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Abstract

As violence against refugees is increasing, the reduction of prejudices becomes more and more
important. Based on an online study with 159 students, the constructs contact quality, contact
quantity, social orientation and cultural intelligence are implied to explain prejudices against
refugees. Thereby, this study examines three forms of prejudices: open, subtle and implicit pre-
judices. It reveals that contact quality, social orientation and cultural intelligence are partially
useful for the prediction of certain forms of prejudices, while contact quantity does not show
any influence on prejudices.
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Willkommenskultur?: Kulturelle Intelligenz, Kontakt und soziale Orientierung
in Bezug auf Geflüchtete

Zusammenfassung

Mit zunehmender Gewalt gegen Flüchtlinge wird der Abbau von Vorurteilen immer wichtiger.
Basierend auf einer Online-Studie mit 159 Studierenden werden die Konstrukte Kontaktqualität,
Kontaktmenge, soziale Orientierung und kulturelle Intelligenz angedeutet, umVorurteile gegen-
über Flüchtlingen zu erklären. Dabei untersucht diese Studie drei Formen vonVorurteilen: offe-
ne, subtile und impliziteVorurteile. Es zeigt sich, dass Kontaktqualität, soziale Orientierung und
kulturelle Intelligenz teilweise für die Vorhersage bestimmter Formen von Vorurteilen nützlich
sind, während die Kontaktmenge keinen Einfluss auf Vorurteile zeigt.

Schlüsselwörter: Vorurteile; Flüchtlinge; kulturelle Intelligenz

Kurzfassung

Die derzeitige Flüchtlingskrise und die zu-
nehmend feindlichen Einstellungen gegen-
über Flüchtlingen sowie das Vorhandensein
von Vorurteilen stellt die grundlegende Fra-
ge nach geeigneten Konstrukten, die als
Prädikatoren für Vorurteile gegenüber

Flüchtlingen dienen. In dieser Studie wird
eine differenzierte Sicht auf solcheVorurtei-
le eingenommen.

Basierend auf einer Online-Studie mit
159 Studierenden sollte anhand verschiede-
ner Skalen und eines Reaktionszeittests un-
tersucht werden, ob sich die Konstrukte
Kontaktqualität, Kontaktquantität, soziale
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Orientierung und „kulturelle Intelligenz“
dazu eignen, Vorurteile von Studierenden
gegenüber Geflüchteten möglichst zuver-
lässig vorherzusagen, um zu verstehen, was
die Bedingungen von Diskriminierung sind,
um dieser möglicherweise entgegenzuwir-
ken. Dabei werden drei Formen von Vorur-
teilen untersucht: offene, subtile und impli-
zite Vorurteile.

In dieser Studie war es möglich, die ver-
schiedenen Konstrukte und Vorurteilvaria-
blen zu erheben und somit Beiträge zur
Bewältigung der negativen Begleiterschei-
nungen der aktuellen Flüchtlingskrise auf
wissenschaftlicher Basis zu erbringen. Hier-
durch konnte ein wertvoller erster Beitrag
geleistet werden, um Vorurteile gegenüber
Geflüchteten besser zu verstehen und um
diesen entgegenzuwirken.

Der vermutete negative Einfluss der
„kulturellen Intelligenz“ auf die Vorurteile
wurde zwar nachgewiesen, zeigt sich je-
doch als relativ schwach. Ebenfalls zeigen
die Ergebnisse, dass sich bei einer höheren
Kontaktqualität und „kulturellen Intelli-
genz“ die relative Wahrscheinlichkeit des
Auftretens von hohen offenen Vorurteilen
verringert. Ein vergleichbarer Effekt zeigt
sich bei einer höheren Kontaktqualität so-
wie sozialen Orientierung und der relativen
Wahrscheinlichkeit des Auftretens von ho-
hen subtilenVorurteilen.Weitere signifikan-
te Einflüsse der vier Konstrukte Kontaktqua-
lität und -quantität, soziale Orientierung
und „kulturelle Intelligenz“ auf die relative
Wahrscheinlichkeit des Auftretens hoher of-
fener, subtiler sowie impliziter Vorurteile
lassen sich bei der Datenanalyse in dieser
Studie nicht bestätigen. Der fehlende signi-
fikante Einfluss der Kontaktquantität lässt
vermuten, dass sich nicht die Häufigkeit,
sondern die Qualität des Kontaktes zu Ge-
flüchteten auf die Wahrscheinlichkeit des
Auftretens von Vorurteilen auswirkt. Es hat
sich außerdem gezeigt, dass die Aufnahme
von Kontakt als Moderator zur Vorhersage
von Vorurteilen durch die Ausprägung der
sozialen Orientierung nur für subtile Vorur-
teile geeignet ist.

Als kritische Limitationen sollte berück-
sichtigt werden, dass die Stichprobe relativ
klein ist.

Auch wenn alle angewendeten Messins-
trumente gute Gütekriterien aufweisen, zei-
gen die Ergebnisse nicht die vermuteten Zu-
sammenhänge auf. Dies könnte man mit
dem Zeitpunkt der Messung erklären. Als
die Untersuchung durchgeführt wurde, war
zwar die Präsenz der Flüchtlingskrise in den
Medien hoch, wodurch die damit verbun-
denen Ängste und die Aktivierung von po-
tentiellen Vorurteilen als hoch einzuschät-
zen ist, jedoch fanden kaum oder relativ
wenige Kontakte mit Geflüchteten statt. Von
hoher realer Kontaktquantität und daraus
resultierender hoher Kontaktqualität kann
kaum ausgegangen werden.

Da die Strukturgleichungsmodelle sich
in dieser Stichprobe nicht bestätigt haben,
bedarf es weiterer Forschungsarbeiten, in-
wieweit die unterschiedlichen Vorurteils-
formen von verschiedenen Konstrukten
beeinflusst werden. Auch wenn zum gegen-
wärtigen Zeitpunkt die Notwendigkeit wei-
terer Forschung im Hinblick auf eine mög-
lichst effektive Vorhersage von Vorurteilen
gegenüber Geflüchteten besteht, kann das
Bewusstsein über die Relevanz der Thema-
tik und über den Nutzen einer Berücksichti-
gung eine wertvolle Grundlage bilden.

1 Introduction and theoretical
background

Europe has to confirm their commitment to
provide the necessary resources for a digni-
fied survival of refugees. From a humanitar-
ian point of view, this is of high relevance:
Since migration will be a big topic of the
future, a lack in humanitarian ways to deal
with this topic has barbarism as its only al-
ternative (some name it the ‘clash of civili-
zations’) (Žižek 2015, p. 82).

The current refugee crisis imposes a
great challenge to the European Union,
which will exacerbate with a possible in-
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crease in migration flows in the future. The
present study addresses these challenges,
especially the challenge of hostility towards
refugees by citizens of the host society. In
fact, people respond with prejudice to
growing social and cultural diversity on a
regular basis (Benz & Widmann, 2007;
Fuchs, 2007). Furthermore, it is to be ex-
pected that such prejudices against refugees
will increase, with the rising number in ref-
ugees (Anger et al., 2010; Weiguny, 2016;
Ziegler & Beelmann, 2009). One possible
way of approaching this challenge is to in-
volve decision makers, with low prejudices
against refugees, in organisations. Role
modelling from respective decision makers
can lead to the prevention of discriminatory
attitudes and to a reduction in discrimina-
tion. Such considerations lead to the funda-
mental question about suitable constructs
serving as predictors for prejudices against
refugees. In this study, a differentiated view
will be taken on prejudices against refu-
gees. For that matter, the constructs cultural
intelligence, contact and social orientation
will receive special attention as variables
that might predict prejudices. In the follow-
ing, the different relevant variables will be
examined in detail.

1.1 Prejudices and prejudices
against refugees

Prejudices can be understood as an expres-
sion of attitudes (Aronson et al., 2008). In
more detail, attitudes are expectations and
evaluations towards people, objects and
ideas (Wirtz, 2013). That is, stereotypes and
prejudices, as a special form of attitudes,
function as an orientation for individuals in
a complex world. Furthermore, they sup-
port the delimitation of one’s own identity
from others as we all as one’s own group
from other groups (Benz & Widemann,
2007). However, these definitions are noth-
ing new to the world of social sciences.

Prejudices, stereotypes and discrimina-
tion are classical terms from social psychol-

ogy, with their very own, distinct definition.
For example, stereotypes can be understood
as a general assumption about a group. The
group characteristics created by stereotypes
are attributed to all group members, with-
out considering individual differences
(Aronson et al., 2008). Discrimination on
the other hand, can be defined as hostile,
negative behaviour towards group members
due to their attributed group characteristics
(Aronson et al., 2008). However, when it
comes to the development of prejudices,
the definition does not seem as universal as
for the other two. In research, different the-
oretical explanations of the development of
prejudices exist (Benz &Widemann, 2007).

One theory is the Integrated Threat The-
ory (ITT). Thereby, symbolic threats, inter-
group anxiety and negative stereotypes con-
tribute to the development of prejudices or
discriminatory behaviour (Stephan et al.,
1999). Realistic threats are conflicts be-
tween groups and put the basis of existence
or the well-being of one’s own group in
danger. Yet, a threat can only be perceived
as real, but does not necessarily have to be
real (Stephan et al., 1999).

The symbolic threat describes perceived
differences between groups in regard to
moral, values, norms, standards, attitudes
and beliefs. Intergroup anxiety includes
feelings, which can be perceived by the in-
teraction with members of a different group.
These feelings are often negative and ex-
pressed through fear because of the lack in
superficial identification with the other
group as well as profound differences in
values (Stephan et al., 1999).

In this study, it is distinguished between
subtle, open and implicit prejudices. The
subdivision between subtle and open preju-
dices is derived from the definitions by Pet-
tigrew and Meertens (1995). Subtle preju-
dices are indirect, detached and sober. They
are characterized by defending traditional
values, super evaluation of cultural differ-
ences as well as a lack of positive emotions
towards a foreign group (Pettigrew & Meer-
tens, 1995).
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Open prejudices are expressed direct,
close and emotional. They are character-
ized by a perceived threat of the foreign
group, the feeling of superiority of the own
group, avoidance of the other group, as well
as feelings of power (Pettigrew & Meertens,
1995). In contrast to open and subtle preju-
dices, implicit prejudices describe subcon-
scious and uncontrolled attitudes. More-
over, implicit prejudices are attitudes
activated without an intent and by the pres-
ence of a trigger (Turner & Hewstone,
2012).

In this study, the term refugees is defined
as a description of a group in the broad
sense. A detailed definition of the term refu-
gee can be found in convention documents
relating to the legal status of the person (The
UN Refugee Agency, 1951). According to
this definition a person is considered a refu-
gee, when he/she leaves his/her home be-
cause of the fear of being persecuted. The
fear of persecution has to be based on race,
religion, social group membership, political
opinion or nationality in order to receive
the status of a refugee (The UN Refugee
Agency, 1951).

It can be observed, that this definition is
not known to the public (Treibel, 2011).
However, in this study, individual prejudic-
es are analysed. Thus, it is important that the
definition of refugees reflects a more com-
mon understanding. Based on the definition
of the Duden Spelling Dictionary, the term
refugee will be referred to in this paper as a
person, who had to hastily leave their home
for various reasons.

Prejudices against refugees can have a
negative impact on their integration. More-
over, as a consequence of prejudices, the
reduction of intercultural contact and nega-
tive attitudes of the local population to-
wards refugees hinders integration (Zagefka
& Nigbur, 2009). Also, research indicates
that discrimination negatively affects the
physical und mental health of refugees
(Hansen & Sørlie, 2012; Huynh & Fuligni,
2010; Ziegler & Beelmann, 2009). Schmitt,
Branscombe, Postmes and Garcia (2014)

confirmed in their meta-analysis that per-
ceived discrimination has a negative impact
on the mental well-being of the victims.

In the Eurobarometer 437, 56% of the
German citizens answered that the ethnic
background can be viewed prejudicial
during candidacies, regardless whether the
same qualifications were given (European
Commission, 2015). Therefore, prejudices
influence in different ways the evaluation of
applicants and employees (Weuster, 2012).
Previous studies showed that a foreign
name or accent could negatively affect the
perceived suitability (Schneider et al., 2014;
Weuster, 2012). The lack of objective and
qualitative selection procedures fosters the
practical relevance of heuristical decisions
such as prejudices and stereotypes (Kan-
ning, 2015). But discrimination often does
not only have negative consequences for
the applicants but also for the employers.
Thereby it is possible that qualified appli-
cants are rejected and their competencies
are not available to the organisation.

1.2 Contact, cultural intelligence
and social orientation

Prejudices against refugees can be influ-
enced by the contact between the parties
(Allport, 1981; Binder et al., 2009). Accord-
ing to Allport (1981), contact on eye level
with common goals leads to a reduction in
prejudices. Furthermore, promoting condi-
tions of cooperation between parties as well
as the support by authorities has an effect.
Subsequently, the contact hypothesis was
topic of numerous research studies (Davies
et al., 2011; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006;
Stürmer, 2008). Yet, Pettigrew and Tropp
(2006) showed in their meta-analysis that
contact without the condition of Allport
(1981) reduced prejudices.

In this study it is assumed that both, con-
tact and intercultural competence can be
beneficial to counteract prejudices, espe-
cially against refugees. First it is to note that
cultural intelligence correlates highly with
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intercultural competence (Matsumoto &
Hyisung, 2013). Cultural intelligence can
be understood as the individual’s ability to
act appropriately in situations that are creat-
ed by cultural diversity (Ang et al., 2006). In
more detail, cultural intelligence is a
multi-dimensional construct consisting of
the dimensions of meta-cognitive, cogni-
tive, motivational and behavioural cultural
intelligence. The dimension meta-cognitive
cultural intelligence describes mental pro-
cesses for acquisition and understanding of
cultural awareness (Ang et al., 2007). The
cognitive cultural intelligence describes the
knowledge of norms, practices and tradi-
tions of different cultures. Motivational cul-
tural intelligence describes the ability of in-
vesting time and energy in learning
intercultural situations (Van Dyne et al.,
2009). The fourth dimension, the be-
havioural cultural intelligence refers to the
ability to behave appropriately in intercul-
tural situations (Ang et al., 2007).

In this study it is also assumed that a
higher social orientation has proven useful
to counter prejudices. Kanning (2009b) de-
scribes social orientation as a whole portfo-
lio of abilities, skills and knowledge of an
individual to improve social behaviour. The
improvement of the social situation is
shaped by the implementation of personal
aims during the act as well as the social ac-
ceptance of such (Kanning, 2009b). The in-
dividual competencies consist inter alia of
relative consistent personality traits as well
as mechanisms of mental behaviour regula-
tions (Wirtz, 2013). The social orientation
describes a positive attitude towards third
parties in general. People with high levels of
social orientation are able to put themselves
into other people’s position and take other
perspectives. Also, they are characterized
by high levels of tolerance towards other’s
values and norms (Kanning, 2009a).

2 Methods

In this study it is assumed that a high ex-
pression of cultural intelligence fosters un-
prejudiced attitudes towards refugees of
different cultures. The interactions between
contact, prejudices and social orientation
will be analysed. In this context, the follow-
ing hypotheses will be presented.

2.1 Hypothesis 1

The construct of cultural intelligence is re-
lated to the ability of adaption (Gröschke,
2013). In turn, adaptability is associated
with low expression of distinctive prejudice
(Butler & McManus, 2011). These findings
allow the conclusion that cultural intelli-
gence is negatively related, at least indirect-
ly, to prejudices. Also it is assumed that di-
mensions of cultural intelligence can affect
the variables of ITT. For example, an indi-
vidual with high motivational cultural intel-
ligence should display low intergroup anxi-
ety. Furthermore, high cognitive as well as
meta-cognitive cultural intelligence lead to
less negative stereotypes (Girvan, 2016).
These considerations are presented in figure
1 and lead to the following partial hypothe-
ses (see Figure 1. Hypothesis 1.).
(1a) Higher distinctive cultural intelligence

of students forecasts lower distinctive
open prejudices towards refugees.

Figure 1. Hypothesis 1

Cultural
Intelligence

Open Prejudices

Subtle Prejudices

Implicit Prejudices
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(1b) Higher distinctive cultural intelligence
of students forecasts lower distinctive
subtle prejudices towards refugees.

(1c) Higher distinctive cultural intelligence
of students forecasts lower distinctive
implicit prejudices towards refugees.

2.2 Hypothesis 2

In previous research, numerous indications
of the validity of the contact hypothesis by
Allport (1981) were found (Aronson et al.,
2008; Binder et al., 2009; Hewstone et al.,
2014). Recent studies regarding the causal
interrelation of prejudices and contacts in-
dicate that contacts reduce prejudices but
also that prejudices reduce contacts (Binder
et al., 2009). These interrelations lead to the
assumption that natives with more contact
to refugees have lower prejudices towards
them. In this study it is believed that a simi-
lar interrelation between high social orien-
tation and low prejudices towards refugees
exist. Hereupon, various findings indicate
that people with a high social orientation
show personality traits of people with low
prejudices (Cohrs et al., 2012; Kanning,
2009b; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008; Stößel et
al., 2009). For instance, openness, compat-
ibility, empathy, pro-sociality and intellec-
tuality can be named (Cohrs et al., 2012;
Kanning, 2009b). From these premises, the
assumption is made that a person with a
high expression of the four constructs (cul-
tural intelligence, contact quality, contact
quantity and social competence) shows low
expressions of prejudices. It is also pre-
sumed that the constructs forecast own

prejudices to that. These considerations
lead to the following partial hypotheses.
(2a) Higher expressions of contact quality,

contact quantity, social orientation
and cultural intelligence by students
forecast lower open prejudices to-
wards refugees.

(2b) Higher expressions of contact quality,
contact quantity, social orientation
and cultural intelligence by students
forecast lower subtle prejudices to-
wards refugees.

(2c) Higher expressions of contact quality,
contact quantity, social orientation
and cultural intelligence by students
forecast lower implicit prejudices to-
wards refugees.

2.3 Hypothesis 3

In the previous hypotheses, cultural intelli-
gence was highlighted. For hypothesis 3,
social orientation was chosen as a predic-
tor. For that matter it is expected that social
orientation is especially suitable for the pre-
diction of implicit prejudices. This is sup-
ported by prior research where high social
orientation reduced implicit prejudice
(Truner & Hewstone, 2012). Therefore, so-
cial orientation will serve as a predictor for
implicit prejudice. Taking the contact hy-
pothesis by Allport (1989) into consider-
ation, it follows that the interrelations are
moderated by the contacts of refugees. The
validated structural equation model is pre-
sented in figure 2 (see Figure 2. Structural
Equation Model for Hypothesis 3).

Cultural Intelligence
Open Prejudices

Subtle Prejudices

Implicit Prejudices
Social Orientation

Contact

Figure 2. Structural Equation Modeling for Hypothesis 3
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For the validation of our hypotheses, the
following measurement instruments were
used. The social orientation was measured
by ten items in the short version of the In-
ventory of Social Competence (ISK-K) (Kan-
ning, 2009a). Implicit attitudes and preju-
dices towards refugees were measured by
the Implicit Association Test (Greenwald et
al., 1998). Thereby, stimuli were presented
in different orders divided by four different
categories. The participants had the task to
classify these stimuli error-free as positive or
negative by pushing a button (Degner &
Wentura, 2008). The attitude was measured
with the objects of common setting catego-
ries (category A “refugee” and category B
“locals”). For the evaluation dimension, cat-
egory C “negative words” and category D
“positive words” were chosen. Category C
contained terms like catastrophe, hate, sad-
ness, rotten, torture, accident and tragedy.
For Category D, terms like honest, happy,
peace, smile, sincere were included. These
14 terms were taken from the race-IAT by
Banaji and Greenwald (2015), which was
validated by the literature. The determined
response time, the direction and the strength
of associations between the seven test
blocks were assessed. From the module, an
automated calculation of an index value for
the strength of association was made by
Greenwald, Nosek and Banaji (2003).
Strenght of association is derived from the
response time and takes on a value between
1 and -1. The IAT was used in this study be-
cause it is a widespread method of measur-
ing implicit prejudices in current research
on prejudices and is a good additional mea-
sure for the separately covered areas of sub-
tle and open prejudices (Fischer et al.,
2013; Wirtz 2013).

For the levying of contact towards refu-
gees, the general Intergroup Contact Quan-
tity and the Contact Quality Scale were
used (Islam & Hewstone, 1993). Islam and
Hewstone (1993) let participants report
how often they had contact to other groups
at different places and how they experi-
enced this contact. These scales were used

in a large number of research projects or
were used in slightly modified versions (Lol-
liot et al., 2014).

The term refugees was translated into
“outgroup“. The open and subtle prejudices
towards refugees were measured with the
Blatant and Subtle Prejudice Scale by Petti-
grew and Meertens (1995). The cultural in-
telligence was measured by the Cultural In-
telligence Scale (Van Dyne et al., 2008).
Various items measured the dimensions
meta-cognitive, cognitive, motivational and
behavioural cultural intelligence.

Data were collected by an online-survey
in 2016. The participants were recruited
from e.g. Facebook, e-fellows and Xing. In
total, N=159 participants answered the
questionnaire. The sample consisted of 83
male (52.2%) and 76 female (47.8%) partic-
ipants who studied at German universities.
The age of the participants ranged between
18 and 29 years (M = 22.93; SD = 2.51).
157 participants had German as their na-
tionality and 22 participants came from an
immigration background (13.80%).

3 Results

3.1 Hypothesis 1

The predictor quality of cultural intelligence
for the forecast of open, subtle and implicit
prejudices will be examined by regressions.
The results are presented in table 1. The re-
sult showed that cultural intelligence can
be used as a predictor for open prejudices
(β = -.25; p = .00), subtle prejudices
(β = -.22; p = .01) as well as implicit preju-
dices (β = -.16; p = .04). A high cultural in-
telligence is accompanied by a low expres-
sion of open, subtle and implicit prejudices.
However, the explained variation is very
low with an R² between .03 and .06.
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3.2 Hypothesis 2

For the verification of the second hypothe-
sis, multiple logistic regressions were calcu-
lated. Therefore median splits for the inde-
pendent variable of open, subtle and
implicit prejudices were made. The median
values are as follows: open prejudicesMd =
17, subtle prejudices Md = 28 and implicit
prejudices Md = .10. The new variables de-
scribe low prejudices with the value 0 and
high prejudices with the value 1. For the re-
gression, the inclusion method for selecting
variables was chosen. The regression mod-
els were considered in relation to the de-
pendent variables. The validation of the
whole model confirms the significant con-
tribution of the independent variables and
their predictive power for open prejudices
(χ² = 37.72; p = .00). The Pseudo-R-Quad-
rat-Statistic has a Nagelkerkes-R-Square of
.28.

This value is sufficient and describes a
proportion of the explained variance by the
independent variables. It indicates that the
independent variables explain the model
sufficiently. The Hosmer-Lemeshow-Test

highlights the differences between observ-
able and predicted values. The significance
is above .70 with .76 and indicates a good
fit of the model (Backhaus et al., 2011). The
validation of the characteristic variable for
the model of open prejudices shows that
the variables contact quality and cultural
intelligence have a significant impact on
whether high open prejudices occur or not.

That is, social orientation (β = .24) and
contact quality (β = .87) have a significant
impact on the forecast of open prejudices.
The sign of the regression coefficient B gives
an indication about the directions of the ef-
fects. The value of -.15 for contact quality
shows that the probability of the occurrence
of high prejudice decreases when contact
quality increases. This negative interrelation
was also confirmed for cultural intelligence.
For further interpretation, the odds ratios
will be reviewed, which describe the prob-
ability of occurrence and its relation to the
converse probability (Backhaus et al.,
2011).

The Odds-Ratio of the occurrence of
high open prejudices changes by an in-
crease of one unit around the factor .86 for

Beta R² Standard
Estimation

Error

Sig.

Open Prejudices -.25 .06 6.68 .00

Subtle Prejudices -.22 .05 7.27 .01

Implicit Prejudices -.16 .03 .16 .04

Regression
Coefficient

B

Standard
Error

Wald Sig. Odds-Ratio

Contact Quality -.15 .04 13.05 .00 .86

Cultural Intelligence -.04 .01 7.91 .01 .96

Social Orientation -.07 .06 1.39 .24 .94

Contact Quantity .01 .04 .03 .87 1.01

Table 2. Regression Coefficient – logistic Regression Constructs and open Prejudices.

Table 1. Results of the regression of Hypothesis 1
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the variable contact quality and therefore
reduces open prejudices. The relative prob-
ability of occurrence of high open prejudic-
es declines by 4% with an increase in cul-
tural intelligence of one unit. Thus,
hypothesis 2a regarding open prejudices
can be partly confirmed. It can be stated
that the variables contact quality and cultur-
al intelligence make a significant contribu-
tion to the reduction in occurrence of high
open prejudices. The validation of the total
model also confirms the significant contri-
bution of the independent variables and
their predictive power for subtle prejudices
(χ² = 34.05; p = .00). The Pseudo-R-Quad-
rat-Statistic has a Nagelkerkes-R-Square of
.26. This means that the independent vari-
able explains the model sufficiently. The
Hosmer-Lemeshow-Test indicates a good fit
of the model with a significance of .80
(Backhaus et al., 2011). The validation of
the characteristic variable for the model of
subtle prejudices indicates that the vari-
ables contact quality and social orientation
have a significant impact on the probability
of high subtle prejudices occurence. The
variable cultural intelligence and contact

quantity are not significant with the values
p = .14 and p = .72.

Subsequently, the interpretation regard-
ing the regression coefficient follows that
the probability of occurrence of subtle prej-
udices decreases when the variables of con-
tact quality and social orientation increase.
The relative probability of occurrence of
high open prejudices decreases by about
13% when the variable contact quality in-
creases by one unit. The Odds-Ratio value
for the variable social orientation is 89.
Therefore it can be assumed that the in-
crease in the variable social orientation by
one unit, decreases the relative probability
of occurrence of high subtle prejudices by
about 11%. Hypothesis 2b concerning sub-
tle prejudices can be partly confirmed by
the results. Contact quality and social orien-
tation make a significant contribution to the
forecast of the probability of occurrence of
high subtle prejudices. The validation of the
total model did not have a significant con-
tribution to the independent variables and
their forecast of implicit prejudices (χ² =
4.62; p = .33). The presented significant val-
ues of the Wald-Statistic confirms this.

Regression
Coefficient

B

Standard
Error

Wald Sig. Odds-Ratio

Contact Quality -.14 .04 11.60 .00 .87

Cultural Intelligence -.12 .06 4.34 .04 .89

Social Orientation -.02 .01 2.20 .14 .98

Contact Quantity -.01 .04 .13 .72 .99

Table 3. Regression Coefficient – logistic Regression Constructs and subtle Prejudices.

Regression
Coefficient

B

Standard
Error

Wald Sig.

Contact Quality .01 .03 .09 .77

Cultural Intelligence -.01 .01 .77 .38

Social Orientation .01 .05 .01 .92

Contact Quantity -.06 .04 2.81 .09

Table 4. Regression Coefficient – logistic Regression Constructs and implicit Prejudices.
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No independent variable had a signifi-
cant impact on the probability that high im-
plicit prejudices occur. Therefore, hypothe-
sis 2c cannot be confirmed regarding
implicit prejudices.

3.3 Hypothesis 3

The validity of the structural equation mod-
el could not be confirmed on the basis of
the data. The data of the sample differs sig-
nificantly from the model (χ² = 125.47;
df = 9; p = .00). Also the Model fit must
be valued as inadequate (default model
RMSEA = .29; CFILO = .24; CFIHI = .33;
p = .00) (independence model RMSEA =
.24; CFILO = .20; CFIHI = .27; p = .00). The
determined standardised regression weights
are presented in figure 3 (see Figure 3. Stan-
dardized Regression Weights of the Struc-
tural Equation Model of Hypothesis 3.).

Based on the results, it was tested wheth-
er contact with refugees has a moderating
effect on open, subtle and implicit prejudic-
es. For this purpose, contact quality and

contact quantity are fused to one variable –
contact. In the following text, results of the
moderated regression for cultural intelli-
gence are presented.

Cultural intelligence, moderated by the
contact with refugees, cannot be used as
suitable predictor for implicit prejudices
(β = -.11; p = .18). However, cultural intelli-
gence seems to be suitable as a predictor for
open (β = -.18; p = .02) and subtle prejudic-
es (β = -.22; p = .01). Nevertheless the ex-
plained variation is higher, or remains high,
when the contact with refugees is not in-
cluded (open prejudices: R² = .06 without
moderator vs. R² = .03 with moderator; sub-
tle prejudices R² = .05 without moderator
vs. R² = .05 with moderator).

The results of the moderated regression
for social orientation are presented in table
6. The results show that social orientation,
moderated by contact to refugees, can only
be used to predict subtle prejudices
(β = -.29; p = .00). With R² = .08 the ex-
plained variation is higher than cultural in-
telligence. The moderator analysis showed

Cultural Intelligence
Open Prejudices

Subtle Prejudices

Implicit Prejudices
Social Orientation

Contact

Figure 3. Standardized Regression Weights of the Structural Equation Modeling of Hypothesis 3

-.24

-.22 -.06

-.02

.09

.07

Beta R² Standard
Estimation

Error

Sig.

Open Prejudices -.18 .03 6.78 .02

Subtle Prejudices -.22 .05 7.27 .01

Implicit Prejudices -.11 .01 .16 .18

Table 5. Regression Cultural Intelligence with the Moderator Contact.
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no significant effect on implicit prejudices
(p = .80) and open prejudices (p = .11).

4 Discussion and conclusion

By using different scales and a reaction test
mode, it was assessed whether the con-
structs contact quality, contact quantity, so-
cial orientation and cultural intelligence are
suitable predictors for open, subtle and im-
plicit prejudices of students towards refu-
gees. In this study it was possible to assess
different constructs and prejudice variables.
Those scientific steps were made to better
understand the current refugee crisis. Here-
by, the study makes a valuable contribution
to a better understanding of prejudices to-
wards refugees in general, with the aim to
conceptualize possible steps in order to
counter prejudices.

It was confirmed that cultural intelli-
gence has a negative impact on prejudices,
but the impact is relatively weak and the
explained variation has proven to be low.
The results also show that the relative prob-
ability of occurrence of high open prejudic-
es is reduced by high contact quality and
cultural intelligence. The relative probabili-
ty of the occurrence of subtle prejudices
displays a similar effect with high contact
quality as well as social orientation. Further
significant impacts of the four constructs
(contact quality, contact quantity, social ori-
entation and cultural intelligence) could not
be confirmed in regard to the relative prob-
ability of the occurrence of open, subtle as
well as implicit prejudices in the data anal-

ysis of this study. It has been demonstrated
that the inclusion of contact as a moderator
for predicting prejudices by the expression
of social orientation is only suitable for sub-
tle prejudices.

As a crucial limitation it should be con-
sidered that the sample is relatively small,
which might have an impact on the mea-
surement of implicit prejudices. Further-
more, the results do not show the presumed
interrelations although all used measuring
instruments have good quality criteria. This
could be explained by the point in time of
the assessment. When the study was con-
ducted, the presence of the refugee crisis
was high in the media, which might have
enhanced related fears and the activation of
potential prejudices. Yet, actual contact
with refugees presumably remained low.
Thus, high contact quantity and therefore a
high contact quality is unlikely. Especially,
the chosen cohort of students might have
been low in contact with refugees. Howev-
er, the group of students was selected, be-
cause its members are quite young on aver-
age. The aim was to analyse the attitudes of
relatively young people with higher educa-
tion and a potentially open attitude towards
new experiences, ergo towards contacts
with refugees.

It requires further research on how con-
tact intensity and contact quality currently
influence prejudices towards refugees. In
particular, the impact of differences in cul-
tural intelligence, which might reduce im-
plicit and subtle prejudices, needs to be
confirmed. The structural equation model
e.g. could not be confirmed in this sample.
Therefore, there is a need for future research

Beta R² Standard
Estimation

Error

Sig.

Open Prejudices -.13 .02 6.84 .11

Subtle Prejudices -.29 .08 7.14 .00

Implicit Prejudices -.02 .00 .16 .80

Table 6. Regression Social Orientation with the Moderator Contact.
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to analyse how different forms of prejudices
are influenced by contacts (like in this case
in relation to open prejudices) and cultural
intelligence.
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