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Abstract
The complex phenomenon of prejudice has been the focus of interest among social psychologists since the mid-20th century. The
Intergroup Threat Theory (ITT) is one of the most efficient theoretical frameworks to identify the triggers of prejudice. In this study, using
experimental design, we examined the effects of symbolic and realistic threats on prejudice that was measured by means of a modified
social distance scale. The study participants were 611 undergraduate students from the country of Georgia. In addition to providing further
support for ITT, the study showed that the level of religiosity moderated the effects between both types of threats and prejudice, although it
had different indications for realistic and symbolic threats, while gender interacted only with symbolic threat. Implications of the findings are
discussed.
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In the age of growing political correctness, the Western social psychology has started to use terms such as
subtle discrimination (Quillian, 2008), benevolent sexism (Glick & Fiske, 2002), barely perceptible racism
(Aronson, 2012) and implicit prejudice (Oskamp & Schultz, 2005). Moreover, one of the main sources of anxiety
toward an out-group is now believed to be not an irrational fear of the unknown, but rather the fear of
presenting oneself in a negative light, that is, the desire to be seen as a non-prejudiced person (Dovidio &
Gaertner, 2004). This means that while the blatant forms of hostility toward out-groups have weakened, the
problem persists and has evolved to a degree that requires increasingly sophisticated measurement tools
(Tetlock & Mitchell, 2008).
However, the Western social science developed particular interest in the problem at its explicit, even
institutionalized, stage (Bogardus, 1925; Bogardus, 1938; Bogardus, 1958; Katz & Braly, 1935). In the United
States, this happened in the 1920s, along with successive waves of non-protestant and Asian immigrants
(Wark & Galliher, 2007), while in Europe (as well as in the United States) the interest in intergroup conflicts was
especially intense in the mid-20th century, in the wake of the dictatorships, the World War II and especially the
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Holocaust which sparked enormous shock and academic curiosity to understand what stood behind massive
manifestations of prejudice, discrimination and intergroup conflicts (Hogg, 2006). More than half a century later,
a recent influx of refugees from the Middle East and North Africa to the Western world has brought the issues
of intergroup conflicts and threats to the attention of the public and governments (Foster, 2016) as the “refugee
crisis” has been regarded as the largest-scale movement of people after the World War II (Smith, 2016).
Moreover, it has been argued that the rhetoric used toward refugees is comparable with that used during the
World War II (Tharoor, 2015). Thus, current events have become important incentives to resume studies in
explicit prejudice and prejudice-related matters.
Whether prejudice is blatant or subtle depends heavily on the context. In the United States, for example, racial
prejudice is highly condemned and equality is taught in schools (Boukari & Goura, 2012), while in Georgia, both
the results of various nation-wide survey polls and real-time cases of homophobic, xenophobic and religious
discrimination are to be qualified as the manifestation of explicit prejudice (Ramiah, Hewstone, Dovidio, &
Penner, 2010). For example, the vast majority of the population surveyed thinks that people of other religious
denominations should not enjoy the same rights as the Orthodox majority in Georgia (Sumbadze, 2012); media
studies reveal the evidence of hate speech in national newspapers (United Nations Development Programme
Georgia, 2013). The incident of May 17, 2013 in Tbilisi, Georgia can serve as an example of real-time
discriminatory incidents, when a peaceful rally dedicated to the international day against homophobia was
confronted by thousands of protestors opposing gay rights, who were allowed to break through the police
cordon. Such attitudes and even discriminatory behaviors are widely supported, which validates Pettigrew's
idea about one of the antecedents of prejudice – conformity (Pettigrew, 1958).
Prejudice is a psychological construct that can account for such negative attitudes and therefore, can be
defined as “a hostile or negative attitude toward a distinguishable group on the basis of generalizations derived
from faulty or incomplete information” (Aronson, 2012, p. 299).
For several decades, scholars have studied sources of prejudice including broad factors such as political,
socio-economic (Greeley & Sheatsley, 1971) and socio-cultural contexts, the historical background and certain
personality traits (Allport, 1954; Stephan, 2008) like social dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism
and empathy (Dovidio et al., 2010; Javakhishvili, Beruashvili, & Kldiashvili, 2007; Laythe, Finkel, & Kirkpatrick,
2001; McFarland, 2010; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; Stephan, 2008). Thus, it is difficult to attribute prejudice to a
single factor or a single set of factors.
However, as Brewer (2007) argues, “the fact that individuals value, favor, and conform to their own membership
groups (in-groups) over groups to which they do not belong (out-groups) is among the most well-established
phenomena in social psychology” (p. 729). This phenomenon is the basis of Social Identity Theory (SIT; Tajfel &
Turner, 1979). SIT posits that in-group members tend to look for negative aspects in out-groups, thereby
improving their self-esteem. This, for its part, can lead to intergroup hostility and prejudice toward out-groups. In
line with this reasoning, the Intergroup Threat Theory (ITT, [Stephan, Ybarra, & Morrison, 2009]) suggests that
people are prone to anticipating threat from an out-group, which in turn fosters prejudice (e.g., Morrison et al.,
2009; Myers, Abrams, Rosenthal, & Christian, 2013; Stephan et al., 2005).
The importance of threat and fear with regard to intergroup relations and prejudice has been pointed out by
many authors (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950; Allport, 1954; Levine & Campbell, 1972;
Sherif, 1966; Smith, 1993) even before the development of ITT– a theory supported by a meta-analytical study
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of 95 samples (Riek, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006) demonstrating that perceptions of threat indeed trigger
prejudice.
ITT authors (Stephan et al., 2009) stress that the theory is concerned with perceived rather than actual threats,
as “perceived threats have real consequences, regardless of whether or not the perceptions of threat are
accurate” (Stephan et al., 2009, p. 45). The study of attitudes toward immigrants in Germany, for example,
found that the actual proportion of immigrants did not predict negative attitudes toward them, but the perceived
proportion of immigrants did (Semyonov, Raijman, Tov, & Schmidt 2004). However, studies (e.g., Quillian, 1995)
and historical experience (Aronson, 2012) also suggest that actual threats – poor economy, a large portion of
minorities or immigrants – enhance negative attitudes toward out-groups which, according to Riek et al. (2006)
means that national problems, including economic hardships, are ascribed to threat-inducing out-groups.
ITT distinguishes two types of perceived threats: realistic and symbolic threats. Perceived realistic threat, the
concept that has its roots in the Realistic Group Conflict Theory (e.g. Sherif, 1966), is a threat to the actual –
political, economic or physical – well-being (land, security, health, wealth, employment) of a group, while
perceived symbolic threat is 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 (Zárate, Garcia, Garza, & Hitlan 2004).
Whether perception of symbolic or realistic threat becomes salient depends upon the threat-invoking out-group
(Stephan et al., 2009). Economically powerful out-groups or people with diseases might elicit realistic threats
(Stephan et al., 2005), while socially marginalized out-groups, such as homosexuals (Haddock, Zanna, &
Esses, 1993) and sects (Stephan et al., 2009), engender symbolic threats.
However, drawing a clear line between symbolic and realistic threats may be problematic in certain cases (Riek
et al., 2006) as they may overlap. For example, symbolic threat posed by a religious out-group might involve
realistic threat as well or evolve into the latter (Riek et al., 2006). The present study tries to address this issue
by experimentally manipulating symbolic and realistic threats. Another reason to explore threats through
experimental manipulation is the questionable validity of the threat instrument that has been used in most of the
studies (e.g., Aberson & Gaffney, 2008; Dunwoody & McFarland, 2018; Myers et al., 2013; Stephan, Ybarra,
Martinéz, Schwarzwald, & Tur-Kaspa, 1998; Stephan et al., 2002). Specifically, threats have often been
measured by questionnaires including 12 (e.g., Stephan et al., 2002) or fewer (e.g., Dunwoody & McFarland,
2018) items such as “Blacks have more economic power than they deserve in this country” (in the case of
realistic threat) and “Blacks and whites have different family values” (in the case of symbolic threat) (Stephan et
al., 2002). These items raise questions regarding validity since they might be measuring prejudice already
present in person rather than threat perceptions.
The need to experimentally study symbolic and realistic threats has also been emphasized by Riek, Mania, and
Gaertner (2006) in their thorough review of studies on intergroup threats and negative attitudes, where the
authors argue about certain methodological limitations: “One is the lack of experimental studies, especially in
the domains of realistic and symbolic threats” (Riek et al., 2006, p. 346).
While it has been well established that perceived threats shape negative attitudes (e.g., Stephan et al., 2005),
studies do not provide uniform results regarding associations between prejudice and demographic variables
such as gender and the level of religiosity. A number of researchers (e.g., Altemeyer, 1998; McFarland, 2010;
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Parrillo & Donoghue, 2005) argue that males, as compared to females, are more prone to being prejudiced.
However, the evidence is not consistent (see Herek, 2002; Hughes & Tuch, 2003). The findings also reveal
associations between being religious and holding prejudices (e.g., Hall, Matz, & Wood, 2010; Rowatt, LaBouff,
Johnson, Froese, & Tsang, 2009; Scheepers, Gijsberts, & Hello, 2002; Ugurlu, 2013), which can be either
positive (e.g., Allport & Kramer, 1946; Hall et al., 2010) or negative (e.g., Laythe et al., 2001). Thus, further
research is needed to better comprehend the role of gender and religiosity in prejudice.
At the same time, studies show cross-cultural differences in factors contributing to prejudice. For example,
while race was identified as an important source of social distances among American students, religion and the
employment status was found to contribute to negative attitudes in Greek and Japanese students, respectively
(Triandis, Loh, & Levin, 1966). The study of the social distances of Georgian, German and Japanese students
(Javakhishvili, Schneider, Makashvili, & Kochlashvili, 2012) found no significant effects of gender and religiosity
on social distance scores in any of the three samples.

Aims and Hypotheses
Considering the real-life relevance of threats (e.g., Quillian, 1995), the aim of the current study is to show that
threat-evoking contexts elicit prejudice.
Drawing upon ITT, we test the effects of both, symbolic and realistic threats on prejudice and by manipulating
the two threatening situations through exposing the participants to information about fictitious out-groups, we
examine whether they have different effects as compared to the situation where threat is absent (control
condition).
Furthermore, we explore the demographic variables that have been shown to be associated with prejudice.
These variables include the participants’ gender and the level of religiosity. Expecting that both factors are
related to prejudice, their interactions with threats are also tested to examine whether any of the two moderates
the relation between threats and prejudice and whether the interaction is different for realistic and symbolic
threats.
Given that symbolic threats are related to traditions, customs and values (Stephan et al., 2009), we assume
that the interaction effect between religiousness and this type of threat will be stronger than for the realistic
threat.

Method
Participants
The study participants were 611 undergraduate students from different universities of Tbilisi, Georgia. The
majority of them, 95.1%, were Georgians, while others were ethnic minorities, including Armenians,
Azerbaijanis, Russians, Ukrainians and Ossetians. To ensure homogeneity, we excluded data from nonGeorgian participants, which reduced the total number of responses to 589. 92.2% of the remaining participants
identified themselves as Orthodox Christians, 4.4% said they did not belong to any religious denomination,
while 13 (3.4%) did not provide any response. The mean score of the participants' level of religiosity was 6.36
(2.407) with the minimum of 1 and the maximum of 10. Out of them, 166 (28%) were males and 423 (72%)
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were females, with the mean age of 20.37 (4.984), ranging from 18 to 25 years. The uneven gender distribution
reflects the situation in the population of students from which the sample has been taken: this population
consists of students from the humanities, social sciences and natural sciences, where females dramatically
outnumber males. At the same time, the main aim of our design was to ensure equivalency between the three
groups, which was met (see Table 1).
A test of homogeneity of variance was performed in order to check the equivalence of age distribution across
experimental (symbolic and realistic threats) and control (“no threat”) conditions. Group mean (p = .193) and
median (p = .680) comparisons showed no significant differences between the groups (see Table 1).
Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations for Age and Level of Religiosity Across Three Groups
Age
Group

Level of religiosity

N

M

SD

N

M

SD

197

20.08

1.95

196

6.26

2.24

Symbolic threat

196

20.15

2.21

195

6.68

2.65

“No threat”

196

20.08

1.61

191

6.13

2.29

Realistic threat

Similarly, a test of homogeneity of variance was used to look at the equivalence of distribution of the level of
religiosity across the three groups. Again, no significant differences were found between experimental and
control conditions based on the mean (p = .059) and median (see Table 1).
Crosstabs showed that gender distribution, although with predominantly more women in all the three groups,
was still similar across the groups with 141 women versus 56 men in realistic threat condition, 131 women
versus 65 men in symbolic threat condition and 151 women versus 45 men in control condition (“no threat).
Data collection took place between December 2015 to February 2017.

Procedure
Before starting data collection, a detailed research project was submitted to the ethics committee of Ilia State
University. Data collection started only after the ethical approval was obtained.
Having obtained approval from the universities, we entered the classes and asked the students if they wished
to take part in the study of the role of mass media in a daily life. Those who agreed to participate were led to
believe that the study was concerned with the daily coverage of events and the role of media in shaping public
attitudes. They were asked to read a copy of a newspaper article and answer several questions, after which
they were to fill out an eight-item attitude questionnaire about an out-group mentioned in the article and to
provide demographic data. After completing all of the tasks, the participants were thoroughly debriefed: the true
objectives of the study were disclosed and the students were given sufficient time to ask questions.
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Design
The study used a between-subjects factorial design with one factor, perceived threat, which was examined at
three levels: realistic (n = 197) and symbolic threat (n = 196) in experimental conditions, and the absence of
threat in the control condition (n = 196).

Measures
Threat Manipulation
In order to manipulate realistic and symbolic threats, several vignettes were composed – a page length
newspaper-type articles about a fictitious out-group called “Abirians” (invented solely for research purposes).
The articles designed for experimental conditions (i.e., symbolic and realistic threats) contained information that
the UN planned to settle in Georgia an ethnic group of Abirians, who currently resided in the Gaza Strip, and
described potential threats of the plan for Georgia.
a. Realistic threat manipulation: in one version of the articles, the settlement of the Abirians in Georgia was
associated with realistic threats: competition for jobs and higher education, increased taxes and the possible
spread of diseases such as hepatitis C. An excerpt from the article read as follows:
As reported [by the organization], Abirians will immediately need workplaces on the local labor market
upon their arrival in Georgia. According to the International Index of Education and Employability (IIEE),
Abirians are quite similar to leading European nations. This means that they can easily compete with
the local population in terms of both, education and labor market.
b. Symbolic threat manipulation: another version described symbolic threats and focused on the types of
cultural differences which, according to a number of recent opinion polls, Georgians are particularly sensitive to:
the out-group was reported to have a non-uniform religion, favor same sex marriage and adhere to such
traditions and values that are clearly uncommon in Georgia. For example:
As reported [by the organization], Abirians are of the mixed race: a combination of the Caucasian and
Asian races. As they reside at the crossroads of Muslim and Judaism cultures, they do not have a
single religion: some of them are Muslims, some are the followers of Judaism, while others practice
mixed Muslim and Jewish religious rites. However, according to the International Research Center of
World Religions (IRCWR), the majority of them does not belong to any religion.
c. Control condition: the third version, designed for the control group (“no threat” condition), was similar in
structure and style but described the out-group (Abirians) in neutral terms, with no references to threats
whatsoever (it did not mention the prospects of the Abirians’ settlement in Georgia). For example:
As reported by PCW, the census of an ethnic group Abiri residing in Gaza Strip is already available.
Historical sources suggest that the Abirians have been residing in the territory since the 1830s when
Egypt conquered Palestine, and later, as a result of the British intervention, the Ottoman Empire
regained control over the region.
To ensure that the participants read and comprehended the articles they were given several questions; for
example, the Likert-scale items: “Please evaluate the style of the article. Did you find it objective?”
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Level of religiosity was measured by a single 10-points scale item with 1 = not at all religious and 10 = highly
religious.
Prejudice was measured by an updated version of the Social Distance Scale (Bogardus, 1925). Leaning upon
the results of nation-wide survey polls (e.g., Caucasus Research Resource Centers, 2015; Sumbadze, 2012),
human rights (Human Rights Watch, 2017) and media (United Nations Development Programme Georgia,
2013) reports and real-time incidents of homophobia, xenophobia and religious discrimination, which point to
explicit forms of prejudice, Social Distance Scale was considered as an appropriate instrument. Based on our
experience (Javakhishvili, 2005; Javakhishvili, 2011; Javakhishvili et al., 2012; Javakhishvili et al., 2016;
Vardanashvili & Javakhishvili, 2016), the scale is a good measure of explicit prejudice as it is assumed to tap
into the behavioral component of prejudice, versus, for instance, the feeling thermometer that tests the affective
aspect of prejudice (Henry, 2008; Stefaniak & Bilewicz, 2016).
A revised version of the scale included eight 5-points Likert-scale items, e.g., “I would accept Abirians as my
child’s teacher” or “I would make friends with Abirians,” with 1 = strongly agree and 5 = strongly disagree,
higher scores indicating higher levels of social distance, and hence, prejudice, and lower scores indicating
lower levels of prejudice.
The validity of the measure was examined using the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in Mplus (Muthén &
Muthén, 2010). The first model considered one latent variable (social distance as a single construct) predicted
by the respective eight items. The model did not fit the data. We then divided the scale into two parts, each
representing a latent factor. The first one included three items, while the second factor covered the remaining
five items.
The resulting model had a good fit, χ2(14, 589) = 20.38, CFI = .997, TLI = .993, RMSEA = .027, SRMR = .018.
Therefore, the Social Distance Scale incorporated two factors. For the first factor the Cronbach’s Alpha
was .829, while for the second factor it was .879. Consequently, two separate scores of the dependent variable
for the first factor and the second factor were used in the further analysis. Data of factor loadings are provided
in Table 2.
Table 2
Factor Loadings of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Two-Factor Solution for the Social Distance
Scale (Revised)
Item

Factor 1

I would marry Abirians

0.63***

I would accept Abirians as my child’s teacher

0.83***

I would accept Abirians as my boss at work

0.82***

I would make friends with Abirians

Factor 2

0.90***

I would accept Abirians as my neighbors

0.91***

I would sit next to Abirians in a public transport

0.73***

I would accept Abirians as my acquaintances

0.76***

I would accept Abirians in my country

0.66***

***p ≤ .001.
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Results
Descriptive statistics showed that threat manipulation had an effect on both factors of prejudice toward Abirians
(see Table 3). The differences between the mean scores of prejudice across realistic threat and control ("no
threat") condition as well as symbolic threat and control ("no threat") condition were verified by the one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA). No significant differences were found between the realistic and symbolic threat
conditions. Mean scores of prejudice where higher for the first factor of prejudice, F(2, 586) = 25.45, p < .001
than for the second factor, F(2, 586) = 24.24, p < .001 (see Table 3).
Table 3
Means and Standard Deviations for Prejudice Toward Abirians
The First Factor of Prejudice
Group

The Second Factor of Prejudice

N

M

SD

N

M

SD

Realistic threats

197

3.39

0.96

197

2.07

0.76

Symbolic threat

196

3.47

1.14

196

2.22

0.97

“No threat”

196

2.82

0.85

196

1.68

0.62

The participants’ gender proved to be a significant variable only in the case of the second factor, t(584) = 3.36,
p < .001. Male participants scored higher M = 2.167 (0.985) as compared to female participants, M = 1.92
(0.74).
The level of religiosity positively correlated with both forms of prejudice: a higher correlation was found for the
first factor of prejudice, r(582) = .40, p < .001 as compared to the second factor, r(582) =.28, p < .001.
Since the level of religiosity was positively related to both factors of prejudice and gender had a significant
effect on the second factor, simple regression was performed with threats and these variables as predictors.
Initially, we examined the predictors of the first factor of prejudice. The latter was entered as a dependent
variable in the regression equation. Threat was turned into a dummy variable so that we were able to enter
realistic and symbolic threats as predictors in Model 1. Both types of threats significantly contibuted to the
variance of prejudice, R2 = .08, F(2, 581) = 24.87, p < .001. The level of religiosity was added in Model 2,
resulting in ΔR2 of 15% with threats retaining significance and religiosity predicting prejudice, R2 = .22, F(3,
581) = 46.68, p < .001. Results of regression are shown in Table 4.
Likewise, we ran simple regression for the second factor of prejudice. Realistic and symbolic threats (turned
into dummy variables) were entered in Model 1. Both of them again predicted prejudice, R2 = .08, F(2, 580) =
24.01, p < .001. Gender (turned into a dummy variable) and the level of religiosity were added in Model 2.
Again, threats predicted prejudice and gender and religiosity contributed significant variance with ΔR2 of 9%, R2
= .16, F(4, 580) = 27.95, p < .001. Regression results are shown in Table 5.
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Table 4
Regression on the First Factor of Prejudice
β
Predictor

Model 1

Model 2

Realistic threat

0.26***

0.25***

Symbolic threat

0.30***

0.26***
0.38***

Level of religiosity
2

.08

R

ΔR

.22

2

.15***

***p ≤ .001.

Table 5
Regression on the Second Factor of Prejudice
β
Predictor

Model 1

Model 2

Realistic threat

0.22***

0.21***

Symbolic threat

0.31***

0.26***
0.28***

Level of religiosity

0.14***

Gender
2

.08

R

ΔR

2

.16
.09***

***p ≤ .001.

22% of the variance of the first factor of prejudice was explained by symbolic and realistic threats and
religiosity, while 16% of the variance of the second factor was explained by symbolic and realistic threats and
religiosity plus gender. According to β-coefficients, for both, the first and the second factors, symbolic threat
was a better predictor than realistic threat.
Since religiosity and gender contributed substantially to this association, we performed a moderation analysis
by means of a special software Process, which is a supplement to SPSS (Hayes, 2013). This statistical
technique uses regression to provide model outputs.
For the first factor of prejudice, the moderation of the effect of realistic and symbolic threats was tested by the
level of religiosity, while for the second factor we examined the moderation of the effect of threats by the level of
religiosity and gender. In total, four models were tested:
1. Realistic threat → Religiosity → The first factor of prejudice
2. Symbolic threat → Religiosity → The first factor of prejudice
3. Realistic threat → Religiosity → Gender → The second factor of prejudice
4. Symbolic threat → Religiosity → Gender → The second factor of prejudice
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Model 1: Realistic threat → Religiosity → The first factor of prejudice. Overall, the model was significant: F(3,
578) = 47.12, p < .001, R2 = .20. b coefficients are presented in Table 6.
Table 6
b Coefficients for the Model 1: Realistic Threat and Religiosity on the First Factor of Prejudice
Effect

b

t

Main and interaction effects of predictor variables
Realistic threat

1.12***

4.71

Level of religiosity

0.21***

11.21

-0.13***

-3.81

Realistic threat × Level of religiosity

Conditional effect of realistic threat on the first factor of prejudice at 3 different values of the moderator – level of religiosity
0.58***
5.02
Level of religiosity 1 SD below mean - 3.95
Level of religiosity at the mean - 6.36

0.26***

Level of religiosity 1 SD over mean - 8.77

0.06

3.20
-0.53

***p ≤ .001.

All of the effects – the main effects of realistic threat, the level of religiosity as well as their interaction – were
significant, which indicates the moderating effect of religiosity. The most interesting information is provided in
the second, lower part of the table: b coefficient decreased as the level of religiosity increased and, finally, it
became nonsignificant (p = .595).
Model 2: Symbolic threat → Religiosity → The first factor of prejudice. Overall, the model was significant: F(3,
578) = 48.78, p < .001, R2 = .20. b coefficients are presented in Table 7.
Table 7
b Coefficients for the Model 2: Symbolic Threat and Religiosity on the First Factor of Prejudice
Effect

b

t

Main and interaction effects of predictor variables
Symbolic threat

-0.60**

-2.64

Level of religiosity

0.11***

5.36

Symbolic threat × Level of religiosity

0.14***

4.17

Conditional effect of symbolic threat on the first factor of prejudice at 3 different values of the moderator – level of religiosity
Level of religiosity 1 SD below mean - 3.95

-0.06

-0.52

Level of religiosity at the mean - 6.36

0.27***

3.27

Level of religiosity 1 SD over mean - 8.77

0.59***

5.38

**p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001.

As in the case of realistic threat, religiosity moderated the association. Main effects of symbolic threat, the level
of religiosity and their interaction were significant, although the direction of association was reversed: b
coefficient and the level of religiosity increased simultaneously.
Model 3: Realistic threat → Religiosity → Gender → The second factor of prejudice. Overall, the model was
significant: F(5, 575) = 18.28, p < .001, R2 = .14. b coefficients are presented in Table 8.
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Table 8
b Coefficients for the Model 3: Realistic Threat, Religiosity and Gender on the Second Factor of Prejudice
Effect

b

t

Main and interaction effects of predictor variables
Realistic threat

0.89**

4.25

Level of religiosity

0.14**

8.68

Gender

0.32**

3.61

Realistic threat × Level of religiosity

-0.12**

-3.99

Realistic threat × Gender

-0.05

-0.31

Conditional effect of realistic threat on the second factor of prejudice at different values of the moderators – 3 levels of
religiosity and two levels of gender
Level of religiosity 1 SD below mean - 3.95 - for women

0.42**

Level of religiosity at the mean - 6.35 - for women

0.13

3.81
1.68

Level of religiosity 1 SD over mean - 8.76 - for women

0.15

-1.44

Level of religiosity 1 SD below mean - 3.95 - for men

0.37**

Level of religiosity at the mean - 6.35 - for men

0.09

0.68

Level of religiosity 1 SD over mean - 8.76 - for men

0.20

-1.27

2.69

**p ≤ .01.

For this model, only the level of religiosity proved to be a moderator in the association between realistic threat
and the second factor of prejudice. All main and interaction effects were significant except the interaction of
realistic threat and gender. For men as well as for women, effect of threat decreased in line with the increase of
religiosity; in fact, it became nonsignificant.
Model 4: Symbolic threat → Religiosity → Gender → The second factor of prejudice. Overall, the model was
significant: F(5, 575) = 24.37, p < .001, R2 = .17. b coefficients are presented in Table 9.
Table 9
b Coefficients for the Model 4: Symbolic Threat, Religiosity and Gender on the Second Factor of Prejudice
Effect

b

t

Main and interaction effects of predictor variables
-0.74***

-3.77

Level of religiosity

0.04*

2.23

Gender

0.16

1.73

Interaction of symbolic threat and level of religiosity

0.14***

5.30

Interaction of symbolic threat and gender

0.30*

2.05

Symbolic threat

Conditional effect of symbolic threat on the second factor of prejudice at different values of the moderators – 3 levels of
religiosity and two levels of gender
Level of religiosity 1 SD below mean - 3.95 for women

-0.18

-1.64

Level of religiosity at the mean - 6.35 - for women

0.16*

2.01

Level of religiosity 1 SD over mean - 8.76 - for women

0.50***

5.13

Level of religiosity 1 SD below mean - 3.945 - for men

0.12

0.89

Level of religiosity at the mean - 6.35 - for men

0.46***

3.83

Level of religiosity 1 SD over mean - 8.76 - for men

0.80***

5.73

*p ≤ .05. ***p ≤ .001.
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The main effects of symbolic threat and the level of religiosity were significant, while that of gender was not.
Both interactions were significant, which indicates the moderating effect of religiosity as well as gender. The
effect of symbolic threat grew along with the level of religiosity both for men and women. However, effects of
symbolic threat were stronger for men than for women.

Discussion
The findings provide evidence that the manipulations of realistic and symbolic threats were successful and
confirm that threats alone have a potential to account for an increase in prejudice, as has been shown by
previous studies (e.g., Aberson & Gaffney, 2008; Riek et al., 2006; Stephan & Stephan, 1996; Stephan et al.,
2002).
Additionally, along with realistic and symbolic threats, the level of religiosity significantly predicted both factors
of prejudice, while gender emerged as a fourth predictor for the second factor.
The positive relationship between religiosity and prejudice has been shown in a number of studies (Allport &
Kramer, 1946; Hall et al., 2010; Rowatt et al., 2009; Scheepers et al., 2002; Ugurlu, 2013), and as Gorsuch and
Aleshire (1974) argue, religiousness is linked with higher levels of conventionality and lesser acceptance of
people with different norms.
However, although a number of authors (e.g., Altemeyer, 1998; Parrillo & Donoghue, 2005; see McFarland,
2010) suggest that men, compared to women, are more prone to being prejudiced, the gender is not always
positively associated with prejudice (see Herek, 2002; Hughes & Tuch, 2003; Javakhishvili et al., 2012). For
example, Ekehammar, Akrami, and Araya (2003) experiments revealed that males scored higher on explicit
prejudice measure, while women showed higher levels of implicit prejudice (Ekehammar et al., 2003). To some
extent, the inconsistency of the evidence was reflected in our findings as gender predicted only the second
factor of prejudice. Since the second factor implies less delicate relations with an out-group, the result might
indicate that men and women tend to have similar attitudes when it comes to more delicate relations (the first
factor of prejudice) with an out-group, while the distinction comes into play with less delicate (the second factor
of prejudice) relations.
The moderational analysis showed that the interaction effect between realistic threat and religiosity was similar
for both factors of prejudice. Religiosity moderated the association between realistic threat and prejudice:
specifically, higher levels of religiosity were linked with a lower effect of realistic threat on both factors, which
suggests that people with lower levels of religiosity tend to be less sensitive to perceiving realistic threat.
According to Cohrs and Ibler (2009), a moderational approach assumes that either threat perception might
happen due to preexisting levels of certain personal dispositions (religiousness in this case) or that the
dispositions “are activated from memory and rendered psychologically salient and influential by contextual
features” (Cohrs & Ibler, 2009, p. 82) that correspond to the content of those personal dispositions. In line with
this reasoning, our findings suggest that realistic threat (“contextual feature”) activates religiousness or that the
preexisting levels of religiousness trigger perceptions of realistic threat.
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The interaction effect between symbolic threat and level of religiosity was also similar for both factors of
prejudice and, at the same time, opposite to that between religiosity and realistic threat: religiosity moderated
the association between symbolic threat and prejudice however, higher level of religiosity was associated with a
higher effect of symbolic threat on both factors. The finding has an implication for our hypothesis which
proposed that the interaction effect between religiosity and symbolic threat would be stronger than that between
religiosity and realistic threat. Although interaction coefficients were almost similar for realistic (b = - 0.13 for the
first factor of prejudice and b = -0.12 for the second factor) and symbolic (b = 0.14 for both factors) threats, the
finding suggests that the level of religiosity is more salient in case of symbolic threat perception, indicating the
potential mediational chain between the variables (Baron & Kenny, 1986), which needs to be addressed in
further analysis.
The results of the moderational analysis, altogether, correspond to the conceptualizations of the types of
threats. Since symbolic threats include threats to traditions and values (Stephan et al., 2009), they are
experienced on a more personal level and can be engendered by the out-groups that are perceived as having
different traditions and values by people who embrace these values and traditions (Stephan, Ybarra, &
Bachman, 1999). Religiosity which, in a broader sense can be regarded as an extension of traditions and
values, tends to make people more vulnerable in the face of the out-group that adheres to different religious
practices and norms. Indeed, according to Schwartz et al. (2012), traditionalistic values positively correlate with
the importance of religion in one’s life.
On the other hand, realistic threats involve more rational responses in general, such as seeking information
about an out-group and negotiating with it (Stephan et al., 2009), which might account for why religiosity – a
less rational phenomenon positively related to likewise less pragmatic phenomena such as rigid morality,
conventionality, the need for closure (see Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003) and supernatural beliefs
(Oliver & Wood, 2014) – takes over realistic threat in explaining prejudice.
The only association where gender had a moderational effect was that between symbolic threat and the second
factor of prejudice: the effect of symbolic threat was stronger for men than for women, a finding which is
somewhat controversial since realistic threats deal with competition over power and resources (Stephan et al.,
2009), and males, in general, are more likely to compete over power. As Schwartz (2006) showed, being male
is positively associated with power values. Furthermore, males tend to score higher on Social Dominance
Orientation (SDO) (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) which is a personal orientation supporting hierarchies and power
dominance (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). However, symbolic threat might have similar relevance to men in terms of
power and resources.
Religiosity significantly contributing to prejudice has particular implications especially in the context of Georgia,
where the majority (65.9%) of respondents surveyed identify themselves as veritable Christians rather than
citizens of Georgia (Sumbadze, 2012), 90% of the population surveyed find religion important in their lives,
more than half say they are religious (Caucasus Research Resource Centers, 2015) and 35% think that
political opinions of priests and the congregation are important to them in making decisions when voting at
parliamentary elections (National Democratic Institute, 2016), while the church, including the leader of the
Georgian Orthodox Church, has explicitly expressed negative attitudes toward minorities, comparing gay
people to drug addicts (Roth, 2013) and making a statement the day before a peaceful rally against
homophobia (which was attacked by gay rights opposers led by priests) that the rally was “the violation of the
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majority rights, offence of their traditions, religion and their manner of thinking in general” (“Patriarqi
xelisuflebisagan,” 2013).
Moreover, according to the nationwide poll (Caucasus Research Resource Centers, 2015), religion in everyday
lives of young population aged 18-35 is as important (90%) as to older generations (91% for the age group of
36-55 and 89% for people above 56). Indeed, “the vast majority of religiously active population are young
people, living in the capital city, with high education, who spent their childhood in the 1990s, in the most harsh
(insecure) political and economic situation” (Kekelia, Gavashelishvili, Ladaria, & SulkhanishvilI, 2013, p. 70).
While an insecure or, in other words, threat-arousing environment might give rise to religious sentiments (e.g.,
Greenberg, Pyszczynski, & Solomon, 1986; Kekelia et al., 2013), the opposite can also be true: religious
sentiments might give rise to threat perceptions (Cohrs & Ibler, 2009). However, in both cases, as our results
have demonstrated, threats gain importance in shaping prejudice – a finding which, again, is particularly
relevant for Georgia, where the population tends to face instability, while unemployment, economic crisis and
territorial integrity (one-third of the Georgian territory is occupied by Russia) are perceived to be top three
concerns (International Research Institute, 2017). Given the context, people are more prone to experience
threats from out-groups, which leads to prejudice (Aronson, 2012; Quillian, 1995). Real-life incidents of explicit
prejudice indeed fit into this reasoning. The examples include religious discrimination having taken place in one
of the Georgian villages when the Orthodox Christians attacked local Muslim population to hinder their religious
service (“Axali detalebi,” 2012) or, to cite a more recent example, the rally organized by the so-called Georgian
March occupied the capital streets, overtly expressing ethnic discrimination and stating that their goal was to
“clear Georgia from illegal immigrants” (Gvarishvili, 2017).
Finally, the present study provides further support for ITT, demonstrating that both, realistic and symbolic
threats account for prejudice, while the level of religiosity and being male (only in case of the second factor of
prejudice) are additional contributors.
One of the most obvious limitations of the study is the specific age-group of the sample, which prevents
generalization to other age groups. This also leads to the question of external validity: the fictitious nature of the
threat-inducing out-group in the current study raises a concern whether the findings can be inferred to similar
situations in real-life.
Further analysis is needed to identify the mechanism of how the variables in question are ordered in explaining
prejudice. The mediational analysis can clarify whether the association between symbolic threat and prejudice
is mediated by the level of religiosity or if symbolic threat itself is a mediator.
Additionally, as the relationship between religiosity and prejudice is not always positive and uniform (e.g.,
Herek, 1987; Laythe et al., 2001), suggesting that the concept includes more than one dimensions (e.g., Laythe
et al., 2001) either positively or negatively related to prejudice, it would be more informative to measure these
dimensions and gain a better insight in the concept, as well as to determine which dimensions of religiosity
predicts prejudice and how the latter is connected to other well-established predictors, such as right-wing
authoritarianism and SDO (McFarland, 2010). The role of gender also needs further research and might be
better understood in case of a more balanced distribution.

Europe's Journal of Psychology
2018, Vol. 14(2), 464–484
doi:10.5964/ejop.v14i2.1483

Testing Intergroup Threat Theory

478

Funding
The authors have no funding to report.

Competing Interests
The authors have declared that no competing interests exist.

Acknowledgments
The authors have no support to report.

References
Aberson, C. L., & Gaffney, A. M. (2008). An integrated threat model of explicit and implicit attitudes. European Journal of
Social Psychology, 39, 808-830. doi:10.1002/ejsp.582
Adorno, T. W., Frenkel-Brunswik, E., Levinson, D. J., & Sanford, R. N. (1950). The authoritarian personality. New York, NY,
USA: Harper and Row.
Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Oxford, United Kingdom: Addison-Wesley.
Allport, G. W., & Kramer, B. M. (1946). Some roots of prejudice. The Journal of Psychology, 22, 9-39.
doi:10.1080/00223980.1946.9917293
Altemeyer, B. (1998). The other “Authoritarian Personality”. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 30, 47-92.
doi:10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60382-2
Aronson, E. (2012). Prejudice. In E. Aronson & J. Aronson (Eds.), The social animal (11th ed., pp. 297-353). New York, NY,
USA: Worth Publishers.
Axali detalebi muslimta bedze sofel nigvzianshi [New Details on the faith of Muslims in the village of Nigvziani]. (2012,
October 29). Tabula. Retrieved from
http://www.tabula.ge/ge/story/62419-axali-detalebi-muslimta-bedze-sofel-nigvzianshi
Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social psychological research:
Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173-1182.
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173
Bogardus, E. S. (1925). Measuring social distance. Journal of Applied Sociology, 9, 299-308.
Bogardus, E. S. (1938). Social distance and its practical applications. Sociology and Social Research, 22, 462-476.
Bogardus, E. S. (1958). Racial distance changes in the United States during the past thirty years. Sociology and Social
Research, 43, 127-135.
Boukari, S., & Goura, T. (2012). Multicultural education in American public school: A quest for social justice. International
Journal of Humanities and Social Science, 2(3), 23-33. Retrieved from
http://www.ijhssnet.com/journals/Vol_2_No_3_February_2012/4.pdf

Europe's Journal of Psychology
2018, Vol. 14(2), 464–484
doi:10.5964/ejop.v14i2.1483

Makashvili, Vardanashvili, & Javakhishvili

479

Brewer, M. B. (2007). The importance of being we: Human nature and intergroup relations. The American Psychologist, 62,
728-738. doi:10.1037/0003-066X.62.8.728
Caucasus Research Resource Centers. (2015). Caucasus Barometer 2015 Georgia dataset. Retrieved from
http://caucasusbarometer.org/en/cb2015ge/codebook/
Cohrs, J. C., & Ibler, S. (2009). Authoritarianism, threat, and prejudice: An analysis of mediation and moderation. Basic and
Applied Social Psychology, 31, 81-94. doi:10.1080/01973530802659638
Dovidio, J. F., & Gaertner, S. L. (2004). Aversive racism. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology
(Vol. 36, pp. 1-51). New York, NY, USA: Academic Press.
Dovidio, J. F., Johnson, J. D., Gaertner, S. L., Pearson, A. R., Saguy, T., & Ashburn-Nardo, L. (2010). Empathy and
intergroup relations. In M. Mario & P. R. Shaver (Eds.), Prosocial motives, emotions, and behavior: The better angels of
our nature (pp. 393-408). Washington, DC, USA: American Psychological Association.
Dunwoody, P. T., & McFarland, S. G. (2018). Support for Anti-Muslim policies: The role of political traits and threat
perception. Political Psychology, 39, 89-106. doi:10.1111/pops.12405
Ekehammar, B., Akrami, N., & Araya, T. (2003). Gender differences in implicit prejudice. Personality and Individual
Differences, 34, 1509-1523. Retrieved from
http://www.psyk.uu.se/digitalAssets/20/a_20011-f_Ekehammar-Akrami-Araya-2003-PAID.pdfdoi:10.1016/
S0191-8869(02)00132-0
Foster, P. (2016, July 16). Anti-Muslim sentiment on rise in Europe due to migration and Isil as continent rejects multicultural society. The Telegraph. Retrieved from
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2016/07/12/europe-rejects-multi-cultural-society-says-survey
Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (2002). Ambivalent responses. The American Psychologist, 57, 444-446.
doi:10.1037/0003-066X.57.6-7.444b
Gorsuch, R. L., & Aleshire, D. (1974). Christian faith and ethnic prejudice: A review and interpretation of research. Journal
for the Scientific Study of Religion, 13(3), 281-307. Retrieved from
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1384759doi:10.2307/1384759
Greeley, A., & Sheatsley, P. (1971). The acceptance of desegregation continues to advance. Scientific American, 225,
13-19. doi:10.1038/scientificamerican1271-13
Greenberg, J., Pyszczynski, T., & Solomon, S. (1986). The causes and consequences of a need for self-esteem: A terror
management theory. In R. F. Baumeister (Ed.), Public self and private self (pp. 189-212). New York, NY, USA: Springer.
Gvarishvili, A. (2017, July 12). Qartvelta rusuli marshi [Georgians' Russian march]. Retrieved from
http://www.tabula.ge/ge/story/121936-qartvelta-rusuli-marshi
Haddock, G., Zanna, M. P., & Esses, V. M. (1993). Assessing the structure of prejudicial attitudes: The case of attitudes
toward homosexuals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65(6), 1105-1118. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.65.6.1105
Hall, D. L., Matz, D. C., & Wood, W. (2010). Why don’t we practice what we preach? A meta-analytic review of religious
racism. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 14, 126-139. doi:10.1177/1088868309352179

Europe's Journal of Psychology
2018, Vol. 14(2), 464–484
doi:10.5964/ejop.v14i2.1483

Testing Intergroup Threat Theory

480

Henry, P. J. (2008). College sophomores in the laboratory redux: Influences of a narrow data base on social psychology’s
view of the nature of prejudice. Psychological Inquiry, 19, 49-71. doi:10.1080/10478400802049936
Herek, G. M. (1987). Religious orientation and prejudice: A comparison of racial and sexual attitudes. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 13(1), 34-44. Retrieved from
http://psc.dss.ucdavis.edu/faculty_sites//rainbow/html/PSPB87.PDFdoi:10.1177/0146167287131003
Herek, G. M. (2002). Gender gaps in public opinion about lesbians and gay men. Public Opinion Quarterly, 66(1), 40-66.
doi:10.1086/338409
Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: A regression-based approach
(Methodology in the social sciences). New York, NY, USA: The Guilford Press.
Hogg, M. A. (2006). Social identity theory. In P. J. Burke (Ed.), Contemporary social psychological theories (1st ed., pp.
30-64). Stanford, CA, USA: Stanford Social Sciences.
Hughes, M., & Tuch, S. A. (2003). Gender differences in whites’ racial attitudes: Are women’s attitudes really more
favorable? Social Psychology Quarterly, 66(4), 384-401. doi:10.2307/1519836
Human Rights Watch. (2017). World report 2017. Retrieved from
https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2017/country-chapters/georgia
International Research Institute. (2017). Survey of public opinion in Georgia: February 22 - March 8, 2017. Retrieved from
http://www.iri.org/sites/default/files/iri_poll_presentation_georgia_2017.03-general.pdf
Javakhishvili, N. (2005). Otnoshenia Gruzinskix studentov k etnicheskim gruppam [Attitudes of Georgian students towards
various ethnic groups and nationalities]. Sociological Studies, 2, 107-112.
Javakhishvili, N. (2011). Japanese students feel closer to west Europeans and Americans, than to Asians (Social distances
of Japanese students to ethnic and religious groups). Journal of Islamic Studies, 1, 43-60.
Javakhishvili, N., Beruashvili, N., & Kldiashvili, L. (2007). Socialuri dominantobis teoria [Theory of social dominance].
Psyqologia, 20, 173-179.
Javakhishvili, N., Kochlashvili, N., Makashvili, A., & Schneider, J. (2016). Measuring ethnic attitudes: Tolerance and social
distance from cross-cultural perspective. In G. T. Papanikos (Ed.), An Anthology of social themes (pp. 193-205). Athens,
Greece: ATINER.
Javakhishvili, N., Schneider, J., Makashvili, A., & Kochlashvili, N. (2012). Ethnic social distance: A comparison of Georgian,
German and Japanese Students. Journal of Social Management, 2, 55-64.
Jost, J. T., Glaser, J., Kruglanski, A. W., & Sulloway, F. J. (2003). Political conservatism as motivated social cognition.
Psychological Bulletin, 129(3), 339-375. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.129.3.339
Katz, D., & Braly, K. W. (1935). Racial prejudice and stereotypes. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 30, 175-193.
doi:10.1037/h0059800
Kekelia, T., Gavashelishvili, E., Ladaria, K., & SulkhanishvilI, I. (2013). Martmadidebeli eklesiis roli qartuli nacionaluri
identobis chamoyalibebashi [The Role of the Orthodox Church in the formation of Georgian national identity]. Tbilisi,
Georgia: ilias saxelmwifo universitetis gamomcemloba.

Europe's Journal of Psychology
2018, Vol. 14(2), 464–484
doi:10.5964/ejop.v14i2.1483

Makashvili, Vardanashvili, & Javakhishvili

481

Laythe, B., Finkel, D., & Kirkpatrick, L. A. (2001). Predicting prejudice from religious fundamentalism and right-wing
authoritarianism: A multiple-regression approach. Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 40(1), 1-10.
doi:10.1111/0021-8294.00033
Levine, R. A., & Campbell, D. T. (1972). Ethnocentrism. New York, NY, USA: John Wiley.
McFarland, S. (2010). Authoritarianism, social dominance and other roots of generalized prejudice. Political Psychology,
31(3), 453-477. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9221.2010.00765.x
Morrison, K. R., Fast, N. J., & Ybarra, O. (2009). Group status, perceptions of threat, and support for social inequality.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 45, 204-210. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2008.09.004
Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (2010). MPLUS user’s guide (6th ed.). Los Angeles, CA, USA: Muthén & Muthén.
Myers, C., Abrams, D., Rosenthal, H. E. S., & Christian, J. (2013). Threat, prejudice, and stereotyping in the context of
Japanese, North Korean, and South Korean intergroup relations. Current Research in Social Psychology, 20, 76-85.
National Democratic Institute. (2016). Public attitudes in Georgia: Results of a June 2016 survey carried out for NDI by
CRRC Georgia. Retrieved from https://www.ndi.org/sites/default/files/Public-Attitude-Findings-English_3.pdf
Oliver, J. E., & Wood, T. J. (2014). Conspiracy theories and the paranoid style(s) of mass opinion. American Journal of
Political Science, 58, 952-966. doi:10.1111/ajps.12084
Oskamp, S., & Schultz, P. W. (2005). Attitudes and opinions (3rd ed.). Mahwah, NJ, USA: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Parrillo, V. N., & Donoghue, C. (2005). Updating the Bogardus Social Distance studies: A new national survey. The Social
Science Journal, 42, 257-271. doi:10.1016/j.soscij.2005.03.011
Patriarqi xelisuflebisagan 17 maisis aqciis nebartvis gauqmebas itxovs [Patriarch demands government to call off the
permission of the rally of May 17]. (2013, June 16). Netgazeti. Retrieved from http://netgazeti.ge/news/21856/
Pettigrew, T. F. (1958). Personality and sociocultural factors and intergroup attitudes: A cross-national comparison. The
Journal of Conflict Resolution, 2, 29-42. doi:10.1177/002200275800200104
Quillian, L. (1995). Prejudice as a response to perceived group threat: Population composition and anti-immigrant and racial
prejudice in Europe. American Sociological Review, 60(4), 586-611. Retrieved from
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2096296?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contentsdoi:10.2307/2096296
Quillian, L. (2008). Does unconscious racism exist? Social Psychology Quarterly, 71(1), 6-11.
doi:10.1177/019027250807100103
Ramiah, A. A., Hewstone, M., Dovidio, J. F., & Penner, L. A. (2010). The social psychology of discrimination: Theory,
measurement and consequences. In L. Bond, F. McGinnity, & H. Russell (Eds.), Making equality count: Irish and
international research measuring equality and discrimination. Dublin, Ireland: The Liffey Press.
Riek, B. M., Mania, E. W., & Gaertner, S. L. (2006). Intergroup threat and outgroup attitudes: A meta-analytic review.
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 10, 336-353. doi:10.1207/s15327957pspr1004_4
Roth, A. (2013, May 17). Crowd led by priests attacks gay rights marchers in Georgia. The New York Times. Retrieved from
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/05/18/world/europe/gay-rights-rally-is-attacked-in-georgia.html

Europe's Journal of Psychology
2018, Vol. 14(2), 464–484
doi:10.5964/ejop.v14i2.1483

Testing Intergroup Threat Theory

482

Rowatt, W. C., LaBouff, J., Johnson, M., Froese, P., & Tsang, J. (2009). Associations among religiousness, social attitudes,
and prejudice in a national random sample of American adults. Psychology of Religion and Spirituality, 1(1), 14-24.
doi:10.1037/a0014989
Scheepers, P., Gijsberts, M., & Hello, E. (2002). Religiosity and prejudice against ethnic minorities in Europe: Cross-national
tests on a controversial relationship. Review of Religious Research, 43(3), 242-265. doi:10.2307/3512331
Schwartz, S. H. (2006). Value orientations: Measurement, antecedents and consequences across nations. In J. R. Roberts,
C. R. Fitzgerald, & G. Eva (Eds.), Measuring attitudes cross nationally – Lessons from the European Social Survey (pp.
169-203). London, United Kingdom: Sage.
Schwartz, S. H., Cieciuch, J., Vecchione, M., Davidov, E., Fischer, R., Beierlein, C., . . . Konty, M. (2012). Refining the
theory of basic individual values. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 103(4), 663-688. doi:10.1037/a0029393
Semyonov, M., Raijman, R., Tov, A. Y., & Schmidt, P. (2004). Population size, perceived threat and exclusion: A multipleindicators analysis of attitudes toward foreigners in Germany. Social Science Research, 33, 681-701.
doi:10.1016/j.ssresearch.2003.11.003
Sherif, M. (1966). Group conflict and cooperation. London, United Kingdom: Routledge and Kegan Paul.
Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (1999). Social dominance: An intergroup theory of social hierarchy and oppression. New York, NY,
USA: Cambridge University Press.
Smith, E. R. (1993). Social identity and social emotions: Toward new conceptualizations of prejudice. In D. M. Mackie & D.
L. Hamilton (Eds.), Affect, cognition, and stereotyping: Interactive processes in group perception (pp. 297-315). San
Diego, CA, USA: Academic Press.
Smith, E. R. (2016). Predicting attitudes towards refugees: Intergroup disgust and the mediating role of ideological
orientations (Unpublished bachelor’s thesis). University of Limerick, Limerick, Ireland.
Stefaniak, A., & Bilewicz, M. (2016). Contact with a multicultural past: A prejudice-reducing intervention. International
Journal of Intercultural Relations, 50, 60-65. doi:10.1016/j.ijintrel.2015.11.004
Stephan, W. G. (2008). Viewing intergroup relations in Europe through Allport’s lens model of prejudice. The Journal of
Social Issues, 64, 417-429. doi:10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00569.x
Stephan, W. G., Boniecki, K. A., Ybarra, O., Bettencourt, A., Ervin, K. S., Jackson, L. A., . . . Renfro, C. L. (2002). The role
of threats in the racial attitudes of Blacks and Whites. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 1242-1254.
doi:10.1177/01461672022812009
Stephan, W. G., Renfro, C. L., Esses, V. M., Stephan, C. W., & Martin, T. (2005). The effects of feeling threatened on
attitudes toward immigrants. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 29, 1-19. doi:10.1016/j.ijintrel.2005.04.011
Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (1996). Intergroup relations. Boulder, CO, USA: Westview Press.
Stephan, W. G., Ybarra, O., & Bachman, G. (1999). Prejudice toward immigrants. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 29,
2221-2237. doi:10.1111/j.1559-1816.1999.tb00107.x

Europe's Journal of Psychology
2018, Vol. 14(2), 464–484
doi:10.5964/ejop.v14i2.1483

Makashvili, Vardanashvili, & Javakhishvili

483

Stephan, W. G., Ybarra, O., Martinéz, C., Schwarzwald, J., & Tur-Kaspa, M. (1998). Prejudice toward immigrants to Spain
and Israel: An integrated threat theory analysis. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 29, 559-576.
doi:10.1177/0022022198294004
Stephan, W. G., Ybarra, O., & Morrison, K. R. (2009). Intergroup threat theory. In T. D. Nelson (Ed.), Handbook of prejudice,
stereotyping, and discrimination (pp. 43-60). New York, NY, USA: Psychology Press.
Sumbadze, N. (2012). Generations and values. Tbilisi, Georgia: Institute for Policy Studies.
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. G. Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social
psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 33-37). Monterey, CA, USA: Brooks/Cole.
Tetlock, P. E., & Mitchell, G. (2008). Calibrating prejudice in milliseconds. Social Psychology Quarterly, 71(1), 12-16.
doi:10.1177/019027250807100104
Tharoor, I. (2015, September 2). Europe’s fear of Muslim refugees echoes rhetoric of 1930s anti-Semitism. The Washington
Post. Retrieved from
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/worldviews/wp/2015/09/02/europes-current-anti-migrant-rhetoric-carries-echoesof-1930s-anti-semitism
Triandis, H. C., Loh, W. D., & Levin, L. A. (1966). Race, status, quality of spoken English, and opinions about civil rights as
determinants of interpersonal attitudes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 3, 468-472.
doi:10.1037/h0023031
Ugurlu, O. (2013). Prejudice against homosexuality and locus of control. Journal of the Humanities and Social Sciences,
10(1), 1-12.
United Nations Development Programme Georgia. (2013). Media monitoring reports 2011-2013. Retrieved from
http://www.ge.undp.org/content/georgia/en/home/library/democratic_governance/media-monitoring-results-of-the-2013presidential-elections.html
Vardanashvili, I., & Javakhishvili, N. (2016). Religiuroba da winarwmena [Religiosity and prejudice]. In dimitri uznadzis
dabadebidan 130 wlistavisadmi midzgvnili konferenciis shromebi [Proceedings of psychological conference dedicated to
D. Uznadze's jubilee] (pp. 85-104). Tbilisi, Georgia: Ilias saxelmwifo universitetis gamomcemloba.
Wark, C., & Galliher, J. F. (2007). Emory Bogardus and the origins of the Social Distance Scale. The American Sociologist,
38, 383-395. doi:10.1007/s12108-007-9023-9
Zárate, M. A., Garcia, B., Garza, A. A., & Hitlan, R. T. (2004). Cultural threat and perceived realistic group conflict as dual
predictors of prejudice. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 40, 99-105. doi:10.1016/S0022-1031(03)00067-2

About the Authors
Ana Makashvili is a researcher at the D. Uznadze Psychology Institute and an invited lecturer in psychology at the school
of Arts and Sciences of Ilia State University, Tbilisi, Georgia. Ana's research interest is focused on study of prejudice and
values.

Europe's Journal of Psychology
2018, Vol. 14(2), 464–484
doi:10.5964/ejop.v14i2.1483

Testing Intergroup Threat Theory

484

Irina Vardanashvili is a researcher at the D. Uznadze Psychology Institute and an invited lecturer in psychology at the
school of Arts and Sciences of Ilia State University, Tbilisi, Georgia. Irina's research interest is focused on study of prejudice
and religion. Contact: irina.vardanashvili.1@iliauni.edu.ge
Nino Javakhishvili is a director of the D. Uznadze Psychology Institute and psychology professor at the school of Arts and
Sciences of Ilia State University, Tbilisi, Georgia. Her research interest is in social and personality psychology, identity development, study of prejudice among them. Contact: nino.javakhishvili.3@iliauni.edu.ge

Europe's Journal of Psychology
2018, Vol. 14(2), 464–484
doi:10.5964/ejop.v14i2.1483

PsychOpen GOLD is a publishing service by
Leibniz Institute for Psychology Information (ZPID),
Trier, Germany. www.leibniz-psychology.org

