64 Fx* 81 Full

2 Contact Quality Realistic Threat -.66 Fx* - 10 *** .76 Fx* 81 Partial

3 Contact Quality Symbolic Threat -.63 ek -.14 =TT eEE .84 Partial

4 Contact Quality Three Mediators .23 -.50 F** =73 FHE 95 Partial

Note: ns = not significant, *** p < .001.
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4.4.5. Mediation Model 5

To investigate mediated effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup
evaluation via intergroup anxiety, a structural equation model is constructed as shown in
Figure 4.5. Before running the structural model, a zero-order bivariate correlation analysis
was operated, and correlation coefficient values and their significant levels are demonstrated
along with basic descriptive of variables involved in Hypothesis 3a (see Table 4.5).
Correlation between the predictor variables and the output variable is significant at p < .01

level.

Table 4.5. Zero-order Correlations among Variables and

Descriptive of Variables in Hypothesis 3a

Variable 1 2 3
ICQT 1 -.149™ -115™
IA 1 618"
NOE 1
Scale Range 5-25 6-30 6-30
M 14.24 15.59 14.66
SD 3.97 3.80 3.62
N 4127 4127 4127

Note. ** p < .01. ICQT = Intergroup contact quantity, [A =

Intergroup anxiety, NOE = Negative outgroup evaluation.
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Figure 4.5. Structural equation model (Mediation Model 5) for testing Hypothesis 3a
with standardized regression coefficients of significant paths.

Note. *** p < .001. Model fit indices: y° (79, N = 4127) = 1898.60, x° /df = 24.03, p
<.001, NFI=.91,IFI=.92, TLI= .86, CFI=.92, RMSEA =.075, 95% CI[.072 —.078];
SRMR = .087. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-
normed fit index, CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of
approximation, SRMR = standardized root means square residual
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Model fit indices of Mediation Model 5 are: ¥ (79, N = 4127) = 1898.60, y° /df = 24.03, p
<.001, NFI = 91, IFI = .92, TLI = .86, CFI = .92, RMSEA = .075, 95% CI [.072 — .078];
SRMR =.087. (incremental fit index (IFT) > .90 indicates good fit; Tucker-Lewis index (TLI)
> .90 indicates good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit; comparative fit
index (CFI) > .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, < .05 indicates good
fit; standardized root means square residual (SRMR) < .10 indicates good fit).

In Mediation Model 5, a direct causal path is drawn between intergroup contact quantity
(predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output). An indirect causal path between
intergroup contact quantity (predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output) is drawn
through intergroup anxiety (mediator).

In Mediation Model 5, standardized direct effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative
outgroup evaluation is not significant, Sdirect = -.01, p > .05. Intergroup contact quantity did
not predict negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Standardized indirect effect of contact
quantity on negative outgroup evaluation through intergroup anxiety (Sindirect = Squantity—anxiety
X [ anxiety-evaluation) 18 significant, Sindirect = -.15, p < .001. Interaction effect of intergroup
contact quantity and intergroup anxiety negatively predicts negative outgroup evaluation
significantly. Direct effect is not significant and indirect effect of contact quantity on
negative outgroup evaluation is significant. Effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative
outgroup evaluation is fully mediated by intergroup anxiety. Standardized total effect of
intergroup contact quantity, St = -.15, p < .05, is same as indirect effect (Srotal = Sdirect +

Pindirect; Pdirect = 0). Thus, result of Mediation Model 5 supported Hypothesis 3a.

4.4.6. Mediation Model 6
To investigate mediated effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup

evaluation via realistic intergroup threat, a structural equation model is constructed as shown
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in Figure 4.6. Before running the structural model, a zero-order bivariate correlation analysis
was operated, and correlation coefficient values and their significant levels are demonstrated
along with basic descriptive of variables involved in Hypothesis 3b (see Table 4.6).

Correlation between predictor variables and output variable are significant at p <.01 level.

Table 4.6. Zero-order Correlations among Variables and

Descriptive of Variables in Hypothesis 3b

Variable 1 2 3
ICQT 1 089" - 115"
RIT 1 379%
NOE 1
Scale Range 5-25 8-40 6-30
M 14.24 22.09 14.66
SD 3.97 3.84 3.62
N 4127 4127 4127

Note. ** p < .01. ICQT = Intergroup contact quantity, RIT
= Realistic intergroup threat, NOE = Negative outgroup

evaluation.
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Figure 4.6. Structural equation model (Mediation Model 6) for testing Hypothesis 3b with
standardized regression coefficients of significant paths.

Note. *** p <.001. Model fit indices: y° (102, N=4127) = 682.80, °/df=6.70, p < .001,
NFI=.97, IFI=.98, TLI =.96, CF1 = .98, RMSEA =.037, 95% CI [.035 —.040]; SRMR
= .049. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed fit
index, CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation,
SRMR = standardized root means square residual.
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Model fit indices of Mediation Model 6 are: ° (102, N = 4127) = 682.80, »° /df = 6.70, p
<.001, NFI = .97, IFI = .98, TLI = .96, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .037, 95% CI [.035 — .040];
SRMR =.049. (incremental fit index (IFT) > .90 indicates good fit; Tucker-Lewis index (TLI)
> .90 indicates good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit; comparative fit
index (CFI) > .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, < .05 indicates good
fit; standardized root means square residual (SRMR) < .10 indicates good fit).

In Mediation Model 6, a direct causal path is drawn between intergroup contact quantity
(predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output). An indirect causal path between
intergroup contact quantity (predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output) is drawn
through realistic intergroup threat (mediator).

In Mediation Model 6, standardized direct effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative
outgroup evaluation is significant, Sairect = .10, p <.001. Intergroup contact quantity predicts
an increase in negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Standardized indirect effect of
contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation through realistic intergroup threat (Sindirect
= Pquantity-realistic X Prealistic—evaluation) 18 significant, Bindirect = .06, p < .001. Interaction effect of
intergroup contact quantity and realistic intergroup threat predicts an increase in negative
outgroup evaluation significantly. Direct and indirect effects of intergroup contact quantity
on negative outgroup evaluation are significant. Effect of intergroup contact quantity on
negative outgroup evaluation is partially mediated by realistic intergroup threat.
Standardized total effect of intergroup contact quantity, Sl = .16, p < .001, is equal to
summation of direct and indirect effect (Srotal = Bdirect + Pindirect). Thus, result of Mediation

Model 6 supported Hypothesis 3b.
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4.4.7. Mediation Model 7

To investigate mediated effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup
evaluation via symbolic intergroup threat, a structural equation model is constructed as
shown in Figure 4.7. Before running the structural model, a zero-order bivariate correlation
analysis was operated, and correlation coefficient values and their significant levels are
demonstrated along with basic descriptive of variables involved in Hypothesis 3¢ (see Table
4.7). Correlation between predictor variables and output variable are significant at p < .01

level.

Table 4.7. Zero-order Correlations among Variables and

Descriptive of Variables in Hypothesis 3¢

Variable 1 2 3
ICQT 1 .008 - 115"
SIT 1 4147
NOE 1
Scale Range 5-25 9-45 6-30
M 14.24 25.99 14.66
SD 3.97 5.36 3.62
N 4127 4127 4127

Note. ** p < .01. ICQT = Intergroup contact quantity, SIT
= Symbolic intergroup threat, NOE = Negative outgroup

evaluation.
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Figure 4.7. Structural equation model (Mediation Model 7) for testing Hypothesis 3c
with standardized regression coefficients of significant paths.

Note. *** p < .001. Model fit indices: ° (101, N=4127)=661.13, °/df=6.07, p < .001,
NFI=.97,IFI=.97, TLI= .95, CFI1=.97, RMSEA = .035, 95% CI[.032 —.038]; SRMR
= .043. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed fit
index, CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation,
SRMR = standardized root means square residual.
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Model fit indices of Mediation Model 7 are: > (101, N = 4127) = 661.13, »°/df = 6.07, p
<.001, NFI=.97, IFI = .97, TLI = .95, CF1 = .97, RMSEA = .035, 95% CI [.032 —.038];
SRMR =.043. (incremental fit index (IFI) > .90 indicates good fit; Tucker-Lewis index (TLI)
> .90 indicates good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit; comparative fit
index (CFI) > .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, <.05 indicates good
fit; standardized root means square residual (SRMR) < .10 indicates good fit).

In Mediation Model 7, a direct causal path is drawn between intergroup contact quantity
(predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output). An indirect causal path between
intergroup contact quantity (predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output) is drawn
through symbolic intergroup threat (mediator).

In Mediation Model 7, standardized direct effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative
outgroup evaluation is significant, Bairect = .05, p <.001. Intergroup contact quantity predicts
an increase in negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Standardized indirect effect of
intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation through symbolic intergroup
threat (Bindirect = Baquantity-symbolic X Ssymbolic—evaluation) 15 significant, Bindirect = .02, p < .001.
Interaction effect of intergroup contact quantity and symbolic intergroup threat predicts an
increase in negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Direct and indirect effects of
intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation are significant. Effect of
intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation is partially mediated by
symbolic intergroup threat. Standardized total effect of intergroup contact quantity, Siotal
=.07, p <.001, is equal to summation of direct and indirect effect (Srotal = Pdirect T Pindirect)-

Thus, result of Mediation Model 7 supported Hypothesis 3c.
4.4.8. Mediation Model 8

To investigate mediated effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup
evaluation via intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat
simultaneously, a structural equation model (Mediation Model 8) is constructed as shown in
Figure 4.8. Before running the structural model, a zero-order bivariate correlation analysis
was operated, and correlation coefficient values and their significant levels are demonstrated
along with basic descriptive of variables involved in this model (see Table 4.8). Correlation

between predictor variables and output variable are significant at p < .01 level.
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Table 4.8. Zero-order Correlations among Variables and Descriptive of

Variables in Parallel Mediation Model

Variable 1 2 3 4
ICQT 1 -.149™ .089™ .008
IA 1 390" 453"
RIT 1 556"
SIT 1
Scale Range 5-25 6-30 8-40 9-45
M 14.24 15.59 22.09 25.99
SD 3.97 3.80 3.84 5.36
n 4127 4127 4127 4127

Note. ** p < .01. ICQT = Intergroup contact quantity, IA = Intergroup
anxiety, RIT = Realistic intergroup threat, SIT = Symbolic intergroup
threat.
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Figure 4.8. Structural equation model (Mediation Model 8) depicting mediation of
intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat in the
relationships between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation. Squared
multiple correlation of endogenous factors (mediators and output variables) and standardized
regression coefficients of the significant paths are described.

Note. *** p < 001. Model fit indices: y° (421, N = 4127) = 3377.50, ) /df = 8.02, p < .001,
NFI = .93, IFI = .94, TLI = .91, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .041, 95% CI [.040 — .043], SRMR
=.063. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed fit index,
CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation, SRMR =
standardized root means square residual.
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Model fit indices of Mediation Model 8 are: y° (421, N = 4127) = 3377.50, y°/df = 8.02, p
<.001, NFI = .93, IFI = .94, TLI = .91, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .041, 95% CI [.040 — .043],
SRMR =.063. (incremental fit index (IFT) > .90 indicates good fit; Tucker-Lewis index (TLI)
> .90 indicates good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit; comparative fit
index (CFI) > .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, < .05 indicates good
fit; standardized root means square residual (SRMR) < .10 indicates good fit).

In Mediation Model 8, a direct causal path is drawn between intergroup contact quantity
(predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output). Indirect causal paths between
intergroup contact quantity (predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output) are drawn
through intergroup anxiety (mediator 1), realistic intergroup threat (mediator 2), and
symbolic intergroup threat (mediator 3) in parallel combination. This model is a parallel
mediation model.

In Mediation Model 8, standardized direct effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative
outgroup evaluation is significant, Sdirect = -.05, p < .01. Intergroup contact quantity predicts
a decrease in negative outgroup evaluation. Standardized indirect effect of intergroup contact
quantity on negative outgroup evaluation through intergroup anxiety (Sindirect-1 = Squantity—anxiety
X [ anxiety-evaluation) 18 significant, f = -.05, p <.01. Standardized indirect effect of intergroup
contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation through realistic intergroup threat (Sindirect-
2 = Bquantity —realistic X Brealistic—evaluation) 18 not significant, # = .00, p > .05. Standardized indirect
effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation through symbolic
intergroup threat (Bindirect-3 = Pquantity —symbolic X Psymbolic—evaluation) 1S not significant, f = .00, p
> .05. Both direct and indirect effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup
evaluation through intergroup anxiety are significant, effect of intergroup contact quantity

on negative outgroup evaluation is partially mediated by intergroup anxiety. Standardized
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total effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation (Siotal = -.10, p
<.01) is equal to summation of the direct and indirect effects (Siotal = Sdirect T Sindirect-1+ Pindirect-
2 + Pindirect-3). Result of Mediation Model 8 supported Hypothesis 3.

4.4.8.1. Model Comparison

Model fit indices of Mediation Model 5, 6, 7, and 8 show that these models have a good fit.
Model 5, 6, and 7 separately examined mediated effect of intergroup contact quantity on
negative outgroup evaluation through intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and
symbolic intergroup threat, respectively. Model 8 examined mediated effect of intergroup
contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation through three mediators combining in
parallel.

In Mediation Model 5, intergroup contact quantity predicts negative outgroup evaluation
through intergroup anxiety. Effect of intergroup contact quality is fully mediated by
intergroup anxiety, and total effect of intergroup contact quantity is same as the indirect
effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation.

In Mediation Model 6, intergroup contact quantity predicts negative outgroup evaluation
through realistic intergroup threat. Effect of intergroup contact quantity is partially mediated
by realistic intergroup threat, and total effect of intergroup contact quantity is equal to
summation of direct and indirect effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup
evaluation.

In Mediation Model 7, intergroup contact quantity predicts negative outgroup evaluation
through symbolic intergroup threat. Effect of intergroup contact quantity is partially
mediated by symbolic intergroup threat, and total effect of intergroup contact quantity is
equal to summation of direct and indirect effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative

outgroup evaluation.
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In Mediation Model 8, intergroup contact quantity predicts negative outgroup evaluation
through three parallel mediators simultaneously. Effect of intergroup contact quantity is
partially mediated by intergroup anxiety (realistic and symbolic intergroup threat did not
interact with intergroup contact quantity in Model 8), and total effect of intergroup contact
quantity is equal to summation of direct and indirect effect of intergroup contact quantity on
negative outgroup evaluation.

Results of all models show that each mediator independently mediates effect of intergroup
contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation significantly. However, except intergroup
anxiety, two other mediators did not mediate effect of intergroup contact quantity on
negative outgroup evaluation in parallel combination pattern. With an exception of result of
Mediation Model 8, intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup
threat are reliable mediators that mediate effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative
outgroup evaluation. By interacting with predictor (intergroup contact quantity) each
mediator significantly predicts a decrease in negative outgroup evaluation. Relative percent
of each mediational model in explaining of variance in negative outgroup evaluation is

shown in Table 4.8.1.
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Table 4.8.1. Comparison of Direct, Indirect, and Total Effect of Four Mediation Models Predicting Negative Outgroup Evaluation by Intergroup

Contact Quantity
Mediation . . . _ o
Model Predictor Mediator Direct Effect (8)  Indirect Effect () Total Effect () R’  Mediation Style

ode

5 Contact Quantity  Intergroup Anxiety .00 ns - 15 Fxx - 15 Fxx .97 Full

6 Contact Quantity  Realistic Threat 10 *E* 06 *** 16 Fx* 45 Partial

7 Contact Quantity =~ Symbolic Threat Q5 E QT ok 06 *** .56 Partial

8 Contact Quantity ~ Three Mediators -.05 ** -.05 ** -.10 ** 97 Partial

Note: ns = not significant, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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4.4.9. Mediation Model 9

To investigate mediated effect of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation via intergroup anxiety, a structural equation model is constructed as shown in
Figure 4.9. Before running the structural model, a zero-order bivariate correlation analysis
was operated, and correlation coefficient values and their significant levels are demonstrated
along with basic descriptive of variables involved in Hypothesis 4a (see Table 4.9).

Correlation between predictor variables and output variable are significant at p < .01 level.

Table 4.9. Zero-order Correlations among Variables and

Descriptive of Variables in Hypothesis 4a

Variable 1 2 3
NIC 1 415" 396"
IA 1 618"
NOE 1
Scale Range 5-65 6-30 6-30
M 19.78 15.59 14.66
SD 7.97 3.80 3.62
N 4127 4127 4127

Note. ** p < .01. NIC = Negative intergroup contact, [A =

Intergroup anxiety, NOE = Negative outgroup evaluation.
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Figure 4.9. Structural equation model (Mediation Model 9) for testing Hypothesis 4a with
standardized regression coefficients of significant paths.

Note. *** p < .001. Model fit indices: y° (168, N = 4127) = 2111.13, ) /df = 12.57, p
<.001, NFI= .95, IFI = .96, TLI = .92, CF1 = .96, RMSEA = .053, 95% CI [.051 —.055];
SRMR = .057. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed
fit index, CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation,
SRMR = standardized root means square residual.
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Model fit indices of Mediation Model 9 are: y° (168, N=4127)=2111.13, /> /df=12.57, p
<.001, NFI = .95, IFI = .96, TLI = .92, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .053, 95% CI [.051 — .055];
SRMR =.057. (incremental fit index (IFT) > .90 indicates good fit; Tucker-Lewis index (TLI)
> .90 indicates good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit; comparative fit
index (CFI) > .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, < .05 indicates good
fit; standardized root means square residual (SRMR) < .10 indicates good fit).

In Mediation Model 9, a direct causal path is drawn between negative intergroup contact
(predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output). An indirect causal path between
negative intergroup contact (predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output) is drawn
through intergroup anxiety (mediator).

In Mediation Model 9, standardized direct effect of negative intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation is significant, Bairect = .46, p <.001. Negative intergroup contact predicts
an increase in negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Standardized indirect effect of
negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation through intergroup anxiety
(Pindirect = Pregative-anxiety X Panxiety-evaluation) 18 significant, Sindirect = .12, p < .001. Interaction
effect of negative intergroup contact and intergroup anxiety predicts an increase in negative
outgroup evaluation significantly. Direct and indirect effects of negative intergroup contact
on negative outgroup evaluation are significant. Effect of negative intergroup contact on
negative outgroup evaluation is partially mediated by intergroup anxiety. Standardized total
effect of negative intergroup contact, Siotal = .58, p < .001, is equal to summation of direct
and indirect effect (Biotal = Pdirect T Pindirect). Thus, result of Mediation Model 9 supported

Hypothesis 4a.
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4.4.10. Mediation Model 10

To investigate mediated effect of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation via realistic intergroup threat, a structural equation model is constructed as shown
in Figure 4.10. Before running the structural model, a zero-order bivariate correlation
analysis was operated, and correlation coefficient values and their significant levels are
demonstrated along with basic descriptive of variables involved in Hypothesis 4b (see Table
4.10). Correlation between predictor variables and output variable are significant at p < .01

level.

Table 4.10. Zero-order Correlations among Variables and

Descriptive of Variables in Hypothesis 4b

Variable 1 2 3
NIC 1 362" 396"
RIT 1 379"
NOE 1

Scale Range 5-65 8-40 6-30
M 19.78 22.09 14.66

SD 7.97 3.84 3.62

n 4127 4127 4127

Note. ** p < .01. NIC = Negative intergroup contact, RIT =
Realistic intergroup threat, NOE = Negative outgroup

evaluation.
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Figure 4.10. Structural equation model (Mediation Model 10) for testing Hypothesis 4b
with standardized regression coefficients of significant paths.

Note. *** p < 001. Model fit indices: y° (207, N=4127) =488.32, °/df=2.36, p < .001,
NFI1=.99, IF1= .99, TLI1=.99, CFI=.99, RMSEA =.018, 95% CI[.016 —.020]; SRMR
= .016. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed fit
index, CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation,
SRMR = standardized root means square residual.
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Model fit indices of Mediation Model 10 are: ¥ (207, N = 4127) = 488.32, y°/df = 2.36, p
<.001, NFI = .99, IFI = .99, TLI = .99, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .018, 95% CI [.016 — .020];
SRMR =.016. (incremental fit index (IFT) > .90 indicates good fit; Tucker-Lewis index (TLI)
> .90 indicates good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit; comparative fit
index (CFI) > .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, < .05 indicates good
fit; standardized root means square residual (SRMR) < .10 indicates good fit).

In Mediation Model 10, a direct causal path is drawn between negative intergroup contact
(predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output). An indirect causal path between
negative intergroup contact (predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output) is drawn
through realistic intergroup threat (mediator).

In Mediation Model 10, standardized direct effect of negative intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation is significant, Bairect = .33, p <.001. Negative intergroup contact predicts
an increase in negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Standardized indirect effect of
negative contact on negative outgroup evaluation through realistic intergroup threat (Sindirect
= Phegative-realistic X Prealistic-evaluation) 18 significant, Sindirect = .19, p < .001. Interaction effect of
negative intergroup contact and realistic intergroup threat predicts an increase in negative
outgroup evaluation significantly. Direct and indirect effects of negative contact on negative
outgroup evaluation are significant. Effect of negative intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation is partially mediated by realistic intergroup threat. Standardized total
effect of negative intergroup contact, Siotal = .52, p < .001, is equal to summation of direct
and indirect effect (Biotal = LPdirect + Pindirect). Thus, result of Mediation Model 10 supported

Hypothesis 4b.
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4.4.11. Mediation Model 11

To investigate mediated effect of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation via symbolic intergroup threat, a structural equation model is constructed as
shown in Figure 4.11. Before running the structural model, a zero-order bivariate correlation
analysis was operated, and correlation coefficient values and their significant levels are
demonstrated along with basic descriptive of variables involved in Hypothesis 4c (see Table
4.11). Correlation between predictor variables and output variable are significant at p < .01
level.

Table 4.11. Zero-order Correlations among Variables and

descriptive of Variables in Hypothesis 4c

Variable 1 2 3
NIC 1 362" 396"
SIT 1 414"
NOE 1
Scale Range 5-65 9-45 6-30
M 19.78 25.99 14.66
SD 7.97 5.36 3.62
n 4127 4127 4127

Note. ** p <.01. NIC = Negative intergroup contact, SIT =
Symbolic intergroup threat, NOE = Negative outgroup

evaluation.
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Figure 4.11. Structural equation model (Mediation Model 11) for testing Hypothesis
4c with standardized regression coefficients of significant paths.

Note. *** p < .001. Model fit indices: y° (222, N = 4127) = 550.85, x° /df = 2.48, p
<.001, NFI = .99, IF1 = .99, TLI = .99, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .019, 95% CI [.017
—.021]; SRMR =.019. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI
= non-normed fit index, CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square
error of approximation, SRMR = standardized root means square residual
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Model fit indices of Mediation Model 11 are: y° (222, N = 4127) = 550.85, y°/df = 2.48, p
<.001, NFI = .99, IFI = .99, TLI = .99, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .019, 95% CI [.017 — .021];
SRMR =.019. (incremental fit index (IFT) > .90 indicates good fit; Tucker-Lewis index (TLI)
> .90 indicates good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit; comparative fit
index (CFI) > .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, < .05 indicates good
fit; standardized root means square residual (SRMR) < .10 indicates good fit).

In Mediation Model 11, a direct causal path is drawn between negative intergroup contact
(predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output). An indirect causal path between
negative intergroup contact (predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output) is drawn
through symbolic intergroup threat (mediator).

In Mediation Model 11, standardized direct effect of negative intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation is significant, Bairect = .36, p > .001. Negative intergroup contact predicts
an increase in negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Standardized indirect effect of
negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation through symbolic intergroup
threat (Bindirect = Phegative-symbolic X Psymbolic-evaluation) 18 significant, Pindirect = .21, p < .001.
Interaction effect of negative intergroup contact and symbolic intergroup threat predicts an
increase in negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Direct and indirect effects of negative
contact on negative outgroup evaluation are significant. Effect of negative intergroup contact
on negative outgroup evaluation is partially mediated by symbolic intergroup threat.
Standardized total effect of negative intergroup contact, S = .57, p < .001, is equal to
summation of direct and indirect effect (Siotal = Pdirect + Pindirect). Thus, result of Mediation

Model 11 supported Hypothesis 4c.
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4.4.12. Mediation Model 12

To investigate mediated effect of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation via intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat
simultaneously, a structural equation model (Mediation Model 12) is constructed as shown
in Figure 4.12. Before running the structural model, a zero-order bivariate correlation
analysis was operated, and correlation coefficient values and their significant levels are
demonstrated along with basic descriptive of variables involved in this model (see Table
4.12). Correlation between predictor variables and output variable are significant at p < .01

level.

Table 4.12. Zero-order Correlations among Variables and descriptive of

Variables in Parallel Mediation Model

Variable 1 2 3 4
NIC 1 4157 3627 3627
IA 1 390" 453"
RIT 1 556"
SIT 1
Scale Range 13-65 6-30 8-40 9-45
M 19.78 15.59 22.09 25.99
SD 7.97 3.80 3.84 5.36
n 4127 4127 4127 4127

Note. ** p < .01. NIC = Negative intergroup contact, IA = Intergroup
anxiety, RIT = Realistic intergroup threat, SIT = Symbolic intergroup
threat.
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Figure 4.12. Structural equation model depicting parallel mediation of intergroup anxiety,
realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat on the relationship between
negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation. Squared multiple correlation
of endogenous factors (mediators and output variables), standardized regression coefficients
and standard error (in the parentheses) of the significant paths are described. Note. *** p
<.001. Model fit indices: y° (646, N = 4127) = 3288.54, 5 /df = 5.09, p < .001, NFI = .95,
IFI=.96, TLI = .95, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .031, 95% CI [.030 —.033], SRMR = .039. IFI =
incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed fit index, CFI =
comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation, SRMR =
standardized root means square residual
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Model fit indices of Mediation Model 12 are: y° (646, N = 4127) = 3288.54, °/df = 5.09, p
<.001, NFI = .95, IFI = .96, TLI = .95, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .031, 95% CI [.030 —.033],
SRMR = .039. (incremental fit index (IFI) > .90 indicates good fit; Tucker-Lewis index (TLI)
> .90 indicates good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit; comparative fit
index (CFI) > .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, < .05 indicates good
fit; standardized root means square residual (SRMR) < .10 indicates good fit).

In Mediation Model 12, a direct causal path is drawn between negative intergroup contact
(predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output). Indirect causal paths between
negative intergroup contact (predictor) and negative outgroup evaluation (output) are drawn
through intergroup anxiety (mediator 1), realistic intergroup threat (mediator 2), and
symbolic intergroup threat (mediator 3) in parallel combination. This model is a parallel
mediational model.

In Mediation Model 12, standardized direct effect of negative intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation is significant, Bairect = .26, p <.001. Negative intergroup contact predicts
an increase in negative outgroup evaluation. Standardized indirect effect of negative
intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation through intergroup anxiety (Sindirect-1 =
Phegative-anxiety X B anxiety—evaluation) 18 significant, f = .09, p <.001. Standardized indirect effect
of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation through realistic intergroup
threat (Bindirect-2 = Pregativerealistic X Prealistic—evaluation) 18 significant, £ = .10, p < .001.
Standardized indirect effect of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation
through symbolic intergroup threat (Bindirect-3 = Prnegative—symbolic X Ssymbolic—evaluation) 1 significant,
p = .14, p < .001. Direct and indirect effects of negative intergroup contact via three
mediators are significant. Effect of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup

evaluation is partially mediated by three mediators. Standardized total effect of negative
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intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation (S = .59, p < .001) is equal to
summation of direct and indirect effect (Biotal = Buirect T Bindirect-1 + Bindirect-2 + Bindirect-3). Result
of Mediation Model 12 supported Hypothesis 4.

4.4.12.1. Model Comparison

Model fit indices of Mediation Model 9, 10, 11, and 12 show that these models have a good
fit. Model 9, 10, and 11 separately examined mediated effect of negative intergroup contact
on negative outgroup evaluation through intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and
symbolic intergroup threat, respectively. Model 12 examined mediated effect of negative
intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation through three mediators combining in
parallel.

In Mediation Model 9, negative intergroup contact predicts negative outgroup evaluation
through intergroup anxiety. Effect of negative intergroup contact is partially mediated by
intergroup anxiety, and total effect of negative intergroup contact is equal to summation of
direct and indirect effects of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation.
In Mediation Model 10, negative intergroup contact predicts negative outgroup evaluation
through realistic intergroup threat. Effect of negative intergroup contact is partially mediated
by realistic intergroup threat, and total effect of negative intergroup contact is equal to
summation of direct and indirect effects of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation.

In Mediation Model 11, negative intergroup contact predicts negative outgroup evaluation
through symbolic intergroup threat. Effect of negative intergroup contact is partially
mediated by symbolic intergroup threat, and total effect of negative intergroup contact is
equal to summation of direct and indirect effects of negative intergroup contact on negative

outgroup evaluation.
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In Mediation Model 12, negative intergroup contact predicts negative outgroup evaluation
through three parallel mediators simultaneously. Effect of negative intergroup contact is
partially mediated by three mediators, and total effect of negative intergroup contact is equal
to summation of direct and indirect effects of negative intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation.

Results of all models show that each mediator was found to independently mediate effect of
negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Moreover, all
mediators mediate effect of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation in
parallel combination. Intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup
threat are found to mediate the effect of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation. By interacting with predictor (negative intergroup contact) each of the three
mediators predicts an increase in negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Relative
percent of each mediational model in explaining of variance in negative outgroup evaluation

is shown in Table 4.12.1.
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Table 4.12.1. Comparison of Direct, Indirect, and Total Effect of Four Mediation Models Predicting Negative Outgroup Evaluation by Negative

Intergroup Contact

M;;;Z:fn Predictor Mediator Direct Effect (8)  Indirect Effect () Total Effect (8) R’  Mediation Style
9 Negative Contact Intergroup Anxiety 46 HE* 2 ek 58 HHE Sl Partial
10 Negative Contact Realistic Threat 33wk 19wk 52wk 47 Partial
11 Negative Contact Symbolic Threat 36 *H* 21wk 57w .55 Partial
12 Negative Contact Three Mediators 26 ** 33 x* 59 ** 7 Partial

Note: ** p <.01, *** p <.001.
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Table 4.12.2. Comparison of Direct, Indirect, and Total Effect of Twelve Mediation Models Predicting Negative Outgroup Evaluation by Three

Predictors
Mediation . . . . 5 .
Model Predictor Mediator Direct Effect (f) Indirect Effect (8) Total Effect (/) R°  Mediation Style

1 Contact Quality Intergroup Anxiety .00 ns -.64 *** -.64 w** 81 Full

2 Contact Quality Realistic Threat -.66 *x* - 10 *** =76 Fx* 81 Partial
3 Contact Quality Symbolic Threat -.63 H** - 14 ek =T HEE .84 Partial
4 Contact Quality Three Mediators -.23 -.50 #x* =73 ek 95 Partial
5 Contact Quantity Intergroup Anxiety .00 ns - 15 Fxx - 15 Fxx .97 Full

6 Contact Quantity Realistic Threat 10 FxE .06 *F** 16 Fx* 45 Partial
7 Contact Quantity Symbolic Threat .05 Fxk O] Fx* .06 *** .56 Partial
8 Contact Quantity Three Mediators -.05 ** -.05 ** -.10 ** 97 Partial
9 Negative Contact Intergroup Anxiety 46 *EE 2 e 58 HE Sl Partial
10 Negative Contact Realistic Threat 33 ek 19wk 52wk 47 Partial
11 Negative Contact Symbolic Threat 36 *H* 21wk 57w .55 Partial
12 Negative Contact Three Mediators 26 ** 33 ** .59 ** 7 Partial

Note: ns =not significant, ** p < .01, *** p <.001.
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4.5. Results and Discussion

In Chapter 4, mediated effects of intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic
intergroup threat on three dimensions of intergroup contact are investigated by constructing
twelve mediational models. Model fit indices of all models are good.

Mediated effects of intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup
threat on the relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup
evaluation are separately examined in Mediation Model 1, 2, and 3. Results of these three
models revealed significant mediation effects of three mediators on the relationship between
intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation. Intergroup anxiety was found
to fully mediate the effect of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation
whereas realistic and symbolic intergroup threats were found to partially mediate the effect
of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation. When mediated effects of the
three mediators on the relationship between quality of intergroup contact and negative
outgroup evaluation were parallelly examined in Mediation Model 4, all three mediators
were found to simultaneously mediate the effect of intergroup contact quality on negative
outgroup evaluation.

Mediated effects of intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup
threat on the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup
evaluation are separately examined in Mediation Model 5, 6, and 7. Results of three models
revealed significant mediation effects of three mediators on the relationship between
intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation. Intergroup anxiety was found
to fully mediate the effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation
whereas realistic and symbolic intergroup threats were found to partially mediate the effect
of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation. When mediated effects of

all three mediators are included in Mediation Model 8, all three mediators were found to
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simultaneously mediate the effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup
evaluation.

Mediated effects of intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup
threat on the relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup
evaluation are separately examined in Mediation Model 9, 10, and 11. Results of three
models revealed a significant mediation effect of three mediators on the relationship between
negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation. Intergroup anxiety, realistic,
and symbolic intergroup threats were found to partially mediate the effect of negative
intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation. When three mediators are included in
Mediation Model 12, three mediators were found to simultaneously mediate the effect of
negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation.

The effect of intergroup contact quality is found to negatively associate with negative
outgroup evaluation when it is mediated by either of three mediators. The effect of negative
intergroup contact is found to positively associate with negative outgroup evaluation when
it is mediated by either of three mediators. The effect of intergroup contact quantity is found
to negatively associate with negative outgroup evaluation when it is mediated by intergroup
anxiety. However, when it was mediated by either realistic or symbolic intergroup threat, it

was found to associate with negative outgroup evaluation positively.
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CHAPTER 5

Conditional Direct Effects of Intergroup Contact

5.1. Research Question

Do three moderators significantly moderate the direct effect of intergroup contact on
negative outgroup evaluation?

5.2. Hypothesis

Hypothesis 5: Relationship between qualitative dimension of intergroup contact and
negative outgroup evaluation would be moderated by (a) national group status, (b) local
group status, and (c) participants’ target outgroup.

Hypothesis 6: Relationship between quantitative dimension of intergroup contact and
negative outgroup evaluation would be moderated by (a) national group status, (b) local
group status, and (c) participants’ target outgroup.

Hypothesis 7: Relationship between negative dimension of intergroup contact and negative
outgroup evaluation would be moderated by (a) national group status, (b) local group status,
and (c) participants’ target outgroup.

5.3. Method

5.3.1. Participants

Participants’ information are the same across all chapters in the present study.

5.3.2. Materials

To measure qualitative intergroup contact, quantitative intergroup contact, negative

intergroup contact, and negative outgroup evaluation, General Intergroup Contact Quality



Scales, General Intergroup Contact Quantity Scales, Negative Experiences Inventory, and
General Evaluation Scale are used.
5.3.3. Procedure

Research procedure is the same across all chapters in the present study.

5.4. Data Analysis

To examine moderated effect of national group status, local group status, and participants’
target outgroup on relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup
evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1(Hayes, 2013), Model 1 was operated for each moderation
analysis. A significant interaction effect between predictor variable and moderator variable
on output variable indicates that relationship between predictor variable and output variable
is significantly moderated by moderator variable. All the moderator variables in present

study are categorical variables. descriptive of variables included in moderation model are

described in Table 5.1.
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Table 5.1. Descriptive of Variables in Hypothesis 5

Intergroup Contact Negative Outgroup
Moderator Quality Evaluation
M SD SE M SD SE
" Minority
- 14.81 3.51 .081 15.43 3.88 .089
s 8 (n=1887)
5§ »n
5 £ Majority
Z 2 1476 391 .083 14.01 3.25 .069
O (n=2240)
Minority
=) 14.60  3.46 .108 1524  3.77 118
éj 2 (n=1023)
= ;)‘3 Majority
g 14.84  3.81 .068 14.47  3.55 .064
— (n=3104)
Min—->Min
5 1486 3.54 176 15.12  3.81 .189
%0 (n=404)
2 Min>Maj
= 14.73 3.41 115 15.60  3.77 128
s 5 (n=876)
g © Maj->Min
E 1480 3.94 .086 13.94  3.26 .071
(n=2111)

Note. Min>Min = (ingroup) minority = (target outgroup) another minority, Min -
Maj = (ingroup) minority = (target outgroup) majority, Maj = Min = (ingroup)

majority = (target outgroup) minority.
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Figure 5.1. Conceptual model depicting moderation of national group status, local
group status, and participants’ target outgroup on the relationship between intergroup
contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.
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5.4.1. Moderation Model 1

To investigate moderation effect of national group status on relationship between intergroup
contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation, Model 1 of PROCESS Macro 3.1 was
operated.

Results of analysis show that both intergroup contact quality (f = -.388, 95% CI [-.430 —
-.345], SE=.021,t=-17.89, p <.001) and national group status (5 =-2.411, 95% CI [-3.249
—-1.572], SE = 428, t = -5.63, p < .001) significantly associate with negative outgroup
evaluation. National group status is a categorical variable with two levels; ‘0’ represents
minority status and ‘1’ majority status. Negative outgroup evaluation significantly decreases
with an increase in intergroup contact quality, and negative outgroup evaluation is
significantly higher among members of national minority status group than members of
national majority status group. Since interaction effect between intergroup contact quality
and national group status on negative outgroup evaluation is significant (f = .066, 95% CI
[.011—.121], SE=.028,t=2.34, p <.001), there is a significant moderation effect of national
group status on relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup

evaluation.
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Figure 5.2. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of national group status on the
relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.

Decomposing the moderation effect of national group status on relationship between
intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation, intergroup contact quality was
found to predict a significant decrease in negative outgroup evaluation among members of
national minority status group (b = -.388, 95% CI [-.430 — -.345], SE = .022,t=-17.89, p
<.001) as well as among those of national majority status group (b =-.329, 95% CI [-.357
—-.287], SE=.018, t=-18.03, p <.001).

Among members of national minority status groups, those whose intergroup contact quality
is low reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation than those whose
intergroup contact quality is high. Similarly, among members of national majority status
group, those whose intergroup contact quality is low reported a significantly higher negative
outgroup evaluation than those whose intergroup contact quality is high. Moderation effect
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of national group status on the relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative
outgroup evaluation is significant. Results of statistical analysis supported Hypothesis Sa.
5.4.2. Moderation Model 2

To investigate moderation effect of local group status on relationship between intergroup
contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation, Model 1 of PROCESS Macro 3.1 was
operated.

Results of analysis show that intergroup contact quality (f = -.342, 95% CI [-.402 — -.282],
SE =.030, = -11.25, p <.001) significantly associates with negative outgroup evaluation
while local group status (f = -.635, 95% CI [-1.649 — .377], SE = .517, t = -1.23, p > .05)
does not significantly associate with negative outgroup evaluation. Intergroup contact
quality predicts a significant decrease in negative outgroup evaluation. Regardless of
participants’ local group status, those whose intergroup contact quality is low reported a
significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than those whose intergroup contact
quality i1s high. However, participant’s local group status was found not to associate with
negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Local group status is a categorical variable with

two levels; ‘0’ represents minority status and ‘1’ represents majority status.
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Figure 5.3. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of local group status on the
relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.

Among members of the local minority status group, those who are low in intergroup contact
quality reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than those who
are high in intergroup contact quality. Similarly, among members of the local majority status
group, those whose intergroup contact quality is low reported a higher negative outgroup
evaluation score than those whose intergroup contact quality is high (see Figure 5.3).
However, no significant difference in negative outgroup evaluation was found depending on
participants’ local group status. Results of statistical analysis did not support Hypothesis 5b.
5.4.3. Moderation Model 3

To investigate moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on relationship between
intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation, Model 1 of PROCESS Macro

3.1 was operated.
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Results of analysis show that both intergroup contact quality (f = -.382, 95% CI [-.437 —
-.327], SE = .028, t = -13.65, p <.001) and participants’ target outgroup (5 = -.242, 95% CI
[-.343 —-.141], SE=.052, t=-4.70, p <.001) significantly associates with negative outgroup
evaluation. Participants’ target outgroup is a categorical variable with three levels; ‘1’
represents (minority = minority), ‘2’ represents (minority = majority), and ‘3’ represents

(majority = minority).

Moderation Effect of Target Outgroup

16.5 H

15.5 ~

14.5 ~

Negative Outgroup Evaluation

13.5 A

12.5

Low (-1 SD) Mean High (+1 SD)
Intergroup Contact Quality

¢ - - ¢Min-Min @——@Min-Maj <€—» Maj-Min

Figure 5.4. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup
on the relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.

Regardless of participants’ target outgroup, intergroup contact quality predicts a significant
decrease in negative outgroup evaluation score. Participants’ target outgroup associates with
a significant variation in negative outgroup evaluation. Members of national majority group
whose target outgroup is a national minority group reported the lowest negative outgroup

evaluation score than the other groups of participants. Members of national minority group
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whose target outgroup is another national minority group reported the highest negative
outgroup evaluation scores among the three groups of participants (see Figure 5.4).

However, interaction effect between intergroup contact quality and participants’ target
outgroup on negative outgroup evaluation is not significant (f = .006, 95% CI [-.001 —.012],
SE=.003,¢=1.65, p>.05), and there is no moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup
on relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation. Results

of statistical analysis did not support Hypothesis 5c.
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To examine moderation effect of national group status, local group status, and participants’
target outgroup on relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup
evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 1 was operated for each moderation analysis. All
moderators in present study are categorical variables. descriptive of variables included in

moderation model are described in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2. Descriptive of Variables in Hypothesis 6

Intergroup Contact Negative Outgroup
Moderator Quantity Evaluation
M SD SE M SD SE
- Minority
- 1530  3.77 .087 1543  3.88 .089
S S (n=1887)
5§ =
g = Majority
Z 2 13.35  3.92 .083 14.01 3.25 .069
&) (n=2240)
Minority
& 14.93 3.84 120 1524  3.77 118
g f (n=1023)
= (C,J‘B Majority
g 14.01 3.99 .072 1447  3.55 .064
— (n=3104)
Min—>Min
5 14.71 3.79 .189 15.12  3.81 .189
%‘3 (n =404)
= % Min—->Maj
£ g 15.63 3.64 123 15.60  3.77 128
g 3 (n=2876)
5 O
é Maj—>Min
S 13.28  3.92 .085 13.94  3.26 071
(n=2111)

Note. Min—>Min = (ingroup) minority = (target outgroup) another minority, Min =
Maj = (ingroup) minority = (target outgroup) majority, Maj = Min = (ingroup)

majority = (target outgroup) minority.
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Figure 5.5. Conceptual model depicting moderation effect of national group status, local
group status, and participants’ target outgroup on the relationship between intergroup
contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation.
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5.4.4. Moderation Model 4

To investigate moderation effect of national group status on relationship between intergroup
contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 1 (Hayes,
2013) is operated.

Results of analysis show that both intergroup contact quantity (5 = -.207, 95% CI [-.249 —
-.165], SE = .426, t =-9.69, p < .001) and national group status (f = -2.99, 95% CI [ -3.828
— -2.155], SE = 426, t = -7.02, p < .001) significantly associate with negative outgroup
evaluation. National group status is a categorical variable with two levels; ‘0’ represents
national minority group status and ‘1’ represents national majority group status. Intergroup
contact quantity predicts a significant decrease in negative outgroup evaluation. Negative
outgroup evaluation is significantly higher among members of national minority status
groups than those of national majority status group. Since interaction effect between
intergroup contact quantity and national group status on negative outgroup evaluation is
significant (f = .087, 95% CI [.032 — .143], SE = .028, t = 3.07, p < .01), a significant
moderation effect of national group status on relationship between intergroup contact
quantity and negative outgroup evaluation is found. The degree in which intergroup contact
quantity can reduce negative outgroup evaluation is significantly higher among national

majority status group than national minority status group.
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Figure 5.6. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of national group status on the
relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation.

Decomposing the moderation effect of national group status on relationship between
intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation, intergroup contact quantity
was found to predict a decrease in negative outgroup evaluation among national minority
status group members (b = -.207, 95% CI [-.249 — -.165], SE = .021, t =-9.69, p < .001) as
well as among national majority status group members (b = -.120, 95% CI [-.156 — -.082],
SE =.019, t =-6.34, p <.001). Among national minority status group members, those who
are low in intergroup contact quantity reported a significantly higher negative outgroup
evaluation score than those who are high in intergroup contact quantity. Similarly, among
national majority status group members, those who are low in intergroup contact quantity

reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than those who are high
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in intergroup contact quality. Moderation effect of national group status is illustrated in

Figure 5.7. Results of statistical analysis support Hypothesis 6a.

5.4.5. Moderation Model 5

To investigate moderation effect of local group status on relationship between intergroup
contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 1 (Hayes,
2013) is operated.

Results of analysis show that both intergroup contact quantity (f = -.193, 95% CI [-.249 —
-.136], SE =.029, t =-6.62, p < .001) and local group status (f =-2.39, 95% CI [ -3.378 — -
1.394], SE = .506, t = -4.72, p < .001) significantly associate with negative outgroup
evaluation. Local group status is a categorical variable with two levels; ‘0’ represents local
minority status and ‘1’ represents local majority status. Intergroup contact quantity predicts
a significant decrease in negative outgroup evaluation. Negative outgroup evaluation is
significantly higher among members of local minority status group than members of local
majority status group. Regardless of participants’ local group status, those whose intergroup
contact quantity is low reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation than
those whose intergroup contact quantity is high. Since interaction effect of intergroup contact
quantity and local group status on negative outgroup evaluation is significant (f=.103, 95%
CI [.037 — .168], SE = .033, t = 3.08, p < .01), moderation effect of local group status on
relationship between contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation is significantly

found.
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Figure 5.7. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of local group status on the
relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation.

Decomposing the moderation effect of local group status, intergroup contact quantity was
found to predict a decrease in negative outgroup evaluation among members of local
minority status group (b =-.193, 95% CI [-.250 — -.136], SE = .029, t = -6.62, p < .001) as
well as among members of local majority status group (b = -.090, 95% CI [-.122 — -.059],
SE = .016,t=-5.61, p <.001). Among members of local minority status group, those who
are low in intergroup contact quantity reported a significantly higher negative outgroup
evaluation score than those who are high in intergroup contact quantity. Similarly, among
members of local majority status group, those whose intergroup contact quantity is low
reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than those whose
intergroup contact quality is high (see Figure 5.8). Results of statistical analysis supported

Hypothesis 6b.
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5.4.6. Moderation Model 6

To investigate moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on relationship between
intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model
1 (Hayes, 2013) is operated.

Results of analysis show that both intergroup contact quantity (f = -.163, 95% CI [-.236 —
-.089], SE = .037, t = -4.36, p < .001) and participants’ target outgroup (S = -1.28, 95% CI
[ -3.853 — -1.934], SE = .332, t = -3.86, p < .001) significantly associate with negative
outgroup evaluation. Participants’ target outgroup is a categorical variable with three levels;
‘1’ represents (minority = minority), ‘2’ represents (minority —> majority), and ‘3’
represents (majority r=> minority).

Intergroup contact quantity predicts a significant decrease in negative outgroup evaluation.
Regardless of participants’ target outgroup, those who are low in intergroup contact quantity
reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than those who are high
in intergroup contact quantity.

Members of a national minority status group whose target outgroup is another national
minority status group reported the highest negative outgroup evaluation score among three
groups of participants whose target outgroup is different. Members of national majority
status group whose target outgroup is a national minority status group reported the lowest

negative outgroup evaluation among three groups of participants.
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Figure 5.8. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup
on the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation.

Since interaction effect between intergroup contact quantity and participants’ target
outgroup on negative outgroup evaluation is not significant (f =.017, 95% CI [.443 —-.027],
SE=.022,t=.77, p > .05), moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on relationship
between contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation is not significant (Figure 5.8).

Results of statistical analysis did not support Hypothesis 6c.

101



To examine moderation effect of national group status, local group status, and participants’
target outgroup on relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup
evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 1 was operated. Moderators in present study are
categorical variables. Descriptive of variables included in moderation model are described

in Table 5.3.

Table 5.3. Descriptive of Variables in Hypothesis 7

Negative Intergroup Negative Outgroup
Moderator Contact Evaluation
M SD SE M SD SE
- Minority
_ 2 2245  8.59 198 1543  3.88 .089
S S (n=1887)
§ =»n
g = Majority
Z 2 17.53  6.61 .140 14.01 3.25 .069
&) (n =2240)
Minority
53 21.85 843 263 1524  3.77 118
g f (n=1023)
= (C,J‘B Majority
8 19.10  7.69 138 14.47  3.55 .064
— (n=3104)
Min—>Min
oS 22.19  8.47 422 1512 3.81 .189
%‘3 (n=404)
= % Min—->Maj
£ g 22.54  8.14 275 15.60  3.77 128
g g (n=876)
é Maj—>Min
S 17.28  6.37 139 13.94  3.26 071
(n=2111)

Note. Min—>Min = (ingroup) minority = (target outgroup) another minority, Min =
Maj = (ingroup) minority = (target outgroup) majority, Maj = Min = (ingroup)

majority = (target outgroup) minority.
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Figure 5.9. Conceptual model depicting moderation effect of national group status, local
group status, and participants’ target outgroup on the relationship between negative
intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation.
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5.4.7. Moderation Model 7

To investigate moderation effect of national group status on relationship between negative
intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 1 (Hayes,
2013) is operated.

Results of analysis show that negative intergroup contact (§ = .174, 95% CI [.156 — .191],
SE = .009, t = 19.61, p < .001) significantly associate with negative outgroup evaluation
while national group status (f =-.316, 95% CI [ -.888 —.255], SE =.291, t=-1.09, p >.001)
does not significantly associate with negative outgroup evaluation. Negative intergroup
contact predicts an increase in negative outgroup evaluation. Regardless of participants’
national group status, those whose negative intergroup contact is high reported a
significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than those whose negative
intergroup contact is low. National group status was found not to associate with negative
outgroup evaluation, i.e., no significant difference in negative outgroup evaluation was
found between members of national minority and majority status groups. National group
status is a categorical variable with two levels; ‘0’ represents minority status and ‘1’

represents majority status.
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5.10. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of national group status on the
relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation.

Since interaction effect between negative intergroup contact and national group status on
negative outgroup evaluation is not significant (f =-.019, 95% CI [-.048 — .009], SE = .015,
t = -1.32, p > .05), moderation effect of national group status on relationship between
negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation was not found (see Figure

5.10). Results of statistical analysis did not support Hypothesis 7a.

5.4.8. Moderation Model 8

To investigate moderation effect of local group status on relationship between negative
intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 1 (Hayes,
2013) is operated.

Results of analysis show that negative intergroup contact (f =.191, 95% CI [.167 —.215], SE
=.012, 1= 15.49, p <.001) significantly associates with negative outgroup evaluation while
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local group status (f = .122, 95% CI [-.525 — .768], SE = .329, t = .36, p > .05) does not
significantly associate with negative outgroup evaluation. Negative intergroup contact
predicts an increase in negative outgroup evaluation significantly. Regardless of participants’
local group status, those whose negative intergroup score is high reported a significantly
higher negative outgroup evaluation score than those whose negative intergroup contact is
low. However, participants’ local group status was found not to associate with negative
outgroup evaluation, i.e., no significant difference in negative outgroup evaluation score was
found among members of local minority and majority status groups. Local group status is a
categorical variable with two levels; ‘0’ represents minority status and ‘1’ represents

majority status.
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Figure 5.11. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of local group status on the
relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation.
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Since interaction effect of intergroup contact quality and local group status on negative
outgroup evaluation is not significant (5 =-.019, 95% CI [-.047 —.009], SE =.014, t =-1.32,
p > .05), moderation effect of local group status on relationship between negative intergroup
contact and negative outgroup evaluation was not significantly found (see Figure 5.11).

Results of statistical analysis did not support Hypothesis 7b.

5.4.9. Moderation Model 9

To investigate moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on relationship between
negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model
1 (Hayes, 2013) is operated.

Results of analysis show that negative intergroup contact (5 = .177, 95% CI [.146 — .209],
SE = .016, t = 11.12, p < .001) significantly associate with negative outgroup evaluation
while participants’ target outgroup (f =-.311, 95% CI [ -.755 —.132], SE = .226,¢t=-1.37p
> .001) does not significantly associate with negative outgroup evaluation. Negative
intergroup contact predicts a significant increase in negative outgroup evaluation. Regardless
of participants’ target outgroup, those whose negative intergroup contact is high reported a
significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than those whose negative
intergroup contact is low. Participants’ target outgroup was found not to associate with
negative outgroup evaluation, i.e., no significant difference in negative outgroup evaluation
was found among three different group of participants having different target outgroup.
Target outgroup is a categorical variable with three levels; ‘0’ represents minority =

minority, ‘2’ represents minority = majority, and ‘2’ represents majority = minority.
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Figure 5.12. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of participants’ target
outgroup on the relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup
evaluation.
Since interaction effect of negative intergroup contact and participants’ target outgroup on
negative outgroup evaluation is not significant (f = .000, 95% CI [-.020 — .020], SE = .010,
t=-.020, p>.05), moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on relationship between

negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation was not significantly found
(Figure 5.12). Results of statistical analysis did not support Hypothesis 7c.

5.5. Results and Discussion

In Chapter 5, moderation effects of national group status, local group status, and participants’
target outgroup on the relationship between three dimensions of intergroup contact and

negative outgroup evaluation were investigated. PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 1 (Hayes, 2013)
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is mainly operated to examine moderation effects of moderators on the relationship between
predictors and output variable.

A significant moderation effect of national group status was found on the relationship
between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation, and between
intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation. Both quantitative and
qualitative dimensions of intergroup contact were found to predict a significant decrease in
negative outgroup evaluation. Regardless of participants’ national group status, those whose
score in these two dimensions of intergroup contact is high reported a significantly lower
negative outgroup evaluation score than those whose score in these two dimensions is low.
Among participants whose scores in these two dimensions of intergroup contact are high, a
significant difference in negative outgroup evaluation was found depending on their national
group status. Similarly, among participants whose scores in these two dimensions of
intergroup contact are low, a significant difference in negative outgroup evaluation was
found depending on their national group status. Regardless of participants’ level of quantity
and quality of intergroup contact score, those who are members of a national minority status
group reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than those who are
members of the national majority status group.

A significant moderation effect of local group status was found on the relationship between
intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation. Intergroup contact quantity
was found to predict a significant decrease in negative outgroup evaluation. Regardless of
participants’ local group status, those whose score in intergroup contact quantity is high
reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than those whose
intergroup contact quantity score is low. Among participants whose intergroup contact
quantity score is high, a significant difference in negative outgroup evaluation was found

depending on participants’ local group status. Similarly, among participants whose
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intergroup contact quantity score is low, a significant difference in negative outgroup
evaluation was found depending on participants’ local group status. Regardless of
participants level of intergroup contact quantity score, those who are members of local
minority status group reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than
those who are members of the local majority group.

A significant moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup was not found the
relationship between three dimensions of intergroup contact and negative outgroup
evaluation.

Regardless of participants’ level of intergroup contact quality score, members of national
majority status group as well as local majority status group rated a significantly lower
negative outgroup evaluation score than members of national minority status group and local

minority status group.

110



CHAPTER 6

Conditional Indirect Effects of Intergroup Contact

6.1. Research Question

Do three moderators significantly moderate the indirect effects of intergroup contact on
negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic
intergroup threat?

6.2. Hypothesis

Hypothesis 8: Indirect effect of qualitative dimension of intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation via (a) intergroup anxiety, (b) realistic intergroup threat, and (c)
symbolic intergroup threat would be moderated by (i) national group status, (ii) local group
status, and (iii) participants’ target outgroup.

Hypothesis 9: Indirect effect of quantitative dimension of intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation via (a) intergroup anxiety, (b) realistic intergroup threat, and (c)
symbolic intergroup threat would be moderated by (i) national group status, (ii) local group
status, and (iii) participants’ target outgroup.

Hypothesis 10: Indirect effect of negative dimension of intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation via (a) intergroup anxiety, (b) realistic intergroup threat, and (c)
symbolic intergroup threat would be moderated by (i) national group status, (ii) local group

status, and (iii) participants’ target outgroup.



6.3. Method

6.3.1. Participants

Participants’ information are the same across all chapters in the present study.

6.3.2. Materials

To measure qualitative intergroup contact, quantitative intergroup contact, negative
intergroup contact, negative outgroup evaluation, intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup
threat, and symbolic intergroup threat, General Intergroup Contact Quality Scales, General
Intergroup Contact Quantity Scales, Negative Experiences Inventory, General Evaluation
Scale, Intergroup Anxiety Scale, Realistic Intergroup Threat Scales, and Symbolic

Intergroup Threat Scales are used.

6.3.3. Procedure

Research procedure is the same across all chapters in the present study.

6.4. Data Analysis

Direct effect of intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation is mediated by intergroup
anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat (described in Chapter 4),
and moderated by participants’ national group status, local group status, and target outgroup
(described in Chapter 5). Indirect effects of three dimensions of intergroup contact on
negative outgroup evaluation via three mediators are investigated in Chapter 4, and
intergroup contact quality and negative intergroup contact are found to interact with all
mediators to predict negative outgroup evaluation. Conditional effects of three dimensions
of intergroup contact are investigated in Chapter 5. While effect of intergroup contact quality
on negative outgroup evaluation is found to be moderated by national group status, effect of
intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation is moderated by national and
local group status. Moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on relationship between

three dimensions of intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation is not significantly
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found. In Chapter 6, conditional indirect effects of three dimensions of intergroup contact
on negative outgroup evaluation are examined. In other words, whether mediation effects of
mediators on relationship between three dimensions of intergroup contact and negative
outgroup evaluation significantly vary depending on participants’ national group status,
local group status, and participants’ target outgroup in Chapter 6.

To examine moderation effect of participants’ national group status, local group status, and
participants’ target outgroup on mediated effects of three mediators (intergroup anxiety,
realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat) on the relationship between three
dimensions of intergroup contact (qualitative, quantitative, and negative dimension) and
negative outgroup evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 is separately operated for each
moderated mediation analysis.

Moderation effect of a moderator is said to be significant when interaction effect between
predictor and moderator on output variable is significant. Mediation effect of a mediator is
said to be significant either when interaction effect between predictor and mediator is present
or when interaction effect between mediator and output variable is present, or both.
Moderated mediation effect is said to be significant either when the effect of predictor on
mediator depends on moderator or when the effect of mediator on output variable depends
on moderator, or both. Moderated mediation implies that indirect effect between the
predictor and output variable depends on moderator (Muller, Judd and Yzerbyt, 2005).
Moderation effect of participants’ national group status, local group status, and target
outgroup on mediated effects of intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic
intergroup threat on relationship between three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative

outgroup evaluation are examined in this chapter.
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6.4.1. Moderated Mediation Model 1

Hypothesis 8: Mediated effects (a) intergroup anxiety, (b) realistic intergroup threat, and (c)
symbolic intergroup threat on relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative
outgroup evaluation would vary depending on participants’ (i) national group status, (ii)
local group status, and (iii) target outgroup.

To investigate whether national group status moderates the mediated effect of intergroup
anxiety on relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation,
PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 (Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional difference in both paths
of indirect effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path

between mediator and output (the second stage) are examined (see Figure 6.1).

National
Group
Status

Intergroup
Anxiety

Intergroup Negative
Contact »| Outgroup
Quality Evaluation

Figure 6.1. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 1) depicting moderation of
national group status on the mediation model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the
relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.

Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant effect of national group status on
relationship between intergroup contact quality and intergroup anxiety (5 = .002, 95% CI

[-.047 —.066], SE = .029, t = .33, p > .05). However, a significant effect of national group

status on relationship between intergroup anxiety and negative outgroup evaluation is found
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(B = -.049, 95% CI [-.094 — -.003], SE = .023, t = -2.07, p < .05). The degree in which
intergroup contact quality predicts intergroup anxiety is not significantly different between
members of national minority and majority status groups. The degree in which intergroup
anxiety predicts negative outgroup evaluation is significantly different between members of
nation minority and majority status groups. Regardless of participants’ national group status,
those whose intergroup anxiety is low reported a significantly lower negative outgroup
evaluation score than those whose intergroup anxiety is high. Among participants whose
intergroup anxiety is low, members of national minority status group reported a significantly
higher negative outgroup evaluation score than members of national majority status group.
Similarly, among participants whose intergroup anxiety is high, members of national
minority status group reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than
members of national majority status group. Regardless of participants’ intergroup anxiety
level, members of national minority status groups reported a significantly higher negative
outgroup evaluation score than members of national majority status group. National group
status is a categorical variable with two levels; ‘0’ represents minority status and ‘1’ majority
status. The effect of intergroup contact quality on intergroup anxiety does not depend on
participants’ national group status. The effect of intergroup anxiety on negative outgroup
evaluation depends on participants’ national group status. Hence, moderation effect of
participants’ national group status is significantly found in the second stage of mediation
model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the effect of intergroup contact quality on

negative outgroup evaluation.
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Figure 6.2. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of national group status on the
relationship between intergroup anxiety and negative outgroup evaluation.

Decomposing the moderation effect of national group status on relationship between
intergroup anxiety and negative outgroup evaluation, intergroup anxiety is found to predict
a significant increase in negative outgroup evaluation among members of national minority
status group (b = .545, 95% CI [.511 —.579], SE = .017, t = 13.24, p < .001) as well as
members of national majority status group (b = .496, 95% CI [.462 —.530], SE = .018, t =
28.40, p <.001). Among members of national minority status group, those who are high in
intergroup anxiety reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than
those who are low in intergroup anxiety. Similarly, among members of national majority
status group, those who are high in intergroup anxiety reported a relatively higher negative
outgroup evaluation than those who are low in intergroup anxiety. Regardless of participants’
level of intergroup anxiety, participants from national minority status groups reported a
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significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than national majority group
members (see Figure 6.2). A significant difference in mediated effect of intergroup anxiety
on relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation
depends on participants’ national group status.

6.4.2. Moderated Mediation Model 2

To investigate whether participants’ local group status moderates the mediated effect of
intergroup anxiety on relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup
evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 (Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional difference in
both paths of indirect effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and

the path between mediator and output (the second stage) are examined (see Figure 6.3).
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Figure 6.3. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 2) depicting moderation of local
group status on the mediation model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the relationship
between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.

Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant effect of participants’ local group

status on relationship between intergroup contact quality and intergroup anxiety (5 = -.002,

95% CI [-.078 — .059], SE = .035, ¢t = -.28, p > .05). Moreover, no significant effect of
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participants’ local group status is found on relationship between intergroup anxiety and
negative outgroup evaluation (5 = .009, 95% CI [-.044 — .062], SE = .027, t = .33, p > .05).
Local group status is a categorical variable with two levels; ‘0’ represents minority status
and ‘1’ majority status. Moderation effect of participants’ local group status is not
significantly found both in first and second stages of mediation model in which intergroup
anxiety mediates relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup
evaluation.

6.4.3. Moderated Mediation Model 3

To investigate whether participants’ target outgroup moderates the mediated effect of
intergroup anxiety on relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup
evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 (Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional difference in
both paths of indirect effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and

the path between mediator and output (the second stage) are examined (see Figure 6.4).

Target
Outgroup

Intergroup
Anxiety

Intergroup Negative
Contact » Outgroup
Quality Evaluation

Figure 6.4. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 3) depicting moderation of
participants’ target outgroup on the mediation model in which intergroup anxiety mediates
the relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.
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Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant effect of participants’ target
outgroup on relationship between intergroup contact quality and intergroup anxiety (f =
-.002, 95% CI [-.043 —.047], SE = .023, t = -.08, p > .05). Moreover, no significant effect of
participants’ target outgroup is found relationship between intergroup anxiety negative
outgroup evaluation (f =-.020, 95% CI [-.055—-.015], SE=.018,t=-1.31, p >.05). National
group status is a categorical variable with two levels; ‘0’ represents minority status and ‘1’
majority status. Moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup is not significantly found
both in the first and second stages of mediation model in which intergroup anxiety mediates
relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.

By integrating results of analysis output of Mediation Model 1, 2, and 3, Hypothesis 8(a) is
partially supported. Moderation effect of participants’ national group status, local group
status, and target outgroup on mediation model in which intergroup anxiety mediates
relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation have been
examined. While a significant moderation effect of participants’ national group status is
found in the second stage of the mediation model, moderation effect of participants’ local

group status and target outgroup is not found in either stage of that mediation model.

6.4.4. Moderated Mediation Model 4

To investigate whether participants’ national group status moderates the mediated effect of
realistic intergroup threat on relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative
outgroup evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 (Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional
difference in both paths of indirect effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first
stage), and the path between mediator and output (the second stage) are examined (see

Figure 6.5).
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Figure 6.5. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 4) depicting moderation of
national group status on the mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates
the relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.

Results of analysis output reveals no significant moderation effect of participants’ national
group status on relationship between intergroup contact quality and realistic intergroup threat
(B = .049, 95% CI [-.041 — .139], SE = .046, t = 1.06, p > .05). However, a significant
moderation effect of participants’ national group status on relationship between realistic
intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation (f = -.051, 95% CI [-.087 — -.016], SE
=.018, t=-2.86, p <.01) is found. National group status is a categorical variable with two
levels; ‘0’ represents minority status and ‘1’ majority status. Moderation effect of national
group status is found in neither the first nor second stage of mediation model in which
realistic intergroup threat mediates relationship between intergroup contact quality and
negative outgroup evaluation. Regardless of participants’ national group status, those whose
realistic intergroup threat is high reported a significantly high negative outgroup evaluation
than those whose realistic intergroup threat is low. Among participants whose realistic

intergroup threat is low, members of national minority status group reported a significantly

higher negative outgroup evaluation score than national majority status group. Moreover,
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among participants whose realistic threat score is high, members of national minority status
group reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than members of

national majority status group.
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Figure 6.6. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of national group status on
relationship between realistic intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation.

Decomposing the moderation effect of national group status on the relationship between
realistic intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation, realistic intergroup threat is
found to predicts a significant increase in negative outgroup evaluation among members of
national minority status group (b=.213,95% CI [.189 —.236], SE=.012,t=17.65,p <.001)
as well as among members of national majority status group (b =.161, 95% CI[.135 —.188],
SE=.013,t=11.10, p <.001). Regardless of participants’ national group status, those whose
realistic intergroup threat score is high reported a significantly higher negative outgroup
evaluation than those whose realistic intergroup threat is low. Among those whose realistic
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intergroup threat is high, members of national minority status group reported a significantly
higher negative outgroup evaluation than members of national majority status group.
Similarly, among those whose realistic intergroup threat is low, members of national
minority status group reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than
members of national majority status group (see Figure 6.6).

6.4.5. Moderated Mediation Model 5

To investigate whether participants’ local group status moderates the mediated effect of
realistic intergroup threat on relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative
outgroup evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 (Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional
difference in both paths of indirect effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first
stage), and the path between mediator and output (the second stage) are examined (see

Figure 6.7).
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Figure 6.7. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 5) depicting moderation of local
group status on the mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates the
relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.
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Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of local group
status on relationship between intergroup contact quality and realistic intergroup threat (f
=.049, 95% CI[-.041 — .139], SE = .046, t = .06, p > .05). However, a significant moderation
effect of local group status on relationship between realistic intergroup threat and negative
outgroup evaluation (f = -.051, 95% CI [-.087 — -.016], SE = .018, t = -2.86, p < .01) is
revealed. Local group status is a categorical variable with two levels; ‘0’ represents minority
status and ‘1’ majority status. The relationship between intergroup contact quality and
realistic intergroup threat does not depend on participants’ local group status. The
relationship between realistic intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation depends on
participants’ local group status. Hence, moderation effect of participants’ local group status
is significantly found in the second stage of mediation model in which realistic intergroup
threat mediates the effect of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation.
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Figure 6.8. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of local group status on
mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between
intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.
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Decomposing the moderation effect of local group status on relationship between realistic
intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation, realistic intergroup threat is found to
predict a significant increase in negative outgroup evaluation among members of local
minority status group (b =.213, 95% CI [.189 —236], SE=.012, = 17.65, p <.001) as well
as among members of local majority status group (b =.161, 95% CI[.135 —-.188], SE =.013,
t =11.99, p <.001). Regardless of participants’ local group status, those whose realistic
intergroup threat is high reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score
than those whose realistic intergroup threat is low. Among those whose realistic intergroup
threat is high, members of local minority status group reported a significantly higher
negative outgroup evaluation score than members of local majority status group. Similarly,
among those whose realistic intergroup threat is low, members of local minority status
groups reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than members of
local majority status group (see Figure 6.5).

6.4.6. Moderated Mediation Model 6

To investigate whether participants’ target outgroup moderates the mediated effect of
realistic intergroup threat on relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative
outgroup evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 (Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional
difference in both paths of indirect effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first
stage), and the path between mediator and output (the second stage) are examined (see

Figure 6.9).
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Figure 6.9. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 6) depicting the moderation of
participants’ target outgroup on the mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat
mediates the relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup
evaluation.

Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of participants’
target outgroup on relationship between intergroup contact quality and realistic intergroup
threat (f =-.017, 95% CI [-.089 — .056], SE = .037, t = -.44, p > .05). However, a significant
moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on relationship between realistic
intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation (f = -.048, 95% CI [-.075 — -.022], SE
=.013, r=-3.53, p <.001) is revealed. The relationship between intergroup contact quality
and realistic intergroup threat does not depend on participants’ target outgroup. The
relationship between realistic intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation depends on
participants’ target outgroup. Moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup is found in

the second stage of the mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates the

relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.
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Figure 6.10. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of participants’ target
outgroup on mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates the relationship
between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.

Decomposing the moderation effect of target outgroup on relationship between realistic
intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation, realistic intergroup threat is found to
predict a significant increase in negative outgroup evaluation among national minority status
group members whose target outgroup is another minority group (b = .223, 95% CI [.199
—248],SE=.013,¢=17.89, p <.001), among national minority group members whose target
outgroup is national majority group (b =.190, 95% CI [.170 —.209], SE = .010, t =19.54, p
<.001), and among national majority group members whose target outgroup is national
minority group (b =.166, 95% CI [.141 —.190], SE = .013, t = 13.03, p <.001). Regardless
of participants’ target outgroup, those whose realistic intergroup threat is high reported a

significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than those whose realistic intergroup

threat is low. Among those whose realistic intergroup threat is high, members of national
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minority status group whose target outgroup is another national minority group reported a
significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than other two groups of participants.
Members of national majority status group whose target outgroup is national minority group
reported the lowest negative outgroup evaluations score among three groups of participants
(see Figure 6. 10).

6.4.7. Moderated Mediation Model 7

To investigate whether participants’ national group status moderates the mediated effect of
symbolic intergroup threat on relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative
outgroup evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 (Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional
difference in both paths of indirect effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first
stage), and the path between mediator and output (the second stage) are examined (see

Figure 6.11).
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Figure 6.11. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 7) depicting moderation of
national group status on the mediation model in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates
the relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.
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Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect national group
status on relationship between intergroup contact quality and symbolic intergroup threat (f
=.019, 95% CI[-.068 — .105], SE =.044, t = .42, p > .05). However, a significant moderation
effect of national group status on relationship between symbolic intergroup threat and
negative outgroup evaluation (f = -.070, 95% CI [-.106 — -.035], SE = .018, t = -3.85, p
< .001) is found. The relationship between intergroup contact quality and symbolic
intergroup threat does not depend on participants’ national group status. The relationship
between symbolic intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation depends on
participants’ national group status. Moderation effect of national group status is not
significantly found in the first stage of mediation model in which symbolic intergroup threat
mediates relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation

while it is significantly found in the second stage of mediation model.
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Figure 6.12. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of national group status on
mediation model in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between
intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.

128



Decomposing the moderation effect of national group status on relationship between
symbolic intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation, symbolic intergroup threat is
found to predict an increase in negative outgroup evaluation among members of national
minority status groups (b = .261, 95% CI [.235 —.286], SE = .013, t = 20.51, p < .001) as
well as among members of national majority status group (b = .190, 95% CI [.165 —.216],
SE=.013,¢t=14.51,p <.001). Regardless of participants’ national group status, those whose
symbolic intergroup threat is high reported a significantly higher negative outgroup
evaluation score than those whose symbolic intergroup threat is low. National group status
is a categorical variable with two levels; ‘0’ represents minority status and ‘1’ majority status.
Among those whose symbolic intergroup threat is high, members of national minority status
groups reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than members of
national majority status group. Similarly, among those whose symbolic intergroup threat is
low, members of national minority status groups reported a significantly higher negative

outgroup evaluation score than members of national majority status group.

6.4.8. Moderated Mediation Model 8

To investigate whether participants’ local group status moderates the mediated effect of
symbolic intergroup threat on relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative
outgroup evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 (Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional
difference in both paths of indirect effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first
stage), and the path between mediator and output (the second stage) are examined (see

Figure 6.13).
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Figure 6.13. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 8) depicting moderation of
local group status on the mediation model in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates the
relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.

Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of local group
status on relationship between intergroup contact quality and symbolic intergroup threat (f
= -.011, 95% CI [-.116 — .094], SE = .054, t = -.21, p > .05). Similarly, no significant
moderation effect of local group status on relationship between symbolic intergroup threat
and negative outgroup evaluation (8 = -.034, 95% CI [-.074 — .007], SE = .020, t =-1.63, p
> .05) is found. Moderation effect of local group status is significantly found neither in the
first stage nor second stage of mediation model in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates
the relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.

6.4.9. Moderated Mediation Model 9

To investigate whether participants’ target outgroup moderates the mediated effect of
symbolic intergroup threat on relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative

outgroup evaluation, PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 (Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional

difference in both paths of indirect effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first
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stage), and the path between mediator and output (the second stage) are examined (see

Figure 6.14).
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Figure 6.14. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 9) depicting the moderation
of participants’ target outgroup on the mediation model in which symbolic intergroup threat
mediates the relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup
evaluation.

Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of participants’
target outgroup on relationship between intergroup contact quality and symbolic intergroup
threat (8 = .005, 95% CI [-.063 —.073], SE = .035, t = .14, p > .05). However, a significant
moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on relationship between symbolic
intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation (f = -.052, 95% CI [-.079 — -.024], SE
=.014, t =-3.64, p <.001) is revealed. Moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup is
not significantly found on the first stage of the mediation model in which symbolic

intergroup threat mediates relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative

outgroup evaluation while it is significantly found in the second stage of the mediation model.
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Figure 6.15. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of participants’ target
outgroup on mediation model in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates the relationship
between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation.

Decomposing the moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on relationship between
symbolic intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation, symbolic intergroup threat is
found to predict a significant increase in negative outgroup evaluation among members of
national minority status groups whose target outgroup is another national minority group (b
=.258, 95% CI [.231 —.284], SE = .014, t = 18.84, p < .001), among members of national
minority groups whose target outgroup is national majority group (b = .221, 95% CI [.202
—241],SE=.013,¢=21.86, p <.001), and among members of national majority status group
whose target outgroup is national minority group (b =.196, 95% CI [.171 —.221], SE = .013,
t = 15.35, p < .001). Regardless of participants’ target outgroup, those whose symbolic

intergroup threat is high reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score

than those whose symbolic intergroup threat is low.
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6.4.10. Moderated Mediation Model 10

To investigate whether the moderation effect of national group status on mediation model in
which intergroup anxiety mediates the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and
negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 (Hayes, 2013) is run.
Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect effect —the path between
predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between mediator and output (the

second stage) (see Figure 6.16).
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Figure 6.16. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 10) depicting the moderation
of national group status on the mediation model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the
relationship between intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation.

Results of analysis output reveals a significant moderation effect of national group status on
relationship between intergroup contact quantity and intergroup anxiety (f = .063, 95% CI
[.004 — .121], SE = .030, t = 2.11, p < .05). However, no significant moderation effect of
national group status on interaction between intergroup anxiety and negative outgroup
evaluation (f = -.031, 95% CI [-.077 — .015], SE = .024, t = -1.32, p > .05) is found. The

moderation effect of national group status is significantly found in the first stage of

mediation model in which intergroup anxiety mediates relationship between intergroup
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contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation while it is not significantly found in the

second stage of the mediation model.

Moderation Effect of National Group Status

17.5 - ..
™~ \\\
° ~
5 >~
5 16.5 - S~
[} RS
H
> S~
- ~
(] ~
< A J
c
< 15.5 ~
o
=
o
S
Do
[
=
£

14.5 4

135

Low (-1 SD) Mean High (+1 SD)

Intergroup Contact Quantity (Predictor)
@ - - ‘ON-Minority €——@N-Majority

Figure 6.17. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of national group status on
the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and intergroup anxiety.

Decomposing the moderation effect of national group status in the first stage of the
mediation model, intergroup contact quantity is found to predict a significant decrease in
intergroup anxiety among members of national minority status groups (b = -.235, 95% CI
[-.280 — -.192], SE = .022, t = -10.56, p < .001) as well as among national majority status
group (b =-.173, 95% CI [-.211 — -.134], SE = .020, ¢t = -8.78, p < .001). Regardless of
participants’ national group status, those whose intergroup contact quantity reported a
significantly higher intergroup anxiety score than those whose intergroup contact quantity is
high. Participants’ national group status is a categorical variable with two levels — ‘1’
represents majority status and ‘0’ represents minority status. Among members of national
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minority status groups, those whose intergroup contact quantity is low reported a
significantly higher intergroup anxiety score than those whose intergroup contact quantity is
high. Similarly, among members of national majority status group, those whose intergroup
contact quantity is low reported a significantly higher intergroup anxiety score than those
whose intergroup contact quantity is high. Among those whose intergroup contact quantity
is high, members of national minority status groups reported a significantly higher intergroup
anxiety score than members of national minority status group. Similarly, among those whose
intergroup contact quantity is low, members of national minority status groups reported a
significantly higher intergroup anxiety score than members of national majority status group.
6.4.11. Moderated Mediation Model 11

To investigate whether moderation effect of local group status on mediation model in which
intergroup anxiety mediates the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and
negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 (Hayes, 2013) is run.
Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect effect —the path between
predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between mediator and output (the

second stage) (see Figure 6.18).
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Figure 6.18. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 11) depicting moderation of
local group status on mediation model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the relationship
between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation.
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Results of analysis output reveals a significant moderation effect of local group status on
relationship between intergroup contact quantity and intergroup anxiety (f = .108, 95% CI
[.040 — .176], SE = .035, t = 3.11, p < .01). However, no significant moderation effect of
local group status on relationship between intergroup anxiety and negative outgroup
evaluation (f = .021, 95% CI [-.032 — .074], SE = .027, t = .78, p > .05) is revealed.
Moderation effect of local group status is significantly found in the first stage of mediation
model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the relationship between intergroup contact
quantity and negative outgroup evaluation while it is not significantly found in the second
stage of the mediation model.
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Figure 6.19. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of local group status on the
relationship between intergroup contact quantity and intergroup anxiety.

Decomposing the moderation effect of local group status in the first stage of the mediation

model, intergroup contact quantity is found to predict a significant decrease in intergroup
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anxiety both among members of local minority status group (b = -.236, 95% CI [-.296 —
-.176], SE = .030, t = -7.76, p < .001) as well as among members of local majority status
group (b =-.128, 95% CI [-.161 —-.095], SE = .017,t=-7.61, p <.001). Local group status
is a categorical variable with two levels — ‘0’ represents minority status and ‘1’ majority
status. Regardless of participants’ local group status, those whose intergroup contact quantity
is low reported a significantly higher intergroup anxiety score than those whose intergroup
contact quantity is high. Among members of local minority status group, those whose
intergroup contact quantity is low reported a significantly higher intergroup anxiety score
than those whose intergroup contact quantity is high. Similarly, among members of local
majority status group, those whose intergroup contact quantity is low reported a significantly
higher intergroup anxiety score than those whose intergroup contact quantity is high. Among
those whose intergroup contact quantity is high, members of local minority status group
reported a significantly higher intergroup anxiety score than members of local majority
status group. Similarly, among those whose intergroup contact quantity is low, members of
local minority status group reported a significantly higher intergroup anxiety score than

members of local majority status group.

6.4.12. Moderated Mediation Model 12

To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on mediation
model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the relationship between intergroup contact
quantity and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 (Hayes, 2013)
is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect effect —the path
between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between mediator and output

(the second stage) (see Figure 6.20).
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Figure 6.20. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 12) depicting moderation of
participants’ target outgroup on the mediation model in which intergroup anxiety mediates
the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation.

Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of participants’
target outgroup on relationship between intergroup contact quantity and intergroup anxiety
(B = .003, 95% CI [-.044 — .050], SE = .02, t = .13, p > .05). Moreover, no significant
moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on the relationship between intergroup
anxiety and negative outgroup evaluation (f = -.010, 95% CI [-.045 — .026], SE = .018, ¢t =
-.54, p > .05) 1s found. Moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup is not significantly
found both in the first stage and second stages of the mediation model in which intergroup

anxiety mediates the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup
evaluation.

6.4.13. Moderated Mediation Model 13

To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ national group status on mediation
model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between intergroup
contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58

(Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect
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effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between

mediator and output (the second stage) (see Figure 6.21).
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Figure 6.21. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 13) depicting moderation of
national group status on mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates the
relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation.

Results of analysis output reveals a significant moderation effect of national group status on
relationship between intergroup contact quantity and realistic intergroup threat (5 =.017,
95% CI[-.112 —.146], SE = .066, t = .26, p > .05). However, no significant moderation effect
of national group status on relationship between realistic intergroup threat and negative
outgroup evaluation (f = -.039, 95% CI [-.089 — .011], SE = .025, ¢t = -1.51 p > .05) is
revealed. Moderation effect of national group status is not significantly found both in the
first and second stages of the mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates
the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation.
6.4.14. Moderated Mediation Model 14

To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ local group status on mediation

model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between intergroup

contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58
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(Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect
effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between

mediator and output (the second stage) (see Figure 6.22).
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Figure 6.22. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 14) depicting moderation of
local group status on the mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates the
relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation.

Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of local group
status on relationship between intergroup contact quantity and realistic intergroup threat (f
=.056, 95% CI [-.103 — .215], SE = .080, t = .69, p > .05). Similarly, no significant
moderation effect of local group status on relationship between realistic intergroup threat
and negative outgroup evaluation (f = .017, 95% CI [-.039 — .072], SE = .028, t = .58, p
> .05) is revealed. Moderation effect of local group status is not significantly found both in
the first and second stages of the mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat

mediates the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup

evaluation.
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6.4.15. Moderated Mediation Model 15

To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on mediation
model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between intergroup
contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58
(Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect
effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between

mediator and output (the second stage) (see Figure 6.23).
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Figure 6.23. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 15) depicting moderation of
participants’ target outgroup on the mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat
mediates the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup
evaluation.

Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of participants’
target outgroup on the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and realistic
intergroup threat (f = -.071, 95% CI [-.173 — .030], SE = .052, t = -1.38, p > .05). No
significant moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on the relationship between
realistic intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation (f =-.034, 95% CI [-.074 —.006],

SE = .020, t = -1.66, p > .05) is revealed, too. Moderation effect of participants’ target

outgroup is not significantly found both in the first and second stages of the mediation model
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in which realistic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between intergroup contact
quantity and negative outgroup evaluation.

6.4.16. Moderated Mediation Model 16

To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ national group status on mediation
model in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between intergroup
contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58
(Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect
effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between

mediator and output (the second stage) (see Figure 6.24).
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Figure 6.24. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 16) depicting moderation of
national group status on the mediation model in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates
the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation.

Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of national group
status on the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and symbolic intergroup threat
(B =.059, 95% CI [-.065 — .182], SE = .063, t = .93, p > .05). Similarly, no significant

moderation effect of national group status on the relationship between symbolic intergroup

threat and negative outgroup evaluation (f = -.039, 95% CI [-.090 — .014], SE = .026,
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=-1.44, p > .05) is revealed. Moderation effect of national group status is not significantly
found both in the first and second stages of the mediation model in which symbolic
intergroup threat mediates the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative
outgroup evaluation.
6.4.17. Moderated Mediation Model 17
To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ local group status on mediation
model in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between intergroup
contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58
(Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect
effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between

mediator and output (the second stage) (see Figure 6.25).
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Figure 6.25. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 17) depicting moderation of
local group status on the mediation model in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates the
relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation.

Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of local group

status on the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and symbolic intergroup threat

(B =.038, 95% CI [-.110 — .185], SE = .075, t = .50, p > .05). Similarly, no significant
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moderation effect of local group status on the relationship between symbolic intergroup
threat and negative outgroup evaluation (5 = -.004, 95% CI [-.064 — .055], SE = .030, ¢t =
-.15, p > .05) is revealed. Moderation effect of local group status is not significantly found
both in the first and second stages of the mediation model in which symbolic intergroup
threat mediates the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup
evaluation.

6.4.18. Moderated Mediation Model 18

To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on mediation
model in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between intergroup
contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58
(Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect
effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between

mediator and output (the second stage) (see Figure 6.26).
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Figure 6.26. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 18) depicting moderation of
participants’ target outgroup on the mediation model in which symbolic intergroup threat
mediates the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup
evaluation.
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Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of participants’
target outgroup on the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and symbolic
intergroup threat (5 = -.035, 95% CI [-.130 —.061], SE = .048, t =-.71, p > .05). Similarly,
no significant moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on the relationship between
symbolic intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation (f = -.028, 95% CI [-.071
—.016], SE = .022, t = -1.25, p > .05) is revealed. Moderation effect of participants’ target
outgroup is not significantly found both in the first and second stages of the mediation model
in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between intergroup contact
quantity and negative outgroup evaluation.

6.4.19. Moderated Mediation Model 19

To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ national group status on mediation
model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the relationship between negative intergroup
contact and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 (Hayes, 2013)
is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect effect —the path
between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between mediator and output

(the second stage) (see Figure 6.27).
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Figure 6.27. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 19) depicting moderation of
national group status on the mediation model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the
relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation.
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Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of national group
status on the relationship between negative intergroup contact and intergroup anxiety (f
=.014, 95% CI [-.015 — .042], SE = .014, t = .95, p > .05). Similarly, no significant
moderation effect of national group status on the relationship between intergroup anxiety
and negative outgroup evaluation (f = -.014, 95% CI [-.059 — .032], SE = .023, ¢t =-.58, p
>.05) is revealed. Moderation effect of national group status is not significantly found both
in the first and second stages of mediation model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the
relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation.

6.4.20. Moderated Mediation Model 20

To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ local group status on mediation
model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the relationship between negative intergroup
contact and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 (Hayes, 2013)
is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect effect —the path
between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between mediator and output

(the second stage) (see Figure 6.28).

Local
Group
Status
Intergroup
Anxiety
Negative Negative
Intergroup » Outgroup
Contact Evaluation

Figure 6.28. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 20) depicting moderation of
local group status on mediation model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the relationship
between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation.
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Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of local group
status on the relationship between negative intergroup contact and intergroup anxiety (f =
-.006, 95% CI [-.036 — .023], SE = .015, ¢t = -42, p > .05). Similarly, no significant
moderation effect of local group status on the relationship between intergroup anxiety and
negative outgroup evaluation (f =.033, 95% CI [-.019 — .085], SE =.027, t = 1.24, p > .05)
is revealed. Moderation effect of local group status is not significantly found both in the first
stage and second stages of the mediation model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the
relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation.

6.4.21. Moderated Mediation Model 21

To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on mediation
model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the relationship between negative intergroup
contact and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58 (Hayes, 2013)
is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect effect —the path
between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between mediator and output

(the second stage) (see Figure 6.29).
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Figure 6.29. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 21) depicting moderation of
participants’ target outgroup on the mediation model in which intergroup anxiety mediates
the relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation.
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Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of participants’
target outgroup on the relationship between negative intergroup contact and intergroup
anxiety (f=-.010,95% CI[-.012—.032], SE=.011, t= .87, p>.05). Similarly, no significant
moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on the relationship between intergroup
anxiety and negative outgroup evaluation (f =.005, 95% CI [-.030—.039], SE =.018, t = .28,
p > .05) is revealed. Moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup is not significantly
found both in the first and second stages of the mediation model in which intergroup anxiety
mediates the relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup
evaluation.

6.4.22. Moderated Mediation Model 22

To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ national group status on mediation
model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between negative
intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58
(Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect
effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between

mediator and output (the second stage) (see Figure 6.30).
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Figure 6.30. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 22) depicting moderation of
national group status on the mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates
the relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation.
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Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of participants’
national group status on the relationship between negative intergroup contact and realistic
intergroup threat (f = -.020, 95% CI [-.063 — .023], SE = .022, t = -.92, p > .05). No
significant moderation effect of national group status on the relationship between realistic
intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation (f = -.028, 95% CI [-.064 — .008], SE
= .018, t = -1.54, p > .05) is revealed. Moderation effect of national group status is not
significantly found both in the first and second stages of the mediation model in which
realistic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between negative intergroup contact and
negative outgroup evaluation.

6.4.23. Moderated Mediation Model 23

To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ local group status on mediation
model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between negative
intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58
(Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect
effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between

mediator and output (the second stage) (see Figure 6.31).
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Figure 6.31. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 23) depicting moderation of
local group status on the mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates the
relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation.

Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of local group
status on the relationship between negative intergroup contact and realistic intergroup threat
(B =-.002, 95% CI [-.049 — .044], SE = .024, t = -.09, p > .05). No significant interaction
effect of local group status on the relationship between realistic intergroup threat and
negative outgroup evaluation (f =-.011, 95% CI [-.050 —.028], SE = .020, t =-.57, p > .05)
is revealed. Moderation effect of local group status is not significantly found both in the first

stage and second stages of the mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates

the relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation.

6.4.24. Moderated Mediation Model 24

To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on mediation
model in which realistic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between negative
intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58

(Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect
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effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between

mediator and output (the second stage) (see Figure 6.32).
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Figure 6.32. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 24) depicting moderation of
participants’ target outgroup on the mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat
mediates the relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup
evaluation.

Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of participants’
target outgroup on the relationship between negative intergroup contact and realistic
intergroup threat (f = -.006, 95% CI [-.039 — .027], SE = .017, t = -.35, p > .05). Similarly,
no significant moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on the relationship between
realistic intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation (f=-.017,95% CI [-.045 —.010],
SE=.014, t=-1.24, p > .05) is revealed. Moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup
is not significantly found both in the first and second stages of the mediation model in which
realistic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between negative intergroup contact and
negative outgroup evaluation.

6.4.25. Moderated Mediation Model 25

To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ national group status on mediation

model in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between negative
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intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58
(Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect
effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between

mediator and output (the second stage) (see Figure 6. 33).
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Figure 6.33. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 25) depicting moderation of
national group status on the mediation model in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates
the relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation.

Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of national group
status on the relationship between negative intergroup contact and symbolic intergroup threat
(B = -.008, 95% CI [-.049 — .032], SE = .020, ¢t = -.40, p > .05). However, a significant
moderation effect of national group status on the relationship between symbolic intergroup
threat and negative outgroup evaluation (5 = -.037, 95% CI [-.074 — -.001], SE = .019, t = -
1.98, p < .05) is revealed. Moderation effect of national group status is not significantly
found in the first stage of the mediational model in which symbolic intergroup threat

mediates the relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup

evaluation. However, it was significantly found in the second stage of the mediation model.
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Figure 6.34. Johnson-Neyman plot showing moderation effect of national group status on
the relationship between negative intergroup contact and symbolic intergroup threat.

Decomposing the moderation effect of national group status on the second stage of the
mediation model, symbolic intergroup threat is found to predict a significant increase in
negative outgroup evaluation both among members of national minority status groups (b
=.226,95% CI[.199 —.252], SE=.014,t=16.49, p <.001) and among members of national
majority status group (b = .189, 95% CI [.162 —.215], SE = .014, t = 13.99, p < .001).
Regardless of participants’ national status group, those whose symbolic intergroup threat is
high reported a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than those whose
symbolic intergroup threat is low. Among members of national minority status groups, those
whose symbolic intergroup threat is high reported a significantly higher negative outgroup
evaluation score than those whose symbolic intergroup threat is low. Similarly, among

members of national majority status group, those whose realistic intergroup threat reported
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a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than those whose symbolic
intergroup threat is low. Among those whose symbolic intergroup threat is high, members
of national minority status group reported a significantly higher negative outgroup

evaluation score than members of national majority status group.

6.4.26. Moderated Mediation Model 26

To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ national group status on mediation
model in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between negative
intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58
(Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect
effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between

mediator and output (the second stage) (see Figure 6. 35).
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Figure 6.35. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 26) depicting moderation of
local group status on mediation model in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates the
relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation.

Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of local group

status on the relationship between negative intergroup contact and symbolic intergroup threat

(B =-.012, 95% CI [-.055 — .031], SE = .022, t = -.54, p > .05). Similarly, no significant
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moderation effect of local group status on the relationship between symbolic intergroup
threat and negative outgroup evaluation (f = -.013, 95% CI [-.054 — .027], SE = .021, t =
-.65, p > .05) is revealed. Moderation effect of local group status is not significantly found
both in the first and second stages of the mediation model in which symbolic intergroup
threat mediates the relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup
evaluation.

6.4.27. Moderated Mediation Model 27

To investigate whether moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on mediation
model in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between negative
intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation, the PROCESS macro 3.1 Model 58
(Hayes, 2013) is run. Conditional difference is investigated in both paths of the indirect
effect —the path between predictor and mediator (the first stage), and the path between

mediator and output (the second stage) (see Figure 6. 36).
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Figure 6.36. Conceptual model (Moderated Mediation Model 27) depicting moderation of
participants’ target outgroup on the mediation model in which symbolic intergroup threat
mediates the relationship between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup
evaluation.
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Results of analysis output does not reveal any significant moderation effect of participants’
target outgroup on the relationship between negative intergroup contact and symbolic
intergroup threat (£ = -.005, 95% CI [-.026 — .036], SE = .016, t = .34, p > .05). Similarly,
no significant moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup on the relationship between
symbolic intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation (f = -.027, 95% CI [-.056
—.001], SE = .015, t = -1.88, p > .05) is revealed. Moderation effect of participants’ target
outgroup is not significantly found both in the first and second stages of the mediation model
in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between negative intergroup
threat and negative outgroup evaluation.

6.5. Results and Discussion

In Chapter 6, indirect effects of three dimensions of intergroup contact (qualitative,
quantitative, and negative dimension) on negative outgroup evaluation in three conditions
(participants’ national group status, local group status, and target outgroup) are investigated.
Indirect effects of three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation
through three mediators have been examined in Chapter 4, and the result showed that
intergroup contact quality negatively predicts negative outgroup evaluation through all the
three mediators while negative intergroup contact positively predicts negative outgroup
evaluation through all the three mediators. Intergroup contact quantity negatively predicts
negative outgroup evaluation through intergroup anxiety.

National group status is found to moderate the indirect effects of intergroup contact quality
on negative outgroup evaluation via three mediators. Moderation effect of national group
status is found in the second stage of the mediation models. All three mediators were found
to predict a significant increase in negative outgroup evaluation. Regardless of participants’
national group status, those whose scores in the three mediators are high reported a

significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation score than those whose scores in three
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mediator variables are low. Regardless of participants’ high or low level of scores in three
mediator variables, members of national minority status groups reported a significantly
higher negative outgroup evaluation score than members of the national majority status
group. The relationship between intergroup contact quality and three mediator variables —
intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat— did not
depend on participants’ national group status.

The coefficient values in which either of three mediator variables predicts negative outgroup
evaluation are found to be stronger among members of national minority status group than
members of the national majority status group. This point means that the same level of
intergroup anxiety can induce a significantly higher negative outgroup evaluation among
members of national minority status groups than members of the national majority status
group. This finding is consistent with what the previous studies have found —perceived
minority status is associated with a higher intergroup prejudice. Even if the qualitative
dimension of intergroup contact can significantly reduce intergroup anxiety, realistic and
symbolic intergroup threat among members of both national minority and majority status
groups, the relationship between those three mediator variables and negative outgroup
evaluation is found to be stronger among members of national minority status groups.

The indirect effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation through
intergroup anxiety is significantly moderated by national group status. The moderation effect
of national group status is found in the first stage of the mediation model in which intergroup
anxiety mediates the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup
evaluation. Intergroup contact quantity is found to predict a significant decrease in
intergroup anxiety. Regardless of participants’ national group status, those whose intergroup
contact quantity is high reported a significantly lower negative outgroup evaluation score

than those whose intergroup contact quantity is low. Regardless of participants’ (high or low)
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level of intergroup contact quantity score, members of national minority status groups
reported a significantly higher intergroup anxiety score than members of the national
majority status group.

In Chapter 3, when the direct effect of intergroup contact quantity is examined by using the
full sample, a significant, but weak, relationship between intergroup contact quantity and
negative outgroup evaluation was found. However, in Chapter 6, when the effect of
intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation was mediated by intergroup
anxiety, intergroup contact quantity was found to predict a significant decrease in intergroup
anxiety, and the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and intergroup anxiety is
found to be significantly stronger among members of national majority status group than
members of national minority status group. This means that national majority group
members can easily reduce their intergroup anxiety when they encounter outgroup members
frequently regardless of their quality of contact with outgroup members. For national
minority group members, intergroup contact quantity cannot effectively reduce their
intergroup anxiety. As a result, the indirect effect of intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation reduction through intergroup anxiety is weaker among members national
minority status groups than members of the national majority status group.

The indirect effect of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation through
symbolic intergroup threat is significantly moderated by participants’ national group status.
Moderation effect of national group status is found in the first stage of the mediation model
in which symbolic intergroup threat mediates the relationship between negative intergroup
contact and negative outgroup evaluation. Regardless of participants’ national group status,
those whose negative intergroup contact is high reported a significantly higher symbolic
intergroup threat score than those whose negative intergroup contact is low. Regardless of

participants’ (high or low) level of negative intergroup contact score, members of national
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minority status groups reported a significantly higher symbolic intergroup threat than
members of the national majority status group.

Participants’ target outgroup is found to moderate the indirect effects of intergroup contact
quality on negative outgroup evaluation through realistic and symbolic intergroup threat.
Moderation effect of participants’ target outgroup is found in the second stage of mediation
models in which either realistic or symbolic intergroup threat mediates the relationship
between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation. Regardless of
participants’ target outgroup, those whose score in either realistic or symbolic intergroup
threat is high reported a significantly higher score in negative outgroup evaluation than those
whose score in either realistic and symbolic intergroup threat is low. Regardless of
participants’ high or low level of score in either realistic or symbolic intergroup threat, the
highest score in negative outgroup evaluation is reported by members of national minority
status group whose target outgroup is another national minority group (Minority—Minority)
while members of the national majority status group whose target outgroup is a national
minority group (Majority—Minority) reported the lowest negative outgroup evaluation score
among three different groups of participants.

Participants’ target outgroup is found to moderate the indirect effect of intergroup contact
quantity on negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety. Moderation effect of
participants’ target outgroup is found both in the first and second stages of the mediation
model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the relationship between intergroup contact
quantity and negative outgroup evaluation. Regardless of participants’ target outgroup, those
whose intergroup contact quantity is low reported a significantly higher intergroup anxiety
than those whose intergroup contact quantity is high. Moreover, regardless of participants’
target outgroup, those whose intergroup anxiety score is high reported a significantly higher

negative outgroup evaluation score than those whose intergroup anxiety is low. Regardless
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of participants’ high or low level of intergroup contact quantity, members of national
minority status groups whose target outgroup is another national minority group (Minority—
Minority) reported the highest intergroup anxiety score while members of the national
majority status group whose target outgroup is a national minority status group (Majority—
Minority) reported the lowest intergroup anxiety score. Similarly, regardless of participants’
high or low level of intergroup anxiety score, members of national minority status groups
whose target group is another national minority (Minority—Minority) reported the highest
negative outgroup evaluation score while members of the national majority status group
whose target outgroup is a national minority status group (Majority—Minority) reported the
lowest negative outgroup evaluation score.

Local group status is found to moderate the indirect effect of intergroup contact quantity on
negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety. Moderation effect of local group status
1s found in the first stage of the mediation model in which intergroup anxiety mediates the
relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation.
Intergroup contact quantity predicts a significant decrease in intergroup anxiety. Regardless
of participants’ local group status, those whose intergroup contact quantity is high reported
a significantly lower intergroup anxiety than those whose intergroup contact quantity is high.
Regardless of participants’ high or low level of intergroup contact quantity, members of local
minority status group reported a significantly higher intergroup anxiety score than members
of the local majority status group.

Local group status is found to moderate the indirect effect of intergroup contact quality on
negative outgroup evaluation via realistic intergroup threat. Moderation effect of local group
status is found in the first stage of the mediation model in which realistic intergroup threat
mediates the relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup

evaluation. Intergroup contact quality predicts a significant decrease in realistic intergroup
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threat. Regardless of participants’ local group status, those whose intergroup contact quality
is high reported a significantly lower realistic intergroup threat score than those whose
intergroup contact quality is low. Regardless of participants’ high or low level of intergroup
contact quality, members of local minority status group reported a significantly higher

realistic intergroup threat than members of the local majority status group.
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Chapter 7

Regional Differences in the Effects of Intergroup Contact

7.1. Regional Differences

In the present study, the sample includes participants living in three different regions of
Myanmar. Numerical dominant ethnic groups in the three regions differ from each other. For
instance, the northern region is populated with two minority ethnic groups —Kachin and Shan,
whereas the southern region is home for two minority ethnic groups —Mon and Karen. The
central region is the native land of the majority ethnic group —Bamar.

While members of national majority status group target national minority groups as an
outgroup, members of national minority status group target either national majority group or
another national minority group which co-exists with them in the same region as outgroup.
History of intergroup conflict and current situation of intergroup conflict in those three
regions are totally different. While the armed conflict in the northern region is taking place
at the time of data collection, military tension between national majority and minority in
southern region has stopped since two decades ago, and the central region never experiences
intergroup conflict. Accordingly, the effect of intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation is anticipated to vary significantly across the three regions. The direct, indirect,
conditional direct, and conditional indirect effects of intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation are investigated in Chapter 3, 4, 5, and 6 by using a full sample that
includes participants from three regions. In other words, statistical data analysis in previous

chapters is done in national context. In this chapter, direct and indirect effects of three



dimensions of intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation will be investigated in

regional context.

7.2. Research question

Chapter 7 aims at examining regional differences in relationship between intergroup contact
and negative outgroup evaluation. This chapter will address the following research questions:
Does participants’ residential region significantly moderate the direct effect of intergroup
contact on negative outgroup evaluation? and

Does participants’ residential region significantly moderate the indirect effect of intergroup

contact on negative outgroup evaluation?

7.3. Hypothesis

Hypothesis 11: Relationship between three dimensions of intergroup contact and negative
outgroup evaluation would be moderated by participants’ residential region.

Hypothesis 12: Indirect effects of three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation via (a) intergroup anxiety, (b) realistic intergroup threat, and (c)
symbolic intergroup threat would be moderated by participants’ residential region.

7.4. Method

7.4.1. Participants

Participants’ information are the same across all chapters in the present study.

7.4.2. Materials

To measure qualitative intergroup contact, quantitative intergroup contact, negative
intergroup contact, negative outgroup evaluation, intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup
threat, and symbolic intergroup threat, General Intergroup Contact Quality Scales, General
Intergroup Contact Quantity Scales, Negative Experiences Inventory, General Evaluation
Scale, Intergroup Anxiety Scale, Realistic Intergroup Threat Scales, and Symbolic

Intergroup Threat Scales are used.
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7.4.3. Procedure

Research procedure is the same across all chapters in the present study.
7.5. Data Analysis

7.5.1. Moderation Effect of Region on Direct Effect of Intergroup Contact

To investigate regional difference in direct effect of intergroup contact on outgroup
evaluation, a structrual equation model that includes three parallel predictors —intergroup
contact quality, intergroup contact quatity, and negative intergroup contact— predicting an
output variable by using IBM AMOS Graphic 23 as in Figure 7.1. Before running structural
model, a bivariate correlation analysis was operated by IBM SPSS 23. The standardized

correlation coefficient values and descriptives are describe in Table 7.1.
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Table 7.1. Zero-order Correlations among Variables and Descriptive of Variables in Three
Regions

Variable 1 2 3 4
ICQL 1 5157 -.088™ -297"
ICQT 1 .023 1677
NIC 1 356"
Northern NOE |
Scale Range 5-25 5-25 13-65 6-30
M 14.32 14.87 21.88 15.71
SD 3.27 3.64 8.03 3.914
) 1322 1322 1322 1322
ICQL 1 .539™ 025 -370™
ICQT 1 .198™ - 1157
NIC 1 382"
NOE 1
Central  goi1e Range 525 525 13-65 6-30
Y, 14.85 12.90 16.88 13.89
D 4.05 4.03 6.45 3.32
. 1493 1493 1493 1493
ICQL 1 5587 -.095" 403"
ICQT 1 075" -2127
NIC 1 3757
Southern NOE 1
Scale Range 5-25 5-25 13-65 6-30
Y, 15.17 15.12 20.96 14.47
D 3.72 3.83 8.48 3.37
1312 1312 1312 1312

n
Note. ** p < .01. ICQL = Intergroup contact quality, ICQT = Intergroup
contact quantity, NIC = Negative intergroup contact, NOE = Negative
outgroup evaluation.
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Figure 7.1. Structural equation model (Causal Model) for testing regional difference in
contact-evaluation relationship.

Note. *** p < .001. Model fit indices: y° (789, N = 4127) = 2133.47, y° /df = 2.70, p
<.001, NFI=.96, IFI=.97, TLI= .96, CF1=.97, RMSEA =.020, 95% CI[.019 —.021];
SRMR = .043. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-
normed fit index, CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of
approximation, SRMR = standardized root means square residual.
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Model fit indices of the Causal model are good. y° (789, N =4127) =2133.47, */df = 2.70,
p <.001, NFI = .96, IFI= .97, TLI = .96, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .020, 95% CI [.019 —.021];
SRMR = .043. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed
fit index, CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation,
SRMR = standardized root means square residual. Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) > .90 indicates
good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit; comparative fit index (CFI)
> .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, < .05 indicates good fit;
standardized root means square residual (SRMR) < .10 indicates good fit).

Multigroup analysis is operated in structural equation model. Standardized beta coefficients
between predictors and output variable are shown in Table 7.2. Squared multiple correlations
of each group (Northern region, Central region, and Southern region) are shown in the table.
In the northern region, intergroup contact quality (f = -.503, p < .001) and negative
intergroup contact (5 =.346, p <.001) are reliable predictors of negative outgroup evaluation
while intergroup contact quantity (8 = .062, ns) is not. While negative outgroup evaluation
1s negatively predicted by intergroup contact quality, it is positively predicted by negative
intergroup contact. The 38.1 percent of variance in negative outgroup evaluation prediction
can be explained by this model.

In the central regions, intergroup contact quantity (f = .186, p < .001), intergroup contact
quality (8 = -.620, p <.001), and negative intergroup contact (f = .816, p <.001) are found
to be reliable predictors of negative outgroup evaluation. While negative outgroup
evaluation is negatively predicted by intergroup contact quality, it is positively predicted by
intergroup contact quantity and negative intergroup contact. The model can explain 96.3
percent of variance in predicting negative outgroup evaluation by the three dimensions of

intergroup contact.
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In the southern regions, intergroup contact quantity (5 = .183, p <.001), intergroup contact
quality (8 = -.856, p <.001), and negative intergroup contact (5 = .402, p <.001) are found
to be reliable predictors of negative outgroup evaluation. While negative outgroup
evaluation is negatively predicted by intergroup contact quality, it is positively predicted by
intergroup contact quantity and negative intergroup contact. The model can explain 81.4
percent of variance in predicting negative outgroup evaluation by the three dimensions of

intergroup contact.

Table 7.2. Standardized Beta Coefficients of Paths between Predictors and Output
Variable in Causal Model and Squared Multiple Correlations of Three Regions

Region
Parameter Path
Northern Central Southern
Quality—>Evaluation -.503 *** -.620 *** -.856 ***
Standardized
Beta Coefficient  Quantity—>Evaluation .062 ns 186 *x* 183 **
) _ _
Negative—> Evaluation 346 *** 816 *** 402 *E*
Squared Multiple Correlations (R?) 381 963 814

Note: ns = not significant, ** p <.01, *** p <.001.

To investigate the regional difference in the effect of intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation, pairwise parameter comparison is operated in a structural model. If the difference
between standardized parameter values of two groups on the same path is greater than or
equal to £1.96, the two parameters are said to be significantly different.

The output of analysis showed that there is a significant regional difference in the direct
effect of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation between participants

from the central and southern regions. The degree in which negative intergroup contact
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predicts negative outgroup evaluation is significantly higher among participants living in the
central region than those who live in the southern region. Except for the difference between
central and southern regions in that parameter, there are no significant regional differences
in the other paths of the structural model. Regional variation in the direct effect of intergroup
contact on negative outgroup evaluation is found in the relationship between negative

intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation between central and southern regions.
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Table 7.3. Outputs of Pairwise Parameter Comparison for Direct Effect of Three Dimension Intergroup Contact on

Negative Outgroup Evaluation.

QLEvN QtEvN NCEvN QILEvC QtEvC NCEvC QlLEvS QtEvS NCEvS

QL Ev C 1.641 -6.291 -7.833 .000

Qt Ev C 6.146 .803 -3.301 7.308 .000
NC Ev C 9.155 6.159 1.170 11.777 6.542 .000

QL Ev S .618 -6.114 -7.799 -1.290 -7.703 -11.060 .000

Qt Ev S 5.940 569 -3.354 8.391 -.280 -6.653 5.837 .000

NC Ev_S 6.940 2.499 -1.893 9.689 2414 -4.335 ** 7.953 2.369 .000

Note: **p <.01

Ql_Ev_N = path between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation of northern region
Ql Ev_C = path between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation of central region
Ql_Ev_S = path between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation of southern region
QT _Ev N = path between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation of northern region
QT _Ev_C = path between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation of central region
QT _Ev_S = path between intergroup contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation of southern region
CN_Ev_N = path between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation of northern region
CN_Ev_C = path between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation of central region
CN_Ev_S = path between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation of southern region
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7.5.2. Moderation Effect of Region on Indirect Effect of Intergroup Contact

To investigate regional difference or moderation effect of region on indirect effect of
intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation through three mediator variables
(intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat), a path model

is constructed by using IBM AMOS Graphic 23 (see Figure 7.2).
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Figure 7.2. Conceptual path model (Parallel Mediation Model) for investigating
regional difference in indirect effect of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup
evaluation through three mediators.

Model fit indices: y° (6, N =4127) = 12.57, y*/df = 2.09, p < .05, NFI = .99, IF1 = .99,
TLI = .99, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .016, 95% CI [.000 — .029]; SRMR = .048. IFI =
incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed fit index, CFI =
comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation, SRMR =
standardized root means square residual.
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Modle fit indices show that the model has a good fit. y* (6, N = 4127) = 12.57, ° /df = 2.09,
p <.05, NFI=.99, I[F1=.99, TLI = .99, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .016, 95% CI [.000 — .029];
SRMR = .048. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed
fit index, CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation,
SRMR = standardized root means square residual. Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) > .90 indicates
good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit; comparative fit index (CFI)
> .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, < .05 indicates good fit;
standardized root means square residual (SRMR) < .10 indicates good fit).

Standardized beta coefficient values between predictor and mediators, between mediators
and output variables are shown in Table 7.4. Squared multiple correlation (R?) values of each

group is also described in the table below.

Table 7.4. Standardized Beta Coelfficients of Paths between Predictors and Output
Variable in Path Model and Squared Multiple Correlations of Three Regions

Region
Parameter Path
Northern Central Southern
Standardized Quality—> Anxiety -.4009 #** =435 ok -405 *H*
Beta
. Anxiety—>Evaluation 395 Hek 550 *x* 37w
Coefficient (5)
Quality > Realistic - 147 *** =09 *** -.088 *#*
Realistic->Evaluation =~ .124 *** 1071 *x* 087 ***
Quality - Symbolic -.237 FxE - 122 *x* -. 148 ***
Symbolic>Evaluation =~ .158 *** 073 ** 17 ek
Squared Multiple Correlations (R?) 349 465 408

Note: ** p < .01, *** p <.001.
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Results of analysis output showed that indirect effects of intergroup contact quality on
negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety (Bindirect-1 = Pauality-anxiety X Panxiety-evaluation
=-.162, p <.001), realistic intergroup threat (Bindireci-2> = Bquality-reatistic X Preaiistic-evaluation = --018,
p <.001), and symbolic intergroup threat (Bindirect-3 = Puality-symbolic X B symbolic - evatuation = =.037,
p <.001) are significant in the northern region. The total indirect effect of intergroup contact
quality on negative outgroup evaluation in northern region is significantly found (Bindirect-total
= Bindirect-1 + PBindirect-2 + Pindirect-3 = 217, p < .001). The model can explain 34.9 percent of
variance in negative outgroup evaluation predicted by intergroup contact quality via three
mediator variables.

In the central region, results of analysis output showed that indirect effect of intergroup
contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety (Bindirect-1 = Pquality-
anxiety X Panxiety-evaluation = -.176, p < .001), is significant, and the total indirect effect of
intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation in central region (Bindirect-total =
Pindirect-1 = -.176, p < .001) 1s significant. The model can explain 46.5 percent of variance in
negative outgroup evaluation predicted by intergroup contact quality via intergroup anxiety.
In the southern region, results of analysis output showed that indirect effects of intergroup
contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety (Bindirect-1 = Pquality-
anxiety X Panxiety-evaluation = -.239, p < .001), and symbolic intergroup threat (Bingirecr-2 = Pyuatity-
symbolic X P symbolic- evaluation = --017, p < .001) are significant, and the total indirect effect of
intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation in southern region (Bindirect-total =
Pindirect-1 + Pindirect-2 = -.256, p < .001) 1s significant. The model can explain 40.8 percent of
the variance in negative outgroup evaluation predicted by intergroup contact quality via
intergroup anxiety and symbolic intergroup threat.

To investigate the regional difference in the indirect effect of intergroup contact quality on

negative outgroup evaluation, pairwise parameter comparison is operated in a path model.
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The output of analysis showed that there are some significant regional differences in the
indirect effect of intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation among
participants from three regions (see Table 7.5).

Regional difference is significantly found in the relationship between intergroup contact
quality and symbolic intergroup threat among three regions. The degree in which intergroup
contact quality predicts a decrease in symbolic intergroup threat is significantly higher
among participants living in the northern region than those living in central and southern
regions. Moderation effect of the region is also found in the relationship between intergroup
contact quality and realistic intergroup threat among three regions. The degree in which
intergroup contact quality predicts a decrease in realistic intergroup threat is significantly
higher among participants living in the northern region than those who live in the central and
southern regions. Regional difference in the relationship between intergroup anxiety and
negative outgroup evaluation is significantly found among participants living in three
regions. The degree in which intergroup anxiety predicts negative outgroup evaluation is
significantly higher among participants living in the central region than those who live in the
northern and southern regions. Moderation effect of region on the relationship between
symbolic intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation is significantly found between
the northern and central regions. The degree in which symbolic intergroup threat predicts an
increase in negative outgroup evaluation is significantly higher among participants living in

the northern region than those living in the central region.
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Table 7.5. Outputs of Pairwise Parameter Comparison for Indirect Effect of Intergroup Contact Qualtiy on Negative Outgroup Evaluation
through Three Mediators

QLSy N QlReN ReEvN SyEvN AxEvN QLAxN QLSyC QReC ReEvC SyEvC AxEvC QlAxC

QL Sy C 4.098 ** 1.735 -6.438 -7.066 -13.232 7.015 .000

QL Re C 4.689 2.320 ** -5.332 -5.988 -12.146 7.659 1.067 .000

Re Ev_C 9.829 6.456 -.996 -2.248 -11.251 16.605 6.117 4.961 .000

Sy Ev_C 9.411 6.100 -1.657 -2.828 ** -11.607 15.893 5.614 4.486 -.652 .000

Ax_Ev C 18.414 14.485 14.840 12.728 2.041 ** 27.219 16.678 15.336 15.996 15.599 .000

QL Ax _C -.536 -2.793 -17.359 -17.394 -22.982 1.655 -7.765 -8.291 -18.082 -17.128 -29.921 .000
QL Sy S 2.939 ** 789 -6.941 -7.512 -13.166 5.302 -1.031 -1.705 -6.646 -6.206 -16.103 4.404
QL Re_ S 4.222 2.040 ** -4.880 -5.492 -11.158 6.737 513 -.167 -4.516 -4.111 -13.762 5.969
Re Ev_S 9.523 6.228 -1.266 -2.446 -11.184 15.913 5.775 4.657 -.363 381 -16.755 17.063
Sy Ev_S 9.918 6.620 -.330 -1.554 -10.315 16.293 6.290 5.174 .657 1.346 -15.463 17.418
Ax_Ev_S 16.109 12.506 10.781 9.109 -.388 23.512 13.862 12.661 12.478 12.842 -2.745 ** 25.223
QL Ax_S -.564 -2.752 -15.810 -16.012 -21.648 1.492 -5.977 -6.667 -16.195 -15.403 -27.488 -.069

Note: **p <.01

Ql_Ax_N = path between intergroup contact quality and intergroup anxiety of northern region

Ql Re N = path between intergroup contact quality and realistic intergroup threat of northern region
Ql_Sy N = path between intergroup contact quality and symbolic intergroup threat of northern region
Ql Ax_C = path between intergroup contact quality and intergroup anxiety of central region

Ql _Re C = path between intergroup contact quality and realistic intergroup threat of central region
Ql Sy C = path between intergroup contact quality and symbolic intergroup threat of central region
Ql_Ax_S = path between intergroup contact quality and intergroup anxiety of southern region

Ql Re_S = path between intergroup contact quality and realistic intergroup threat of southern region
Ql_Sy S = path between intergroup contact quality and symbolic intergroup threat of southern region
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To investigate regional difference or moderation effect of region on indirect effect of
intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation through three mediators
(intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat and symbolic intergroup threat), a path model

is constructed by using IBM AMOS Graphic 23 (see Figure 7.3).
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Figure 7.3. Conceptual path model (Parallel Mediation Model) for testing regional
difference in indirect effect of intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup
evaluation through three mediators.

Model fit indices: y° (6, N =4127) = 15.02, */df = 2.50, p < .05, NFI = .99, IF1 = .99,
TLI = .99, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .019, 95% CI [.007 — .031]; SRMR = .018. IFI =
incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed fit index, CFI =
comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation, SRMR =
standardized root means square residual.
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Modle fit indices show that the model has a good fit. y* (6, N = 4127) = 15.02, > /df = 2.50,
p <.05, NFI=.99, I[FI=.99, TLI = .99, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .019, 95% CI [.007 — .031];
SRMR = .018. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed
fit index, CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation,
SRMR = standardized root means square residual. Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) > .90 indicates
good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit; comparative fit index (CFI)
> .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, < .05 indicates good fit;
standardized root means square residual (SRMR) < .10 indicates good fit).

Standardized beta coefficient values between predictor and mediators, between mediators
and output variables are shown in Table 7.6. Squared multiple correlation (R?) values of each
group is also described in the table below.

Table 7.6. Standardized Beta Coelfficients of Paths between Predictors and Output
Variable in Path Model and Squared Multiple Correlations of Individual Region

Region
Parameter Path
Northern Central Southern
Standardized
Beta Coefficient ~ Quantity = Anxiety =223 *Ex -.169 *** =214 *#*
5
Anxiety—>Evaluation 412 HH* 595 Fxk 496 *Fx*
Quantity > Realistic -.026 ns 17 ek .026 ns
Realistic>Evaluation ~ .126 *** 100 *** .090 ***
Quantity >Symbolic ~ -.102 *** .034 ns -.027 ns
Symbolic>Evaluation  .161 *** 070 ** 271 FE
Squared Multiple Correlations (R?) 342 455 392

Note: ns = not significant, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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Results of analysis output showed that indirect effects of intergroup contact quantity on
negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety (Bindirect-1 = Pouantity-anxiety X Panxiety-evaluation
=-.091, p <.001) and symbolic intergroup threat (Bingirecr-2 = B quantity-symbolic X B symbolic-evaluation
=-.016, p <.001) are significant in the northern region. The total indirect effect of intergroup
contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation in northern region is significantly (Bindirecs-
total = Pindirect-1 T Pindirect-2 = -.107, p <.001). The model can explain 34.2 percent of variance
in negative outgroup evaluation predicted by intergroup contact quantity via intergroup
anxiety and symbolic intergroup threat.

In the central region, results of analysis output showed that indirect effect of intergroup
contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety (Bindirect-1 = Pquantity-
anxiety X Panxiety-evatuaion = -.100, p < .001), is significant, and the total indirect effect of
intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation in central region (Bindirecr-total =
Pindirect-1 = -.100, p < .001) is significant. The model can explain 45.5 percent of variance in
negative outgroup evaluation predicted by intergroup contact quantity via intergroup anxiety.
In the southern region, results of analysis output showed that indirect effect of intergroup
contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety (Bindirect-1 = Pquantity-
anxiety X Panxiety-evatuation = -.106, p < .001) 1s significant, and the total indirect effect of
intergroup contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation in southern region (Bindirect-total
= Pindirec-1 = -.106, p < .001) is significant. The model can explain 39.2 percent of the
variance in negative outgroup evaluation predicted by intergroup contact quantity via
intergroup anxiety.

To investigate the regional difference in the indirect effect of intergroup contact quantity on
negative outgroup evaluation through three mediators, pairwise parameter comparison is
operated in a path model (see Table 7.7). Regional difference is significantly found in the

relationship between symbolic intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation between
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the northern and central regions. The degree in which symbolic intergroup threat predicts an
increase in negative outgroup evaluation is significantly higher among participants living in
the northern region than those who live in the central region. Moderation effect of region on
the relationship between intergroup anxiety and negative outgroup evaluation is significantly
found among three regions. The degree in which intergroup anxiety predicts negative
outgroup evaluation is significantly higher among participants living in the central region
than those living in the northern and southern regions. Moderation effect of region on the
relationship between intergroup contact quantity and the symbolic threat is significantly
found among three regions. The degree in which intergroup contact quantity predicts a
decrease in symbolic threat is significantly higher among participants living in the northern
region than those who live in the central and southern regions. Moderation effect of region
on the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and the realistic intergroup threat is
significantly found among three regions. The degree in which intergroup contact quantity
predicts a decrease in realistic intergroup threat is significantly higher among participants

living in the central region than those living in the northern and southern regions.
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Table 7.7. Outputs of Pairwise Parameter Comparison for Indirect Effect of Intergroup Contact Quantity on Negative QOutgroup
Evaluation. through Three Mediators

Sy EvN ReEvN Ax EvN QtSyN QtReN QtAx N Sy EvC ReEvC AxEvC QtSyC Qt Re C Qt Ax C

Sy Ev_C -3.003 ** -1.768 -12.592 4.553 1.882 8.717 .000

Re Ev_C -2.370 -1.055 -12.178 4.999 2.273 9.381 .693 .000

Ax Ev C 14.477 16.874 2.803 ** 15.647 12.204 22.796 17.637 18.067 .000

Qt Sy C -1.971 -1.110 -9.112 3.675 ** 1.555 6.233 -.022 -.494 -12.630 .000

Qt Re C .861 1.804 -6.423 5.804 3.585 ** 8.708 2.973 2.534 -9.549 3.382 .000

Qt_ Ax _C -8.851 -8.176 -16.436 -.281 -2.377 1.877 -7.202 -7.926 -22.558 -6.262 -9.188 .000
Sy Ev_S -1.537 -.246 -11.036 5.285 2.610 9.481 1.536 .804 -17.387 955 -1.978 8.071
Re Ev_S -2.470 -1.221 -11.985 4.786 2.124 8.926 537 -.247 -18.849 .340 -2.622 7.448
Ax_Ev_S 10.936 12.820 572 13.430 10.300 19.339 15.169 14.755 -2.462 ** 10.239 7.343 18.740
Qt_Sy_S -3.691 -2.952 -10.215 1.987 ** .064 4.046 -2.018 -2.459 -13.469 -1.606 -3.791 2.700
Qt Re_ S -1.915 -1.147 -8.396 3.281 1.330 5.478 -.193 -.606 -11.340 -142 2,292 ** 4.224
Qt_Ax_S -9.870 -9.261 -17.039 -1.385 -3.350 405 -8.385 -9.061 -22.715 -5.938 -8.440 -1.473

Note: **p< .01

Qt_Ax_N = path between intergroup contact quantity and intergroup anxiety of northern region
Qt_Re N = path between intergroup contact quantity and realistic intergroup threat of northern region
Qt Sy N = path between intergroup contact quantity and symbolic intergroup threat of northern region
Qt_Ax_C = path between intergroup contact quantity and intergroup anxiety of central region

Qt Re C = path between intergroup contact quantity and realistic intergroup threat of central region
Qt_Sy C = path between intergroup contact quantity and symbolic intergroup threat of central region
Qt_Ax_S = path between intergroup contact quantity and intergroup anxiety of southern region
Qt_Re_S = path between intergroup contact quantity and realistic intergroup threat of southern region
Qt Sy S = path between intergroup contact quantity and symbolic intergroup threat of southern region
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To investigate regional difference or moderation effect of region on indirect effect of
negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation through three mediators
(intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat and symbolic intergroup threat), a path model

is constructed by using IBM AMOS Graphic 23 (see Figure 7.4).
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Figure 7.4. Conceptual path model (Parallel Mediation Model) for testing regional
difference in indirect effect of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation through three mediators.

Model fit indices: y° (6, N=4127) = 18.73, y°/df = 3.12, p < .01, NFI = .99, IF1 = .98,
TLI = .99, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .023, 95% CI [.012 — .035]; SRMR = .019. IFI =
incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed fit index, CFI =
comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation, SRMR =
standardized root means square residual.
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Modle fit indices show that the model has a good fit. y° (6, N = 4127) = 18.73, y° /df = 3.12,
p <.01, NFI=.99, I[FI = .98, TLI = .99, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .023, 95% CI [.012 — .035];
SRMR = .019. IFI = incremental fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, NFI = non-normed
fit index, CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation,
SRMR = standardized root means square residual. Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) > .90 indicates
good fit; non-normed fit index (NFI) > .90 indicates good fit; comparative fit index (CFI)
> .90 indicates adequate fit, > .95 indicates good fit; root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) between .05 and .08 indicates, reasonable fit, < .05 indicates good fit;
standardized root means square residual (SRMR) < .10 indicates good fit).

Standardized beta coefficient values between predictor and mediators, between mediators
and output variables are shown in Table 7.8. Squared multiple correlation (R?) values of each
group is also described in the table below.

Table 7.8. Standardized Beta Coelfficients of Paths between Predictors and Output
Variable in Path Model and Squared Multiple Correlations of Individual Region

Region
Parameter Path
Northern Central Southern
Standardized NC = Anxiety 413 *** 361 *** 394 ***
Beta Coefficient
B) Anxiety->Evaluation 396 Hx* 567 FxE A483Ak
NC —>Realistic 325 ns 341 *** .307 ns
Realistic>Evaluation 107 F** 067 *** 062 ***
NC ->Symbolic 364 *Fx* 294 ns 352 ns
Symbolic>Evaluation 147 *** 057 ** .096 ***
Squared Multiple Correlations (R?) 352 470 .390

Note: ns = not significant, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. NC = Negative intergroup contact.
Results of analysis output showed that indirect effects of negative intergroup contact on

negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety (Bindirect-1 = Pregative-anxiety X Panxiety-evaluation
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=.163, p < .001) and symbolic intergroup threat (Bindirect-2 = Bregative-symbolic X Bsymbolic-evaluation
=.053, p <.001) are significant in the northern region. The total indirect effect of negative
intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation in the northern region is significantly
found (Bindirect-total = Pindirect-1 + Pindirect-2 = .216, p < .001). The model can explain 35.2 percent
of variance in negative outgroup evaluation predicted by negative intergroup contact via
intergroup anxiety and symbolic intergroup threat.

In the central region, results of analysis output showed that indirect effect of negative
intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety (Bindirecr-1 = Pregative-
anxiety X Panxiety-evaluation = 204, p < .001) and realistic intergroup threat (Bindirect-2 = Bregative-reatistic
X Prealistic-evaluation = 022, p < .001) are significant, and the total indirect effect of negative
intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation in the central region (Bindirect-total = Pindirect-
1+ Bindirect-2 = 226, p < .001) is significant. The model can explain 47 percent of variance in
negative outgroup evaluation predicted by negative intergroup contact via intergroup anxiety
and realistic intergroup threat.

In the southern region, results of analysis output showed that indirect effects of negative
intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety (Bindirect-1 = Pregative-
anxiety X Panxiety-evatuation = .190, p < .001) 1s significant, and the total indirect effect of negative
intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation in the southern region (Bindirect-total =
Pindirec-1 = .190, p <.001) is significant. The model can explain 39 percent of the variance
in negative outgroup evaluation predicted by negative intergroup contact via intergroup
anxiety.

To investigate the regional difference in the indirect effect of negative intergroup contact on
negative outgroup evaluation through three mediators, pairwise parameter comparison is
operated in a path model (see Table 7.9). Regional difference is significantly found in the

relationship between symbolic intergroup threat and negative outgroup evaluation between
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the northern and central regions. The degree in which symbolic intergroup threat predicts an
increase in negative outgroup evaluation is significantly higher among participants living in
the northern region than those living in the central region. Moderation effect of region on
the relationship between intergroup anxiety and negative outgroup evaluation is significantly
found among three regions. The degree in which intergroup anxiety predicts an increase in
negative outgroup evaluation in significantly higher among participants living in the central
region than those who live in the northern and southern regions. Moderation effect of region
on the relationship between negative intergroup contact and the realistic intergroup threat is
significantly found between the central and southern regions. The degree in which negative
intergroup contact predicts an increase in realistic intergroup threat is significantly higher
among participants living in the central region than those living in the southern region.
Moderation effect of region on the relationship between negative intergroup contact and
intergroup anxiety is significantly found between the central and southern regions. The
degree in which negative intergroup contact predicts an increase in intergroup anxiety is
significantly higher among participants living in the southern region than those who live in

the central region.
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Table 7.9. Outputs of Pairwise Parameter Comparison for Indirect Effect of Negative Intergroup Contact on Negative Outgroup

Evaluation through Three Mediators

Sy EvN ReEvN AxEvN NCSyN NCReN NCAxN SyEvC ReEvC AxEvC NCSyC NCReC NCAxC
Sy _Ev C -2.905 ** -1.581 -12.238 -8.917 -8.173 -8.120 .000
Re Ev C -2.765 -1.408 -12.214 -8.889 -8.122 -8.105 .190 .000
Ax_Ev_C 13.985 16.458 2.561 ** 10.767 10.405 14.232 17.442 18.543 .000
NC Sy C 4.308 6.019 -5.475 .009 171 2.009 8.008 7.951 -9.880 .000
NC Re C 5.935 7.737 -4.013 1.871 1.945 4.065 9.827 9.798 -8.018 2.340 .000
NC_Ax C 3.901 5.930 -6.849 -1.193 -.924 1.105 8.453 8.430 -12.571 -1.286 -3.454 .000
Sy _Ev_S -1.760 -421 -10.919 -7.115 -6.559 -5.998 1.144 .960 -17.059 -6.489 -8.218 -6.497
Re Ev_S -2.710 -1.411 -11.886 -8.421 -7.755 -7.511 .120 -.093 -18.578 -7.626 -9.392 -7.904
Ax_Ev_S 10.802 12.737 730 7.486 7.340 10.009 14.935 14964  -1.992 ** 6.981 5.331 8.828
NC Sy S 4.051 5.967 -6.380 -753 -.528 1.448 8.290 8.252 -11.613 -.689 -2.566 401
NC Re S 3.180 4.971 -6.954 -1.638 -1.369 354 7.117 7.051 -12.205 -1.494 -3.324 ** -.585
NC _Ax_S 2.602 4.665 -8.337 -3.124 -2.682 -1.029 7.325 7.289 -15.084 -2.748 -4.806 -2.040 **

Note: ** p < .01

NC_Ax_N = path between negative intergroup contact and intergroup anxiety of northern region
NC_Re N = path between negative intergroup contact and realistic intergroup threat of northern region
NC_Sy N = path between negative intergroup contact and symbolic intergroup threat of northern region
NC_Ax_C = path between negative intergroup contact and intergroup anxiety of central region
NC_Re C = path between negative intergroup contact and realistic intergroup threat of central region
NC Sy C = path between negative intergroup contact and symbolic intergroup threat of central region
NC_Ax_S = path between negative intergroup contact and intergroup anxiety of southern region

NC Re_S = path between negative intergroup contact and realistic intergroup threat of southern region
NC_Sy S = path between negative intergroup contact and symbolic intergroup threat of southern region
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7.6. Results and Discussion

In Chapter 3, 4, 5, and 6, direct, indirect, conditional direct, and conditional indirect effects
of three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation are investigated
in national context respectively. In Chapter 7, direct and indirect effects of three dimensions
of intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation will be investigated in the regional
context.

A structural equation model in which three dimensions of intergroup contact simultaneously
predict negative outgroup evaluation was constructed to investigate the direct effects of
intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation. Among participants from the northern
region, intergroup contact quality is found to predict a significant decrease in negative
outgroup evaluation while negative intergroup contact predicts a significant increase in
negative outgroup evaluation. However, intergroup contact quantity is found not to associate
with negative outgroup evaluation. Among participants from the central and southern
regions, intergroup contact quantity, intergroup contact quality, and negative intergroup
contact are found to significantly predict negative outgroup evaluation. While negative
outgroup evaluation is negatively predicted by intergroup contact quality, it is positively
predicted by intergroup contact quantity and negative intergroup contact. Between the
central and southern regions, the direct effect of negative intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation is significantly different. The same level of negative intergroup contact
causes participants from the central region to express a significantly higher negative
outgroup evaluation than those from the southern region.

To investigate moderation effect of region on indirect effect of intergroup contact quality on
negative outgroup evaluation via three mediator variables, a mediation model in which

intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat mediate the
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relationship between intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation is separately
constructed for each dimension of intergroup contact.

In the mediation model in which three mediators mediate the relationship between intergroup
contact quality and negative outgroup evaluation, the regional difference is significantly
found in the relationship between intergroup contact quality and symbolic intergroup threat.
The same level of intergroup contact quality causes participants in the northern region to
perceive a significantly lower symbolic intergroup threat than participants in the central and
southern regions. Moreover, the same level of intergroup contact quality causes northern
participants to perceive a significantly lower realistic intergroup threat than those who live
in the central and southern regions. The same level of intergroup anxiety causes participants
living central region to evaluate the outgroup more negatively than those who live in the
northern and southern regions. The same level of symbolic intergroup threat causes
participants living in the northern region to evaluate the outgroup more negatively than those
living in the central region.

In the mediation model in which three mediators mediate the relationship between intergroup
contact quantity and negative outgroup evaluation, the moderation effect of region was
significantly found in the relationship between symbolic intergroup threat and negative
outgroup evaluation. The same level of symbolic intergroup threat causes participants living
in the northern region to evaluate the outgroup more negatively than those who live in the
central region. The same level of intergroup anxiety causes participants living in the central
region to evaluate the outgroup more negatively than those living in the northern and
southern regions. The same level of intergroup contact quantity causes participants living in
the northern region to perceive a significantly higher symbolic intergroup threat than those

who live in the central and southern regions. The same level of intergroup contact quantity
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causes participants living in the central region to perceive a significantly higher realistic
intergroup threat than those living in the northern and southern regions.

In the mediation model in which three mediators mediate the relationship between negative
intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation, the moderation effect of region was
significantly found in the relationship between symbolic intergroup threat and negative
outgroup evaluation. The same level of symbolic intergroup threat causes participants living
in the northern region to evaluate the outgroup more negatively than those living in the
central region. The same level of intergroup anxiety causes participants living in the central
region to evaluate more negatively than those who live in the northern and southern regions.
The same level of negative intergroup contact causes participants living in the central region
to perceive a significantly higher realistic intergroup threat than those living in the southern
region. The same level of negative intergroup contact causes participants living in the
southern region to perceive a significantly higher intergroup anxiety than those who live in

the central region.
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Chapter 8
Discussion and Conclusion

8.1. General Discussion

Nowadays, the intergroup encounter has become an everyday experience in our life due to
advancements in information technology and the global phenomenon of migration. Once
different social groups encounter in a context, intergroup relations, as well as intergroup
conflict, arises naturally after a considerable length of time. In the area of social sciences,
intergroup contact has been accredited to reduce intergroup conflict and to improve
intergroup relations. Researchers who followed Allport’s contact hypothesis, intergroup
contact in the interpersonal level of human relations is measured as an independent variable.
A good-quality contact or relationship between individuals of different social categories in
interpersonal level instigates a foundation of harmonious and peaceful relationships in the
intergroup level. A good-quality intergroup contact is an interpersonal relation under the
influence of four optimal conditions proposed by Allport.

In the present study, the effects of three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation have been examined in different ways. Direct effects of three
dimensions of intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation were examined by using
two causal models. Indirect effects of three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative
outgroup evaluation via three mediator variables were analyzed by using twelve mediation
models. Conditional direct effects of three moderators on the relationship between three
dimensions of intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation were examined by using

nine moderation models. Conditional indirect effects of three moderators on the relationship



between three dimensions of intergroup contact and negative outgroup, evaluation was

examined by using twenty-seven moderated mediation models.

8.1.1. Direct Effect of Intergroup Contact

The direct effect of three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation
is examined, and the statistical data analysis outputs reveal that the qualitative dimension of
intergroup contact significantly predicts a decrease in negative outgroup evaluation. This
finding strongly confirms Allport’s contact hypothesis in the Myanmar context. The
quantitative dimension of intergroup contact is found to predict an increase in negative
outgroup evaluation when its direct effect is studied. However, when indirect effect of
quantitative dimension of intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation via qualitative
dimension of intergroup contact is studied in the moderation model, the quantitative
dimension is also found to predict a significant decrease in negative outgroup evaluation. It
1s not surprising to know that negative intergroup contact predicts a significant increase in
negative outgroup evaluation.

8.1.2. Indirect Effect of Intergroup Contact

Integrated Threat Theory (Stephan and Stephan, 2000) stated that intergroup prejudice is
significantly predicted by four dimensions of intergroup threat — realistic dimension,
symbolic dimension, anxiety dimension, and negative stereotype dimension. Intergroup
contact per se directly reduces those dimensions of intergroup threat rather than prejudice or
negative outgroup evaluation in its initial stage. Based on theoretical concepts of integrated
threat theory (ITT), intergroup contact is anticipated to reduce intergroup anxiety, realistic
intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat directly, and then to reduce negative
outgroup evaluation indirectly. Outputs of data analysis showed that, among the three
mediator variables, intergroup anxiety is found to be the strongest mediator that fully

mediates the effect of three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative outgroup
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evaluation. Both realistic and symbolic are found to partially mediate the effect of three
dimensions of intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation. These findings are
consistent with the conceptualization of the integrated threat theory and findings of existing
studies based on ITT. Therefore, the indirect effects of three dimensions of intergroup
contact on negative outgroup evaluation through three mediator variables are significantly

found in the Myanmar context.

8.1.3. Conditional Direct Effect of Intergroup Contact (Moderator: Perceived Group
Status)

Based on the findings of some intergroup contact studies which have revealed that perceived
minority status of one’s ingroup associates with high-level negative attitudes towards
majority status outgroup, participants’ perceived group status is anticipated to moderate the
strength of the relationship between intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation.
National group status is essentially participant’s ethnicity-based group status, i.e., among
eight national ethnic groups, all the other ethnic groups other than Bamar are conventionally
and officially regarded as ethnic minority groups or national minority groups. In the category
of local group status, the term ‘minority’ and ‘majority’ do not associate with the
participant’s ethnicity. Participants are asked to determine their local group status based on
their perception of the ratio of ingroup members living in their residential community.
Moderation effect of perceived group status on the relationship between intergroup contact
and negative outgroup evaluation is examined both in national and local contexts. The
moderation effect of perceived group status in the national context is significantly found in
the relationship between two dimensions of intergroup contact (qualitative and quantitative
dimensions) and negative outgroup evaluation. However, the moderation effect of perceived
group status in the local context is significantly found in the relationship between the

quantitative dimension of intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation. In both
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contexts, perceived minority status is found to predict a significantly higher negative
outgroup evaluation than perceived majority status. This finding is consistent with the
findings of previous studies that investigated the moderation effect of perceived group status
on outgroup attitudes. Moderation effect of perceived group status in the relationship
between some dimensions of intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation is

significantly found in the Myanmar context.

8.1.4. Conditional Indirect Effect of Intergroup Contact (Moderator: Perceived Group
Status)

Perceived group status in the national context is found to moderate the indirect effects of
intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation via three mediators. Moderation
effect of national group status is found in the second stage of the mediation models. The
same level intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, or symbolic intergroup threat
causes members of national minority status group to evaluate the outgroup more natively
than members of the national majority status group.

National group status is found to moderate the indirect effect of intergroup contact quantity
on negative outgroup evaluation through intergroup anxiety. Moderation effect of national
group status is found in the first stage of the mediation model. The same level of intergroup
contact quantity causes members of national minority status groups to perceive a
significantly higher intergroup anxiety than those of national majority status group.
National group status is found to moderate the indirect effect of negative intergroup contact
on negative outgroup evaluation via symbolic intergroup threat. The moderation effect of
national group status is found in the first stage of the mediation model. The same level of
negative intergroup contact causes members of national minority status groups to perceive a

significantly higher symbolic intergroup threat than those of national majority status group.
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Local group status is found to moderate the indirect effect of intergroup contact quantity on
negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety. Moderation effect of local group status
is found in the first stage of the mediation model. Intergroup contact quantity predicts a
significant decrease in intergroup anxiety. The same level of intergroup contact quantity
causes members of local minority status group to perceive a significantly higher intergroup
anxiety than members of the local majority status group.

Perceived group status in the local context is found to moderate the indirect effect of
intergroup contact quality on negative outgroup evaluation via realistic intergroup threat.
Moderation effect of local group status is found in the first stage of the mediation model.
Intergroup contact quality predicts a significant decrease in realistic intergroup threat. The
same level of intergroup contact quality causes members of local minority status group to

perceive a significantly higher realistic intergroup threat than those of majority status group.

8.1.5. Conditional Indirect Effect of Intergroup Contact (Moderator: Participants’
Target Outgroup)

Participants’ target outgroup is found to moderate the indirect effects of intergroup contact
quality on negative outgroup evaluation via realistic and symbolic intergroup threat. The
same level of realistic or symbolic intergroup threat causes members of national minority
status group to evaluate another minority status outgroup more negatively than the degree in
which members national minority group negatively evaluate the national minority groups.
Participants’ target outgroup is found to moderate the indirect effect of intergroup contact
quantity on negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety. The same level of
intergroup contact quantity causes members of national minority status groups to perceive a
significantly higher intergroup anxiety from another national minority group than the degree
in which members of national majority status group perceive intergroup anxiety from the

national minority group.
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8.1.6 Conditional Direct Effects of Intergroup Contact (Moderator: Region)
Conditional effect of perceived group status on the direct relationship between intergroup
contact and negative outgroup evaluation has been significantly found. In the present study,
the residential region is the main moderator of which moderation effect on the direct
relationship between intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation is anticipated.
Before examining the moderation effect of residential region on the relationship between
intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation, some interesting points regarding the
perceived group status of the participants will be described.

Both in national and local contexts, members of minority status group have a significantly
higher chance of intergroup contact than members of the majority status group.
Consequently, members of minority status group in both contexts reported a significantly
higher score in the quantitative dimension of intergroup contact. The fact that minority status
group members have a higher quantity of intergroup contact than majority status group
members reflects the reality. Most of the big cities have ethnically mixed communities, and
ethnic segregation is uncommon in Myanmar. A high quantity of intergroup contact in the
present study indicates that members of different social groups in Myanmar can coexist
despite existing conflictual relations between groups in the form of armed conflict.

Both in national and local contexts, minority status group members reported a significantly
higher negative intergroup contact than majority status group members. Consistent with the
finding of a recent study revealed that negative intergroup contact significantly predicts
negative outgroup attitudes (Mdhonen and Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2016), a high-level negative
intergroup contact of minority status group members is found to predict a significantly higher
negative outgroup evaluation among members of minority status group than those of

majority status group both contexts.
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When the direct effect of three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation is separately examined for three geographical regions, the results of data analysis
output showed that qualitative dimension of intergroup contact is found to predict a
significant decrease in negative outgroup evaluation in all regions. The quantitative
dimension of intergroup contact is found to predict a significant decrease in negative
outgroup evaluation in the central and southern regions. The negative dimension of
intergroup contact is found to predict a significant increase in negative outgroup evaluation
in all regions. When pairwise parameter comparison is operated to investigate moderation
effect of region on the relationship between intergroup contact and negative outgroup
evaluation, the effect of the negative dimension of intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation is significantly different between the central and southern regions. The same level
of negative intergroup contact causes participants living in the central region to evaluate the
outgroup more negatively than those who are living in the southern region.

8.1.7 Conditional Indirect Effects of Intergroup Contact (Moderator: Region)
Mediation effect of intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup
threat on the relationship between three dimensions of intergroup contact and negative
outgroup evaluation is separately examined.

Intergroup anxiety was found to mediate the relationship between intergroup contact quality
and negative outgroup evaluation in all regions. The symbolic intergroup threat is found to
mediate the relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup
evaluation in the southern region. The realistic and symbolic intergroup threat is found to
mediate the relationship between intergroup contact quality and negative outgroup
evaluation in the northern region.

Pairwise parameter comparison revealed that relationship between symbolic intergroup

threat and negative outgroup evaluation is significantly different between the northern and
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central regions, and the relationship between intergroup anxiety and negative outgroup
evaluation is significantly different among three regions. Therefore, the moderation effect
of the region is significantly found on the indirect relationship between intergroup contact
quality and negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety and symbolic intergroup
threat.

Intergroup anxiety was found to mediate the relationship between intergroup contact
quantity and negative outgroup evaluation in all regions, and the symbolic intergroup threat
is found to mediate the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and negative
outgroup evaluation in the northern region. Pairwise parameter comparison analysis revealed
that the relationship between intergroup contact quantity and realistic intergroup threat, and
the relationship between intergroup anxiety and negative outgroup evaluation are
significantly different among three regions. The relationship between symbolic intergroup
threat and negative outgroup evaluation is significantly different between the northern and
central regions. Therefore, the moderation effect of region on the indirect effect of intergroup
contact quantity on negative outgroup evaluation via intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup
threat, and symbolic intergroup threat.

Intergroup anxiety and symbolic intergroup threat are found to mediate the relationship
between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation in the northern region.
Intergroup anxiety and realistic intergroup threat are found to mediate the relationship
between negative intergroup contact and negative outgroup evaluation in the central region.
Intergroup anxiety is found to mediate the relationship between negative intergroup contact
and negative outgroup evaluation in the southern region. Pairwise parameter comparison is
operated to investigate the moderation effect of regional on indirect effect of negative
intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation through three mediators. The

relationship between negative intergroup contact and intergroup anxiety is significantly
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different between the central and southern regions. The relationship between negative
intergroup contact and the realistic intergroup threat is significantly different between the
central and southern regions. The relationship between symbolic intergroup threat and
negative outgroup evaluation is significantly different between the northern and central
regions. The relationship between intergroup anxiety and negative outgroup evaluation is
significantly different among the three regions. Therefore, the moderation effect of region
was found on the indirect effect of negative intergroup contact on negative outgroup
evaluation via intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat.
Moderation effect of participants’ residential region is significantly found in the indirect
effects of three dimensions of intergroup contact on negative outgroup evaluation via
intergroup anxiety, realistic intergroup threat, and symbolic intergroup threat. The use of
‘participants’ residential region’ as a moderator in the intergroup contact study is one of the
originalities of the present study.

8.2. Conclusion

In line with Allport’s (1954) contact hypothesis, the qualitative dimension of intergroup
contact was found to predict a significant decrease in negative outgroup evaluation.
Quantitative dimension directly improves the qualitative dimension of intergroup contact,
and in turn, it indirectly reduces negative outgroup evaluation. Both quantitative and
qualitative dimensions of intergroup contact reduce negative outgroup evaluation in different
ways. As Integrated Threat Theory (Stephan and Stephan, 2000) predicted, mediation effects
of intergroup anxiety, realistic, and symbolic intergroup threat on the relationship between
two dimensions (quantitative and qualitative dimensions) of intergroup contact and negative
outgroup evaluation were significantly found. Qualitative dimension of intergroup contact
negatively predicts intergroup anxiety rather than negative outgroup evaluation. However,

qualitative intergroup contact does not predict a decrease in realistic and symbolic intergroup
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threat. It may be since intergroup anxiety is perceived in the interpersonal level while the
intergroup threat is perceived in the intergroup level. Until an individual can generalize his
positive evaluation towards outgroup friends in interpersonal level to the entire outgroup in
intergroup level, the realistic and symbolic intergroup threat is hard to reduce. Perceived
group status in both contexts (national and local contexts) is found to moderate the
relationship between two dimensions of intergroup contact (qualitative and quantitative
dimensions) and negative outgroup evaluation. Consistent with findings of existing studies,
perceived minority status in any context associated with a high-level negative outgroup
evaluation. That included perceived group status as a moderator in contact study.
Participants’ target outgroup is found to moderate the indirect effect of intergroup contact
on negative outgroup evaluation. National minority group members perceive a higher level
of realistic and symbolic intergroup threat from their neighboring national minority group
than from the national majority group. National minority group members evaluated their
neighboring national minority group more negatively than the national majority group.
Qualitative dimension of intergroup contact is found to reduce negative outgroup evaluation
in all regions while the quantitative dimension reduces negative outgroup evaluation in a
certain region where intergroup conflict is currently absent. In a region where an ongoing
intergroup conflict is absent, the negative dimension of intergroup contact predicts a
relatively high negative outgroup evaluation. In a region where an ongoing intergroup
conflict is present, the qualitative dimension of intergroup contact negatively predicts
intergroup anxiety and symbolic threat more powerfully than in a region where intergroup
conflict is absent. To conclude, qualitative intergroup contact is the most effective means of
reducing negative outgroup evaluation and improving intergroup relations. In addition to

qualitative intergroup contact, knowledge acquisition about outgroup and perspective taking
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are also crucial to reduce symbolic threat which qualitative intergroup contact cannot reduce
in some conditions such as perceiving one’s group as minority status.

8.3. Limitations

It is recommended by some researchers that a longitudinal design is the best for intergroup
contact study. The result of a contact study using the cross-sectional design may be affected
by biased sampling, i.e., those who self-segregated cannot be recruited as participants in a
cross-sectional study. Moreover, the effect of intergroup contact can be better understood by
a longitudinal data set. In this study, cross-sectional data is analyzed. In examining the
indirect effect of intergroup contact, only three mediator variables were used. Including a
greater number of mediators, variables can provide a better understanding of the complex
nature of the intergroup conflict in Myanmar. In the initial research design, intergroup
contact is planned to study based on eight national, ethnic groups rather than minority-
majority status groups. Unfortunately, the predetermined number of participants from each
ethnic group could not recruit, and consequently, the data analysis plan has dramatically
changed. A significant portion of the sample size represents university students staying at a
student dormitory. Since participants staying at dormitory already enjoy the Allport’s
recommended conditions for improving intergroup relations, they reported relatively high
scores in intergroup contact. However, the strength of the relationship between intergroup

contact and negative outgroup evaluation is reliable.

8.4. Implications

Findings of the present study confirm theoretical assumptions of two classical theories in
intergroup contact study. Moreover, the findings of the present study are consistent with the
findings of meta-analysis studies. The fact that intergroup contact reduces negative outgroup
evaluation is a universal phenomenon across cultures and in various situations. Mere contact

or a low-quality intergroup contact associates can potentially yield two opposite outcomes:
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the negative intergroup experience that will lead to developing stronger negative outgroup
attitudes, and good-quality intergroup contact that will improve intergroup attitudes. This
point highlights the importance of authority’s involvement in creating situations that
guarantee good quality intergroup contact among members of different social groups.
Especially, public spaces such as schools, universities and the like can be utilized places for
improving intergroup contact quantity and quality simultaneously. We have seen the fact
that members of minority status group perceive a relatively higher realistic and symbolic
threat from majority status group as well as from the neighboring minority status group. The
symbolic threat arises from perceived intergroup differences between self’s group and the
outgroup. Knowledge acquisition and perspective taking can reduce perceived intergroup

differences and in turn will reduce symbolic threat indirectly.

8.5. Future Research

The future researcher who will conduct this kind of study should consider using a
longitudinal design. The sample should include a variety of age groups, a wide range of
educational background, socioeconomic status, occupation, location such as urban and rural
areas, and participants’ religious affiliations. Such mediators of intergroup contact effect on
outgroup evaluation as information acquisition about outgroup, perspective taking, self-
disclosure during intergroup contact, mutual trust, and the likes should be included. In terms

of research procedure, experimental design or longitudinal design is recommended.
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5-1

Section A

i, Age 2. Gender

|:| Male

|:| Female

3. | belong to the group which is =

(a) innational level D ethinic minority

I:] foreign descents

D ethinic majority

D hybrid [

|:| numerical majority

(b) inlocal level I:‘ numerical minority

+* The group you belong to is referred as ‘in-group” and those groups you do not belong to as ‘out-group.

<+ If you are a member of national ethnic minority group, please regard the ‘national ethnic majority group as ‘out-group’.

If you are a member of national ethnic majority group, please regard the ‘national ethnic minerity groups’ as ‘out-groups’.

<+ Please response all the question items in the Section B.

Section B

m Please choose your ethnicity by ticking in the box ¥,

D Kachin D Kayah D Karen |:| Chin D Mon |:| Bamah DRakhme D Shan

Please choose an ethnic group as your targeted “out-group” by ticking in the box [,

D Kachin |:| Kayah D Karen D Chin D Mon l:\ Bamah DRakh\'ne |:| Shan

Please choose a number that is consistent with your experience.

I:l Other ( )

Describe in detail

|:| Other( ... )

Describe in detail

m In your daily life — None Afew Somewhat Many Adger:Iat
@ po you have any chance to contact with outgroup members? 1 2 4 5
)  po you have willingness to contact with outgroup members? 1 2 4 5

None A few Somewhat Many Agreat

deal
(a) How much contact do you have with outgroup at college? 1 2 4 5
(&) How much contact do you have with outgroup as neighbors? 1 2 4 5
(o) How much cantact do you have with outgroup as close friends? 1 2 4 5
{d) = How often have you engaged in informal conversations with outgroup 1 2 4 5
members?

(e How often have you visited the homes of outgroup members? 1 2 4 5

* Ref: GENERAL INTERGROUP CONTACT QUANTITY SCALES (slam & Hewstone, 1993)
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m To what extent Definitely

Definitet
A few Somewhat Many Y
not yes
C you experience the contact with outgroup as equal? 1 2 3 4 5
B gig you experience the contact with outgroup as voluntary? 1 2 3 4 5
© g you experience the contact with outgroup as superficial? 1 2 3 4 5
@ gig you experience the contact with outgroup as intimate? 1 2 3 4 5
(& gig you experience the contact with outgroup as pleasant? 1 2 3 4 5
0 gig you experience the contact with outgroup as cooperative? 1 2 3 4 5
© g you experience the contact with outgroup as competitive? 1 2 3 4 5
* Red: GENERAL INTERGROUP CONTACT QUALITY SCALES {Islam & Hewslone, 1993)
finitel
m Definitely Not Rather not Vs Definitely
not say yes

(a) | Outgroup holds too many positions of power and responsibility in this 1 2 3 4 5

country.
(b) Qutgroup dominates American politics more than they should. 1 2 3 4 5
(c) Too much money is spent on educational programs that benefit outgroup. 1 2 3 4 5
(d) outgroup has more economic power than they deserve in this country. 1 2 3 4 5
(e) | Outgroup receives too much of the money spent an healthcare and 1 2 3 4 5

childcare.
(f) | Many companies hire less qualified outgroup members over more qualified 1 2 3 4 5

ingroup members.
(@ Public service agencies favor outgroup members over ingroup members. 1 2 3 4 5
(h) | Thelegal system is more lenient on outgroup members than on ingroup 1 2 3 4 5

members.

# Ref: REALISTIC INTERGROUP THREAT SCALES (Stephan & Stephan, 1996, 2000)
- Please describe how you feel about outgroup in general.
Not at all A few Somewhat Very Absolutely

@ | warm 1 2 3 4 5

(b) negative ib 2 3 4 5

(@) friendly 1 2 3 4 5

(d) | suspicious 1 2 3 4 5

() respect 1 2 3 4 5

i disgust 1 2 3 # =

* Ref: GENERAL EVALUATION SCALE (GES) (Wright et al., 19971

s$1 page
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m Definitely Rather not Definitely

Not Yes
not say yes
(@ Outgroup and Ingroup have different family values. 1 2 3 4 5
(b) Ingroup and outgroup have very different values. 1 2 3 4 5
(c) | Outgroup members have no right to think they have better values than ingroup 1 2 3 4 5
members.
(@) Qutgroup members should not try to impose their values on ingroup. 1 2 3 4 5
(e) | Outgroup members don't understand the way ingroup members view the 1 2 3 4 5
world.
(f) Qutgroup members want their rights to be put ahead of the rights of ingroup 1 2 3 4 5
members.
(g) Outgroup members regard themselves as morally superior to ingroup 1 2 3 4 5
members.
{n) | Outgroup members don't value the traditions of their group as much as 1 2 3 4 5
ingroup members do.
(i) | Ingroup members do not get as much respect from outgroup members as 1 2 3 4 5
they deserve.
* Ref: SYMBOLIC INTERGROUP THREAT SCALES (Stephan & Stephan, 1996,
m How would you feel when you are interacting with pecple from outgroup?
Not at all A few Somewhat Very Extremely
(@) happy 1 2 3 4 5
(b} awkward il 2 3 4 5
e} self-conscious 1 2 3 4 E
(d)  confident 1 2 3 4 5
(e) relaxed 1 2 3 & 5
® yefensive 1 2 3 4 5
* Ref: INTERGROUF ANXIETY SCALE (IAS] (Stephan & Stephan, 1983) (Paolini et al., 2004)
m When you met people from [the outgroup
Not at all A few Somewhat Much Very much
(a) How aware were you that you belonged to different communities? 1 2 3 4 5
{b) Did you perceive the other person as a typical outgroup member? 1 2 3 4 5
(0 Did you feel that you were two people representing their 1 2 3 4 5
respective membership groups?
* Ref: GROUP MEMBERSHIP SALIENCE DURING CONTACT (Voci & Hewstone, 2003)
51 page
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{
Q-11, STrong y Disagree Neutral
disagree
(a) My race/ethnicity is unimportant to my sense of what kind of a persan | 1 5 3
am.
(b) The racial/ethnic group | belong to is an important reflection of who I am. 1 2 3
(<) In general, belonging to my race/ethnicity is an important part of my self- 1 2 3
image.
(d) | Overall, my race/ethnicity has very little to do with how | feel about 1 2 3
myself.
* Ref: RACIAL IDENTIFICATION (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992)
Have outgroup members ever treated you as Never Seldom Sometimes
follows?
(@ verbally abused 1 2 3
(o) treated as inferior 1 2 3
(e manipulated 1 2 3
(@) rejected 1 2 3
(e) sexually harassed 1 2 3
Ul threatened 1 2 3
(@ physically harmed 1 2 3
() exploited 1 2 3
@ forced to do something | didn’t want to 1 2 3
0] unfairly criticized 1 2 3
(i made to feel unwanted 1 2 3
U emotionally blackmailed 1 2 3
(m) put down 1 2 3

* Ref: NEGATIVE EXPERIENCES INVENTORY (NEIl iStephan ct al., 2000

Thank you for your participation!
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Section A

Age

2. Gender |:| Male I:‘ Female

| belong to the group which is —

(a) innational level |:| ethinic minority I:‘ ethinic majority
D foreign descents [] hybrid [ ]
(b) inlocal level D numerical minority D numerical majority

+» The group you belong to is referred as ‘in-group’ and those groups you do not belong to as ‘out-group.
< If you are a member of national ethnic minority group, please regard the ‘national ethnic majority group as ‘out-group’.
If you are a member of national ethnic majority group, please regard the ‘national ethnic minority groups’ as ‘out-groups’.

++ Please response all the question items in the Section B.

Section B

Please choose your ethnicity by ticking in the box .

D Kachin |:| Kayah |:| Karen I:l Chin |:| Mon I:‘ Bamah I:'Rakh\'ne |:| Shan |:| Other(

Describe in detail

m Please choose an ethnic group as your targeted “out-group” by ticking in the box .

I:] Kachin |:| Kayah |:| Karen Dchin I:] Man l:‘ Bamah I:lkakh\'ne D Shan |:| Other (

Describe in detail

Please choose a number that is consistent with your experience.

Totall Slightl Strongl! Totalk
: y ghtly Agree gly y
disagree agree agree agree
(a) there are many similarities between the outgroup members and me. 1: 2 3 4 5
(b} | there are many similarities between the outgroup and our group. 1 2 3 4 5
| feel that the outgroup and our group are two equal status groups under a
(©) group group q group: 1 2 3 4 5

superordinate category.

(@ though the outgroup and our group exist under a superordinate category, | do not

” 1 2 3 4 Si
feel that superordinate category is not relevant to our group.
(c) there are many dissimilarities between our group and the outgroup. 1 2 3 4 5
[Gi] there are many dissimilarities between the outgroup members and me. 1 2 3 4 5
| view my outgroup friends as the individuals who possess their unique
() poLiap 3 4 1 2 3 4 5
characters.
A t
m In your daily life — None Afew Somewhat Many dg;ila
()
Do you have any chance to contact with outgroup members? 1 2 3 4 5
(b)
Do you have willingness to contact with outgroup members? 1 2 3 4 5
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m None A few Somewhat Many Agreat
deal
@ How much contact do you have with outgroup at college? 1 2 3 4 5
(b} How much contact do you have with outgroup as neighbars? 1 2 3 4 5
©) | How much contact do you have with outgroup as close friends? 1 2 3 4 5
(d) How often have you engaged in informal conversations with outgroup 1 2 3 a 5
members?
te) | How often have you visited the homes of outgroup members? 1 2 3 4 5
:E To what extent f e
Definitel Definitel
S A few Somewhat Many ey
y not yes
[CUR you experience the contact with outgroup as equal? 1 2 3 4 5
b g you experience the contact with outgroup as voluntary? 1 2 3 4 5
) gig you experience the contact with outgroup as superficial? 1 2 3 4 5
g you experience the contact with outgroup as intimate? 1 2 3 4 5
@) gid you experience the contact with outgroup as pleasant? 1 2 3 4 5
0 g you experience the contact with outgroup as cooperative? 1 2 3 4 5
(@ did you experience the contact with outgroup as competitive? 1 2 3 4 5
* Rel: GLNCRAL INTERGROUP CONTACT QUANTITY SCALES (Islam & I lewslone, 1993)
Definitely Not Rather not Yes Definitely
not say yes
(a) | Outgroup holds too many positions of power and responsibility in this 1 2 3 4 5
country.
®) Qutgroup dominates American politics more than they should. 1 2 3 4 3
() Too much money is spent on educational programs that benefit outgroup. 1 2 3 4 5
(d) outgroup has more economic power than they deserve in this country. 1 2 3 4 5
(g) | Outgroup receives too much of the money spent on healthcare and 1 2 3 4 5
childcare.
(1] Many companies hire less qualified outgroup members over more qualified 1 2 3 3 5
ingroup members.
(o) Public service agencies favor outgroup members over ingroup members. 1 2 3 4 5
(h) | The legal system is more lenient an outgroup members than an ingroup 1 2 3 4 5

members.

* Ref: REALISTIC INTERGROUP THREAT SCALES (Stephan & Stephan, 1996, 2000}

$-2 Page 2
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m Please describe how you feel about outgroup in general,

Not at all A few Samewhat Very
(a) warm 1 2 3 4
(b) | negative 1 2 3 4
e) friendly 1 2 3 4
{d) | suspicious 1 2 3 4
fe) | respect 1 2 3 4
M disgust 1 2 3 4
* Ref: GENERAL EVALUATION SCALE (GES} (Wright et al., 1997)
m Definitely
not
(@) Outgroup and Ingroup have different family values. 1
(b) Ingroup and cutgroup have very different values. 1
(c) | Outgroup members have no right to think they have better values than ingroup 1
members.
d) Qutgroup members should not try to impose their values on ingroup. 1
(e) | Outgroup members don't understand the way ingroup members view the 1
world.
(f) Qutgroup members want their rights to be put ahead of the rights of ingroup 1
members.
(g) | Outgroup members regard themselves as morally superior to ingroup 1
members.
(h) | Outgroup members don't value the traditions of their group as much as 1
ingraup members do.
() Ingroup members do not get as much respect from outgroup members as 1
they deserve.
* Ref: SYMBOLIC INTERGROUP THREAT SCALES (Stephan & Stephan, 1996,
BNl How would you feel when you are interacting with people from outgroup?
Not at all A few Somewhat
(a)  happy 1 2 3
() | awkward 1 2 3
(c) self-conscious 1 2 3
(@ confident 1 2 3
(e) relaxed 1 2 3
) defensive 1 2 3

* Rel: INTERGROUP ANXIETY SCALE {IAS} {Stephan & Stephan, 1985) (Paolini et al., 2004)
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Absolutely

Not

Very

Rather not
Yes
say
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
Extremely

5

5

5

5

5

5

52 Page
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(a)

(b)

(e

Have outgroup members ever treated you Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always

as follows?

(@ verbally abused T 2 3 4 5

(b) treated as inferior 1 2 3 4 5

(c) manipulated 1 2 3 4 5

() rejected 1 2 3 4 5

(e) sexually harassed gk 2 3 4 5

) threatened 1 2 3 4 5

(g} physically harmed q 2 3 4 5

(h) exploited 1 2 3 4 5

U farced to do something | didn’t want to 1 2 3 4 5

(U] unfairly criticized il 2 3 4 5

w® made to feel unwanted 1 2 3 4 5

m emotionally blackmailed ik 72 3 4 5

(m} put down i} 2 3 4 5

* Ref: NEGATIVE EXPERIENCES INVENTORY (NED (Stephan et al., 20000
Totally Slightly Strongly Totally
. Agree
disagree agree agree agree
The existence of different groups within a society damages the internal solidarity i 5 3 i <
of that society
| think the intergreup conflict can be reduced by cooperating among different i 5 3 i &
groups within the society.
| feel that the strongest group within a society should dominate the weaker groups 1 ) 3 4 5
in order to reduce intergroup conflict among groups.
The existence of diverse groups within a society can make that society stronger 1 2 3 4 5
| think the intergroup conflict within a society can be reduced by letting groups to i 5 3 i g
stand separately.
| think that all the groups within a society should have equal rights and
opportunity regardless of their power status in order to reduce the intergroup 1 2 3 4 5
conflicts among those groups
| feel that the stranger group is responsible far intergroup conflict within a i 3 3 4 &
society.
| feel that the weaker groups are responsible for intergroup conflict within a § 4 5 4 2
society.
Thank you for your participation!
52 Page
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