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Abstract 

 

With the increasing numbers of refugees and asylum seekers seeking safety in Europe, 

integration is of utmost importance to handle this situation effectively. When looking at 

integration in the Netherlands as the process of decreasing the difference in opportunities, 

concerning for example, income, education and social security, between people with a Dutch 

and a migration background, it can be observed that integration is not successful. One attempt 

to improve integration is by improving intergroup contact, as this reduces prejudice and threat 

and will enhance more positive attitudes towards the outgroup. Following from the intergroup 

contact theory, there are several approaches that can improve this attitude, one of these being 

the indirect intergroup contact theory. This theory has been at stake in this research and it has 

been studied whether Digital Storytelling videos can be regarded as a form of indirect 

intergroup contact.  

 

To achieve this objective, the impact of these two videos on secondary school students’ attitudes 

towards asylum seekers was studied by conducting a random controlled trial. The students (N = 

165) were divided into three groups; one control group, one group that watched a video from 

an asylum seeker (outgroup video) and one group that watched a video from an ingroup member 

who has engaged in intergroup contact (ingroup video). The effects have been studied with 

respect to the general attitude, the willingness to engage in contact, equality, extended contact, 

threat, realistic threat and intergroup anxiety. The effect of previous contact has also been 

considered in this research. 

 

This research has concluded that the outgroup video has the strongest influence, both on people 

that have and have not engaged in intergroup contact. Nevertheless, when comparing to the 

control group, the impact on the people that have not engaged in previous intergroup contact is 

relatively stronger. This outcome is that same for the ingroup video; the effect is the strongest 

for the people that have not been in contact, which is what the indirect contact theory is based 

upon. 

 

To use the findings of this research in real-life setting, the optimal result is believed to be 

achieved when an ingroup video will be showed before direct contact takes place and an 

outgroup video after direct contact has taken place. 
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Samenvatting 

 

Naar aanleiding van het toenemende aantal vluchtelingen en asielzoekers die naar 

Europa vluchten, is integratie een belangrijk onderwerp. Wanneer er gekeken wordt naar het 

integratieproces in Nederland, wat omschreven wordt als het proces waarbij het verschil met 

betrekking tot onder andere inkomen, onderwijs en uitkeringen tussen mensen met een 

Nederlandse en een migratie achtergrond afneemt, kan worden geconcludeerd dat dit nog niet 

optimaal is. Een manier om integratie te verbeteren, is om het contact tussen de groepen te 

stimuleren, want dit gaat vooroordelen en dreiging tegen volgens de ‘intergroup contact 

theory’. Deze theorie probeert dit fenomeen te verklaren vanuit verschillende perspectieven. 

Een van deze perspectieven is indirect contact, wat de focus van dit onderzoek is. Dit perspectief 

zal getest worden aan de hand van twee video’s. 

Deze studie zal het effect van deze twee video’s op de houding van scholieren testen, met behulp 

van een gerandomiseerd onderzoek met controlegroep. De scholieren (N = 165) zijn 

onderverdeeld in drie groepen: een controlegroep, een groep die een video van een asielzoeker 

heeft gezien (‘outgroup video’) en een groep die een video gezien heeft van een Balkster die 

vertelt over haar contact met asielzoekers (‘ingroup video’). Het effect van deze video’s zal 

getest worden ten opzichte van de algemene houding, de bereidwilligheid om contact te maken, 

gelijkheid, extended contact, dreiging, realistische dreiging en intergroup anxiety. Ook is het 

effect van direct contact in het verleden hierbij in overweging genomen. 

Dit onderzoek heeft geconcludeerd dat de outgroup video de sterkste invloed heeft. Deze video 

heeft effect op zowel mensen met en zonder voorafgaand direct contact, maar relatief gezien is 

dit het sterkste in de groep die geen direct contact heeft gehad. Ditzelfde geldt voor 

de ingroup video, waarbij het effect ook het sterkste is in de groep die geen direct contact met 

asielzoekers heeft gehad. Dit is exact wat de indirect contact theory concludeert, dus beide 

video’s kunnen gezien worden als een vorm van indirect contact. 

Om beide video’s zo optimaal mogelijk te gebruiken, is het van belang om de ingroup video te 

laten zien voordat direct contact plaatsvindt en de outgroup video nadat direct contact heeft 

plaatsgevonden. 
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1. Introduction 

 

In 2015, there were about 65 million people who are forcibly displaced worldwide 

(UNHCR, 2016). When looking at these numbers and comparing them with the one million 

people that fled to Europe, it shows that only a small fraction tried to find safety in Europe 

(UNHCR, 2016). Nevertheless, these one million people have had a significant impact on all 

European countries, on the European and the national level as well as on the local level.  

 

Many countries have adopted a civic integration policy (CIP), which is a policy that “obliges 

newcomers to enrol in civic and language courses immediately after entry (in the Netherlands 

lately even before entry), and non-compliance tends to be sanctioned in terms of financial 

penalties or denial of permanent legal residence permit” (Joppke, 2007, p. 5). All the refugees 

that have entered Europe had to deal with these policies. 

 

1.1 Research problem 

The problem in this research is that integration is not effective in the Netherlands, since 

not all immigrants are sufficiently integrated according to the report on integration by the 

Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, a governmental institution that gathers statistical data about 

the Netherlands (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, 2016). This report defines integration as 

the process in which the differences between people with a migration background and a Dutch 

background, concerning for example, income, education and social security, decrease, which is 

not yet the case in the Netherlands. Nevertheless, it is also an important topic to study due to 

the high number of people with a migration background. On the 1st of January 2015, 1 in 8 

people living in the Netherlands have a non-western migration background and 1 in 10 people 

have a western migration background (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, 2016). This shows 

that almost 1 in 4 people in the Netherlands have a migration background, which makes the 

topic of integration highly interesting and useful. With the rising number of asylum-seekers 

coming to the Netherlands, this percentage is becoming even higher.  

It is therefore important to improve the attitude of people in the Netherlands towards asylum-

seekers to improve integration, as integration is a two-way process (Carrera and Atger, 2011). 

Thus, for integration to be successful, the members of the host societies should be willing to 

receive them. It is therefore relevant to find ways to improve these attitudes to avoid conflict, 

according to Galtung (2007). 
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1.2 Research objective 

The objective of this research is to find out whether a personal story of an asylum-seeker 

or an ingroup member talking about asylum-seekers, in the form of a Digital Storytelling video, 

will influence the attitude of secondary school students towards asylum-seekers. If this research 

shows that this changes students’ attitudes, this might be a new road to go in improving the 

integration process amongst secondary school students, through a form of indirect contact. 

Theoretical work on contact between immigrants and members of host societies suggests that 

“indirect contact effects are important for those who live in segregated areas and have no 

outgroup friends; and it may act to prepare them for later direct contact”  (Pettigrew et al., 2011, 

p. 277). Digital storytelling can then be seen as a tool to prepare hosting societies for asylum-

seekers. 

 

1.3 Research questions 

To get to the research objective, a research question must be asked to delimit the research. 

The main research question that will be asked in this research is the following:  

To what extent can a personal story of an asylum-seeker or an ingroup member 

talking about engaging in contact with asylum-seekers, in the form of a video, 

change students’ attitudes towards asylum-seekers regarding aspects of the 

intergroup contact theory? 

Next to this main question, there are a few more questions that will be central in this research. 

These questions are the following: 

- In what ways do the videos shape the attitude of students? 

- In what way does previous contact shape the attitude of students? 

- Does the video also affect the students that have already been in contact with 

asylum-seekers? 

- In what ways are the results of the research based on the narrative of the videos? 

 

1.4 Disposition 

The thesis will be structured along the pattern described hereafter. The background and 

justifications will be considered first in which the previous and current integration process in 

the Netherlands will be discussed. Also the reasons for choosing the Netherlands and secondary 

school children as the subject, will be highlighted. The third chapter will discuss the intergroup 
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contact theory and its relation to prejudice and threat. After having discussed the theories, its 

extensions and the relations between them, three hypotheses will be deducted which will later 

be tested with the empirical findings of the study. The fourth chapter will then set up the 

methodology of the research by discussing the research design and methods. The next and fifth 

chapter will present the findings of the research and analyse these with respect to the research 

questions and the hypotheses that have been deducted from the theory. The discussion of the 

results will follow the categorisation created with the data analysis methods. The sixth chapter 

will then provide an answer to the research question, which will be followed by 

recommendations for implementation and future research in the final chapter. 



8 
 

2. Background and justifications 

 

In this chapter, the history of integration policies in the Netherlands will be discussed, as 

this is important according to Galtung’s ABC triangle of conflict, as this can explain the C 

aspect of the triangle, contradiction (Galtung, 2007). The C aspect, contradiction, of the model 

can be understood as the root conflict, whereas the A aspect, attitude, and the B aspect, 

behaviour, are both being seen as meta-conflicts (Galtung, 2007). Therefore, to avoid conflict, 

it is important to research the attitude and contradiction, as these are the invisible aspects and 

these aspects often instigate the conflict (Galtung, 2007). If these aspects will thus be addressed, 

the behaviour will also become more favourable; the attitude will be the centre of the research 

that has been conducted and the contradiction will be considered in this chapter. Although this 

research will focus on the communal level, the integration policies of the Netherlands are an 

important background for this research, as they show the contradiction. The country has a 

history of openness and tolerance to immigrants, and therefore the suggestion that integration 

is not working now is important. Another contradiction that might exist, is between the 

integration policies and the attitudes of the population. This possible contradiction will however 

not be addressed in this research, but will be interesting for future research. 

 

2.1 Netherlands 

Within Europe, the Netherlands stands out for its history of working with integration 

issues. The country developed the first Civic Integration Policy (CIP) in the 1990s, which has 

been adopted by many other countries since then, examples being Austria, Germany and 

Sweden (Gebhardt, 2016). As these policies thus originated in the Netherlands, this is an 

interesting country to study. 

Nonetheless, before proceeding with the current integration policy, the history of the 

Netherlands concerning integration will be laid out. In the 1950s, 60s and 70s, the Netherlands 

has hosted many immigrants, mainly due to the settlement of ‘repatriates’ form Indonesia, a 

former Dutch colony, and the increasing demand for labour since the 1960s (Entzinger, 2006; 

van Amersfoort and van Niekerk, 2006). As this migration was seen as temporary, it was 

believed that there was no need to integrate these immigrants into the Dutch society nor was 

there a need to design an immigration policy (Entzinger, 2006; Tweede Kamer, 2004).  
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In this period, the emphasis was for the guest workers and immigrants to preserve their own 

identity, as this would help them reintegrate in their home countries (Tweede Kamer, 2004). As 

the Netherlands had a policy of pillarization, a system in which various religious and ideological 

communities have their own institutions, like schools, shops and trade unions, ‘ethnic 

minorities’ was regarded as another pillar1 next to, for example, Catholics, Protestants and 

liberals (Entzinger, 2006; Joppke, 2007).  Therefore, since the early 1980s, the Netherlands was 

the most prominent example of multiculturalism in Europe (Joppke, 2007). In 1974, it was even 

possible for migrant children to be educated in their own mother tongue (Entzinger, 2006, p. 

123).  

 

However, in 1979, this was called to an end when the Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het 

Regeringsbeleid (Scientific Council for Government Policy) published a report stating that the 

guest workers are in fact not temporary and thus, integration should be encouraged 

(Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid, 1979). This has led to a shift towards civic 

integration, as is being found in the Netherlands nowadays, in which the migrant has to integrate 

into the labour market and be able to speak the Dutch language (Joppke, 2007).  

 

This goal became the basis of the Wet Inburgering Nieuwkomers (Newcomer Integration Law) 

that was implemented in 1998 (Joppke, 2007). This law includes a 12-month integration course. 

which consists of learning the Dutch language, following civic education and preparing to enter 

the labour market (Joppke, 2007). This act emphasizes the newcomer’s own responsibility to 

integrate, which has become the discourse since then, however integration can only be 

successful if the members of the host societies will let them integrate, as integration is a two-

way process (Carrera and Atger, 2011).  

 

Since 1998, this law has been developed further. This development has been affected by events 

such as the 9/11 attacks, the Madrid and London bombings, and the murder of both Pim Fortuyn 

and Theo van Gogh (De Leeuw and Van Wichelen, 2008, pp. 264-265). These authors argue 

that, after these incidents, the Dutch citizens regretted that they had been so tolerant in the past 

and tried to reverse this by a so-called ‘regret-revenge’ discourse, which has resulted in a society 

where ‘freedom of speech’ and nationalism became more important than consensus and 

tolerance (p. 263-274). 

                                                           
1 More about the system of pillarization in the Netherlands can be found in Entzinger, 2006. 
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In 2004, a report has been published on integration in the Netherlands, this report stated that 

integration was “moderately successful, notwithstanding government policies” (Entzinger, 

2004, p. 13; Tweede Kamer, 2004). On the political level, it was acknowledged that measures 

had to be taken to improve this process, which resulted in the 2007 Wet inburgering (integration 

policy) (Entzinger, 2006). In this new policy, the integration test has been transformed into a 

prerequisite to obtain a permanent resident permit and integration became even more an 

individual responsibility of the newcomer, as they have to pay the course fee themselves 

(Gebhardt, 2016). If it is not possible to pass the test within three years, a fine will be given and 

it can also affect the chances of a residence permit (Strik, Luiten and van Oers, 2010; Bakker, 

Cheung and Phillimore, 2016). As part of the same act, since 2006, one has to pass the civic 

integration test abroad before a temporary residence permit will be given (Strik, Luiten and van 

Oers, 2010).  

 

With the newest amendment to this act in 2013, integration was centralized once again, which 

leaves municipalities and cities no means of managing this process (Gebhardt, 2016). However, 

since the implementation of this amendment, only 52% of the newcomers has passed this test 

within three years (Tweede Kamer, 2016c). To combat this reduction in pass rates, the 

municipalities will retrieve its responsibilities (Tweede Kamer, 2016a; Tweede Kamer, 2016b). 

 

As the Netherlands changed its policies drastically over the past 4 decades, it is important and 

interesting to look at the attitude of the population towards asylum-seekers on the community-

level, as this might differ from what the policies suggest. Asylum-seekers that are awaiting their 

decision, are sent to an asielzoekerscentrum (AZC) (asylum centre), which is usually located in 

the rural areas (Bakker, Cheung and Phillimore, 2016). It is therefore relevant to look at the 

attitude of people living in these rural areas. In this study, small villages and towns in these 

rural areas that are hosting asylum-seekers are the main focus, as the people living there have 

the opportunity to engage in contact with asylum-seekers. One village in which an asylum-

seekers centre has been built in a small village in a rural area, is Balk, which will be discussed 

next. 
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2.2 Balk 

In this section, a short introduction about the village will be provided with a more 

elaborate description being added in appendix 1. Balk is a village which had a population of 

3.865 on the first of January 2013 (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, 2017). Balk is the biggest 

village in the surrounding, with the next bigger village being about ten kilometres away. It is 

also the only place with a secondary school in the surrounding. This school is home to 322 

students, being spread out in four different grades. 

 

In September 2016, the population of Balk has been expanded by 300, due to the opening of an 

asylum centre. Over half of the asylum-seekers are families, and, as the law in the Netherlands 

is that everyone below eighteen must go to school, there are many children that need education. 

To solve this problem, an international class has been opened in the Christian primary school 

and in the secondary school. 

 

The reason for choosing Balk as the village to conduct this study in, is because in this village, 

the population has the possibility to engage in contact with asylum-seekers through the asylum 

centre. In other villages, this possibility might arise due to refugees that are being housed in 

these villages. The difference between these possibilities is that in the first group, the possibility 

to meet asylum-seekers is higher, therefore, this research can only be generalized to other 

villages that host a considerable number of asylum-seekers.  Furthermore, another reason for 

choosing this village is that this area is known to the researcher, which helped in conducting 

the research.  

 

2.3 Secondary school students 

This research will focus on the attitudes towards asylum-seekers of secondary school 

students in small villages. The reason for conducting this study with secondary school students 

as participants, is that childhood and youth is the “unparalleled attitude-forming period” 

according to Jacobs (cited in Glass and Trent, 1980, p. 500). The attitudes that will be formed 

in this period, will constitute values and stereotypes, which tend to have a strong influence on 

the individual’s adult life (Glass and Trent, 1980). It is therefore important to work with 

adolescents or children, with the latter being done in many different studies (see for example 

Aronson et al., 2016; Guerra et al., 2010; Vezzali et al., 2015). Furthermore, they will be the 

future generation and therefore, it will be important to understand how perceptive they are 
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towards asylum-seekers and outgroup members in general, and to investigate how this can 

improve. Finally, Pettigrew and Tropp (2006, p. 764) have found that studies done with 

adolescents (approximately between 12 and 18) have taken place much less frequent than with 

adults. Also, the mean effect size of both children and college students is higher than for 

adolescents, which makes the adolescents an interesting group to study. They recognized that 

college students are more open to other groups than adults, which confirms the theory. 

However, they did not provide an explanation for why the outcome is lower for adolescents, 

which makes this group even more interesting to study. 

 

In Balk, in both the primary and the secondary school, the international class is in the same 

building as the regular classes, but belongs to a different school. There is therefore almost no 

interaction between the different schools, nor between the different classes. 

An exception is during Frisian classes in the secondary school, as the teacher in this class 

organized one activity for its students to ask the students of the international class, the asylum-

seeking children, about their journey to the Netherlands. Nevertheless, this teacher could only 

do this for the students in the first grade and a few students in the second grade, as Frisian is 

only being taught in these grades. And even though this event has only been organized once, 

the teacher mentioned that the interaction between the participants of this event has increased. 

 

2.4 Digital storytelling 

As has been mentioned in the research objective, it will be researched whether digital 

storytelling videos can influence the attitude of the students. Digital Storytelling is a form of 

digital media production that became known in 1994, when Joe Lambert, Nina Mullen and 

Dana Atchley founded the Center for Digital Storytelling (CDS) (Lambert, 2013). Their motto 

is to ‘Listen deeply. Tell stories.’ and for this, they provide workshops to support individuals 

to tell and share their stories. The CDS has made a distinction between several kinds of personal 

stories that can be shared, like a story about someone important, an event in your life, a place 

in your life, what you do and other personal stories (2013, pp. 19–22).  

 

Next to it being a way of expressing oneself, Digital Storytelling has also been applied in other 

contexts, like telling an organization’s story or stories about disability, identity and diversity, 

immigrants and refugees and international development (Chapter 11). Regarding the Digital 

Storytelling as an application to the area of immigration, the videos were often one of the first 



13 
 

ways in which the refugees and immigrants could share their story inside and outside their 

communities. These stories have generated a greater sense of cohesion and inclusion in some 

of the communities and it therefore a good tool to use in this study. 

 

Within the real-life setting, the impact of personal stories has also been acknowledged, as, 

according to Melissa Fleming, head of communications for the UN High Commissioner on 

Refugees (UNHCR), people would have a more positive attitude if only they knew the stories 

of the refugees (Humans of New York, n.d.). Therefore, the UNHCR shares different stories of 

refugees on its webpage (UNHCR, n.d.). Other organizations, like the Refugee Action 

Committee and VluchtelingenWerk Nederland are doing the same on their webpages (Refugee 

Action Committee, 2017; VluchtelingenWerk Nederland, n.d.). This is exactly what the 

intergroup contact theory, as developed by Allport in 1954, argues for. However, this research 

will particularly focus on Digital Storytelling videos rather than videos in general.  

 

In this study, the story of an asylum-seeker2 and of an ingroup member who has been in contact 

with asylum-seekers3 will be presented in the form of a digital storytelling video and it will be 

tested whether this affects the attitude of the students. This will be done along the aspects of 

the intergroup contact theory. 

 

  

                                                           
2 This video can be found here: https://youtu.be/WpnUrym0HL0 
3 This video can be found here: https://youtu.be/51ni0aLqD0o 

https://youtu.be/WpnUrym0HL0
https://youtu.be/51ni0aLqD0o
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3. Theoretical framework 

 

For a few decades now, prejudice has been an important research subject in social 

psychology (see Dovidio, Gaertner, and Kawakami, 2003; Pettigrew, Tropp, Wagner, and 

Christ, 2011). In an effort to reduce prejudice, Gordon Allport has conducted a study on the 

‘nature of prejudice’, hereby building on the work of researchers like Williams and the study 

conducted by Deutsch and Collins (Dovidio, Gaertner and Kawakami, 2003; Pettigrew et al., 

2011). For the last few decades, this book has been one of the most influential books in the field 

of psychology and other social sciences (Dovidio, Gaertner and Kawakami, 2003; Pettigrew et 

al., 2011).  

 

With this book, Allport developed the ‘contact hypothesis’, which has been influential in the 

field ever since. However, this book was only the founding document and, since its publication, 

the ‘contact hypothesis’ has been developed to an established theory with the help of many 

researchers, the most influential ones being Thomas F. Pettigrew (1998) and Brown and 

Hewstone (2005). 

 

Next to all the amendments that have been made to the original theory, there are also other 

theories that have been established out of this theory, the intergroup anxiety, integrated threat 

theory and the common ingroup identity model being the ones at stake in this chapter. The 

linkages between these theories can be found in the figure below and will be explained further 

in this chapter. This chapter will further focus on the question of what the Intergroup Contact 

Theory can contribute to understanding and improving the process of integration. 
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Figure 1: The intergroup contact theory and its extensions 

 

3.1 Intergroup Contact Theory 

First, to improve integration, intergroup relations should be improved. One of the 

theories that focuses on improving intergroup relations, is the intergroup contact theory. 

According to this theory, there are, at least, two ways in which intergroup contact improves the 

attitude towards the outgroup. The first one being that intergroup contact will reduce prejudice, 

which makes the attitude against outgroup members less negative or even positive (Pettigrew 

and Tropp, 2006). Furthermore, intergroup contact reduces threat by making ingroup members 

more positive towards outgroup members. 

 

3.1.1 Prejudice 

Prejudice can be defined in terms of Allport’s idea that “all groups (whether in-groups 

or reference groups4) develop a way of living with characteristic codes and beliefs, standards 

                                                           
4 A defining characteristic of an in-group is that “members of an in-group all use the term ‘we’ with the same essential 

significance” (Allport, 1979, p. 31). A reference group on the other hand, has been defined as a “group to which the individual 

relates himself as a part, or to which he aspires to relate himself psychologically” by Sherif and Sherif (cited in Allport, 1979, 

p. 37). A reference group can thus be understood as an ingroup that is appreciated by the individual or as a group in which the 

individual wishes to be a part. There can thus be a difference between an ingroup and a reference group in the case that the 

individual is not accepted in the group in which it wishes to be a part. 
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and ‘enemies’ to suit their own adaptive needs” (Allport, 1979, p. 39). Thus, it can be regarded 

as a way to keep the in-group together. As has been mentioned in other studies, boundaries are 

needed to define the ingroup. By establishing prejudices, these boundaries are being 

established. Although these boundaries do facilitate in making ingroup-outgroup distinctions, 

they are not necessary according to Allport (1979). 

 

3.1.1.1 Conditions to reduce prejudice 

According to Williams and Allport, there are certain (positive) conditions that must be 

met for intergroup contact to reduce prejudice, as they did not believe that intergroup contact 

would actually reduce prejudice (Pettigrew, 2008). Williams, who established the founding 

principles of the intergroup contact theory by outlining a number of propositions and testable 

hypotheses to improve intergroup relations, set out the first conditions in which prejudice would 

be reduced maximally (Dovidio, Gaertner and Kawakami, 2003). These conditions being that 

the two groups share similar status, interests, and tasks; that the situation fosters personal, 

intimate intergroup contact; that the participants do not fit the stereotyped conceptions of their 

groups; and that the activities cut across group lines (Pettigrew, 2010, p. 469). 

 

Nevertheless, it is Allport who is mostly seen as the founder of the intergroup contact theory 

with his book on the nature of prejudice in which he designed the ‘contact hypothesis’ (Brown 

and Hewstone, 2005). This study was however based on the work of researchers like Williams, 

Deutsch and Collins (Pettigrew and Tropp, 2006). In this book, Allport emphasizes that 

intergroup contact can only reduce prejudice if the following four conditions are being met: 

equal group status, common goals, intergroup cooperation and support of authorities, law or 

custom (Dovidio, Gaertner and Kawakami, 2003).  

It can thus be seen that Allport’s and Williams’ conditions share a common feature, this being 

that the groups must share similar or equal status. 

 

When time passed by, these conditions have been studied further and have been extended by 

Amir and Pettigrew, among others. These researchers added two important conditions; the 

former added the opportunity for personal acquaintance between the members, especially when 

personalization occurs with those whose characteristics do not support stereotypic expectations 

(cited in Dovidio et al., 2003). The latter added the potential for friendship (Pettigrew, 1998). 
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Nevertheless, in 2006, Pettigrew and Tropp conclude that the four (now six) conditions do 

facilitate in reducing bias, but are not necessary, as prejudice will also be reduced if these 

conditions have not been met (Pettigrew and Tropp, 2006).  

 

In order to understand the process that facilitates the reduction in prejudice, Pettigrew 

developed four stages in this process (Pettigrew, 1998). These processes have also been applied 

by Dovidio et al. (2003), although in different terms. First, intergroup contact makes that the 

in-group learns about the outgroup, which will reduce prejudice. As opposed to Allport’s 

hypothesis, Pettigrew argues that this is only the first step and not the only step.5 The second 

step is that intergroup contact, and learning about the in-group, will influence the behaviour of 

the individual engaging in contact.6 When this contact is positive, it can even lead to a change 

in attitude. The third step in Pettigrew’s study is generating affective ties, as positive emotions 

can improve attitudes.7 The final step in Pettigrew’s framework is the ingroup reappraisal in 

which the values of the ingroup can be reshaped. This can lead to a situation in which the person 

has less contact with other ingroup members, but more contact with outgroup members, hereby 

becoming more positive towards outgroup members. Pettigrew does however exclude the 

possibility to shift the nature of an ingroup, which is where Dovidio and Gaertner (2004) focus 

on with their Common Ingroup Identity Model (CIIM). 

 

Next to Pettigrew, there have also been other researchers that have contributed significantly to 

developing the theory, for example Brown and Hewstone. With their study in 2005, they 

concluded that intergroup contact is more effective than interpersonal contact and thus, group 

membership should be salient when interacting. This concept is however not entirely new, as it 

relates to the conditions as developed by Allport and Williams. This study further perceives 

intergroup anxiety as one of the main mediating factors between contact and improved 

intergroup attitudes. 

 

Next to the intergroup contact theory, there are other theories that are related to this theory and 

also reduce prejudice. One of them being the CIIM, which developed out of the social identity 

theory; an extension of the intergroup contact theory. 

 

                                                           
5 This is a cognitive factor according to Dovidio et al., 2003. 
6 Dovidio et al. (2003) names this the behavioural factor. 
7 This is called the affective factor by Dovidio et al. (2003). 
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3.1.1.2 Common Ingroup Identity Model 

As mentioned above, Dovidio and Gaertner (2004) focus on a shift in the nature of the 

ingroup; recategorization. Recategorization means that people should belong to one 

superordinate group rather than to various smaller groups (Gaertner and Dovidio, 2000). In this 

way, the attitude will be improved, as group formation brings ingroup members closer together 

and enhances the ingroup more than it devalues the outgroup, because ingroup members are 

more pro-ingroup than anti-outgroup (Gaertner et al., 1993).  

 

Nevertheless, this model has been criticized by researchers like Pettigrew et al. (2011) and 

Schellhaas and Dovidio (2016), who state that, by reducing prejudice, much needed social 

change will be delayed, as ingroup members stress upon the commonalities between the two 

groups. By stressing upon the commonalities, the social injustices that exist, will be neglected 

and will thus not be addressed, the reason being that the ingroup does not acknowledge these 

injustices (Pettigrew et al., 2011; Schellhaas and Dovidio, 2016). Furthermore, by creating the 

superordinate group as Gaertner et al. (1993) developed it, outgroup members that now belong 

to this group, do not want to take action against group-based injustice, as they do not fully 

identify with the outgroup anymore (Pettigrew et al., 2011; Schellhaas and Dovidio, 2016).  

However, Schellhaas and Dovidio (2016) also mentioned that the effect of intergroup contact 

is higher for the majority group than for the minority group (p. 11), so this does not have to be 

the case. Also, according to Pettigrew et al. (2011) conflict is not always needed to ensure social 

change and when it does come to conflict, it could also be the case that majority members will 

join the strife for social change. 

 

A second important aspect of this critique is that these authors state that it is mostly the 

advantaged group, the ingroup members, that will stress upon the commonalities between the 

in- and outgroup in an attempt to integrate both groups. This is relevant in that it shows that the 

outgroup members do not want to let go of their other identity completely. Therefore, the CIIM 

has been extended by Gaertner et al. (1996) by introducing a dual identity approach, which aims 

for two subgroups that co-exist in one superordinate group. In this approach, it is possible for 

outgroup members to keep their own identity, while also being part of the superordinate group. 

This links with the concept of multiculturalism as has been discussed briefly in the background 

section, however, with the policy of multiculturalism in the Netherlands, there was no 

superordinate group, which might have influenced the negative consequences this policy had. 
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Both the CIIM and dual identity approach reduce prejudice and are therefore a good addition 

to the intergroup contact theory. 

 

3.1.2 Threat 

As mentioned before, intergroup contact also reduces threat. The Integrated Threat 

Theory (ITT) finds its roots in the research done by Stephan and Stephan (1993, 1996) on 

Intergroup Anxiety, which is now a part of the ITT (Stephan and Stephan, 1985). With their 

research in 1993, they researched whether there is a correlation between cognition and affect 

by researching the correlation between stereotypes and evaluation. This research states that 

stereotypes consist of a connection between both cognitive and affective networks and that 

evaluation the cognitive aspect of affect is. With both concepts and the relation between them, 

the relation between cognition and affect became apparent.  

 

In another research in 1996, the correlation between stereotype and evaluation became the 

foundation for the Integrated Threat hypothesis. The reason for this being that when members 

of the ingroup have negative evaluation towards outgroup members, it is likely that they will 

have negative expectations of engaging in contact with outgroup members (Stephan and 

Stephan, 1996). This may lead to ingroup members being afraid that negative consequences 

will occur if they were to engage in intergroup interaction, which makes that they will hold on 

to these negative attitudes and are less likely to engage in intergroup interaction (Stephan and 

Stephan, 1996). This research further looks at the different types of threats that transform 

negative attitudes into prejudice.  

 

The first type of threat is the realistic threat, which concerns that the outgroup forms a threat 

towards the existence of the ingroup, its political or economic power or the well-being of the 

ingroup.  

The second type of threat is the symbolic threat, which threatens the ‘way of life’ of the ingroup 

in that the outgroup has for example different values, morals and traditions.  

The final category of threat is the intergroup anxiety, which is the threat that people feel when 

they engage in intergroup interaction. This threat comes from the anxiety they feel because they 

are afraid of being for example embarrassed, rejected or humiliated.  

Negative stereotypes can be mentioned as the fourth type of threat (Stephan, Stephan and 

Gudykunst, 1999; Stephan and Stephan, 2000). Stephan and Stephan (1993) provided evidence 
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that stereotype and prejudice are separate concepts and that the relation between them is not 

significant, instead, negative stereotypes can be seen as a threat that increases prejudice. 

 

This approach is particularly important when trying to improve intergroup contact in that the 

threats are likely to keep people from engaging in intergroup contact. When trying to change 

the prejudice people hold, it is of utmost importance to find out the type of threat that keeps the 

groups from engaging in contact, as there are different ways to resolve the different threats. For 

instance, to resolve the realistic threats, the Common Ingroup Identity Model can be an 

important tool in reducing this threat. A way to reduce symbolic threats can be to teach 

intercultural training programs in which the similarities between the ingroup and the outgroup 

cultures are being stressed upon. This can also be a way to reduce intergroup anxiety, in that 

the ingroup members are being prepared before they engage in intergroup contact (Stephan and 

Stephan, 1996). Finally, the different forms of indirect contact can also be seen as reducing 

intergroup anxiety, as they prepare the ingroup for intergroup interaction (Crisp and Husnu, 

2011). 

 

3.1.2.1 Indirect contact 

Although the beforementioned theories focused on direct contact, there are several ways 

in which indirect contact can also contribute to reducing prejudice and threat. As mentioned 

above, indirect contact can also be a tool to reduce intergroup anxiety. There are three different 

forms of indirect contact; imagined, vicarious and extended indirect intergroup contact.  

 

The first form includes the imagination of meeting a member from the outgroup (Crisp and 

Turner, 2009; Crisp and Husnu, 2011; Brambilla, Ravenna and Hewstone, 2012; Pagotto et al., 

2012; Vezzali et al., 2015). This theory focuses either on the first-person or the third-person 

perspective, in which the third-person perspective appears to increase the likelihood of future 

contact more than when a first-person perspective was taken (Crisp and Husnu, 2011).  

The second method is vicarious contact, which focuses on observing an in-group role model 

having contact with an outgroup member and hereby showing that and how intergroup contact 

is possible (Mazziotta, Mummendey and Wright, 2011). An extension to this approach is the 

parasocial contact hypothesis, which focuses on the role of the media concerning the vicarious 

contact, as the media can show these kinds of interactions (Schiappa, Gregg and Hewes, 2005).  

The final form of indirect contact is the extended intergroup contact, which focuses on the 

knowledge that another ingroup member has a close relationship with an outgroup member 
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(Wright et al., 1997; Eller, Abrams and Zimmermann, 2011; Eller, Abrams and Gomez, 2012). 

Prejudice will reduce more if this ingroup member is close to the person that learns about this 

relationship, which relates to the concept of friendship, which has been included as one of the 

conditions to reduce prejudice by Pettigrew (1998) (Dhont and Van Hiel, 2011; Tausch et al., 

2011; Aronson et al., 2016). This type of contact is believed to have more impact when no 

direct contact takes place (Dhont and Van Hiel, 2011). 

 

All the above-mentioned forms of indirect contact are ways of preparing oneself for future 

contact with an outgroup member (Brown and Hewstone, 2005; Crisp and Turner, 2009; 

Gomez, Tropp and Fernandez, 2011). Another similarity between these indirect forms of 

contact is that they focus on reducing intergroup anxiety, which has also started to become one 

of the focus points of direct contact. 

 

3.2 Hypotheses 

After having considered the literature on the intergroup contact theory, its extensions and 

the way it can improve integration, several hypotheses can be deducted from this framework. 

The first hypothesis is that people that have engaged in direct contact with asylum-seekers will 

be more positive towards this group. And the second hypothesis is that indirect contact will 

have a positive effect on the attitude of students that have not engaged in direct intergroup 

contact. A final hypothesis that can be drawn is that both direct and indirect intergroup contact 

reduce threat.  
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4. Methodology 

 

4.1 Within the broader debate 

In every research, before starting the research, one must make several decisions. The 

two most important decisions being the logics of enquiry and the research strategy (Bryman, 

2016).  

 

For this research, the quantitative strategy will be used, with a deductive approach, as this 

allows for the theoretical propositions from the previous chapter to be tested according to 

quantitative, empirical evidence (Bryman, 2016, p. 21).  

 

This research follows the positivist epistemology tradition in that it aims at explaining social 

reality (Bryman, 2016). It also focuses on generating and testing a hypothesis from which 

explanations can be drawn (Bryman, 2016). Concerning the ontological considerations of the 

research, this research will follow an objectivist ontological position in that social actors will 

be considered as being part of a bigger organization which is influenced by external actors that 

cannot be influenced (Bryman, 2016). By identifying the research in terms of epistemology and 

ontology, it becomes possible to position the research into the major debates on epistemology 

and ontology within the social sciences. It is very common for quantitative research to follow 

the positivist epistemology, objectivist ontology and a deductive approach, therefore, this 

research is not unique in that respect (Bryman, 2016, p. 32). 

 

4.2 Research design, research method 

An important part of the methodology of any research is the research design and the 

research method.  

 

A research design is “a structure that guides the execution of a research method and the analysis 

of the subsequent data” (Bryman, 2016, p. 40). Bryman distinguishes between five prominent 

research designs, these being the experimental, cross-sectional, longitudinal, case study and 

comparative design. 

 

The experimental research design is the most powerful one for this research; this is a framework 

that manipulates one or more independent variables to determine whether this affects the 
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dependent variable. This design is especially useful in explanatory research, where the goal is 

to examine the cause-effect relationship (Bhattacherjee, 2012). Since the aim of this research is 

to find whether the videos influence the attitude of the students, it is thus explanatory research. 

The Digital Storytelling videos are the independent variables and the attitude of the students is 

the dependent variable of the research. 

 

The research method that will be used to operationalize this research design is the Random 

Controlled Trial (RCT). This experiment assumes random assignment to the various groups, 

which gives evidence that the experiment is the most important difference between the 

participants. In this experiment, the participants have been divided into three different groups, 

one control group and two experimental groups (ingroup video group and outgroup video 

group). The control group will be included in this study in that it contributes to the internal 

validity of the study. The decision has been made to include two videos, as they are both from 

a different point of view and might therefore have different outcomes and uses. Another reason 

was to rule out whether a video in general changes the attitude, because it might be that students 

will be more focused to answer the questionnaire after watching a video then if they only answer 

the questionnaire.  

Nevertheless, the inclusion of two videos did make the study statistically less powerful, as the 

respondents are divided into three groups rather than two, but it will make it possible to consider 

the issue from different sides and test the effects of a video from the perspective of an ingroup 

member and of an outgroup member. By including both perspectives, it can be researched which 

perspective has more impact. Furthermore, this also makes it possible to compare the effects of 

an established aspect of the intergroup contact theory, the extended contact theory, against a 

possible future aspect of this theory. 

 

By both randomly assigning the participants to a group and by including a control group, rival 

explanations can be eliminated (Bryman, 2016, p. 46). The experiment can be classified as a 

laboratory experiment in that the treatment was not already occurring in a real-life situation, 

and is therefore an artificial experiment. Laboratory experiments are higher in internal validity, 

as random allocation to the groups can be assured, but external validity is lower than in field 

experiments, as the generalizability of the outcome is more complex in laboratory experiments 

than in real-life settings (Bhattacherjee, 2012). More about the validity will be discussed further 

in this chapter. 
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This experiment will be a post test-only control group design, in that the dependent variable 

will only be examined once; after the treatment has been given to the two experimental groups 

(Bhattacherjee, 2012). The dependent variable will be examined using supervised self-

administered questionnaires (Bryman, 2016, p. 173). The nature of this questionnaire will be 

explained in the next section. 

 

4.3 Data collection 

As has been described above, the main technique for collecting data are the experiments, 

by using questionnaires to measure the dependent variable. Before these questionnaires could 

however be conducted, the Digital Storytelling videos had to be made, as these are the 

independent variables of the research. After this has been outlined, the process of data collection 

will be outlined. 

 

4.3.1 Digital Storytelling 

For finding the participants for the videos, an organization called Vluchtelingenwerk 

Nederland (VWN) has been approached, which is an independent organisation that stands up 

for the rights of refugees and asylum-seekers and helps them integrate into society. One of the 

interns in this organisation was willing to make a Digital Storytelling video. To find asylum-

seekers that want to share their story, the manager of VWN was of significant value. He sent out 

invitations to three English-speaking asylum-seekers to invite them to participate. To give them 

some more information, an information sheet about the research was added (see appendix 2). 

Two of the people that were invited, showed up and after discussing the project, one of them 

was willing to share his story. For the asylum-seeker, this became a personal story about an 

event in his life; fleeing to Europe. For the intern, this was also about an event in her life; her 

internship and with that, her interaction with refugees. Both stories can be regarded as an 

accomplishment story, as they focus on achieving a goal; find safety in Europe and finish the 

internship (Lambert, 2013, pp. 19–22). 

 

For both videos, the participants were given time to think about the story they wanted to tell, 

before sharing it. After hearing the stories and talking it through, the stories were recorded. For 

the video of the asylum-seeker, he wanted to include his own photos, whereas for the video of 

the intern, she did not have any of her own pictures she wanted to include. After the editing 

process of both videos were done, it was sent back to the respondents for final approval. Both 
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participants were happy with the video and approved the use of it for research purposes and 

furthermore agreed to publish it. 

 

As the purpose of the story is for the participants to express themselves, and to give them a 

space to share their story, there is less chance of bias of the researcher. However, both 

participants have watched one example of a Digital Storytelling project, which might have led 

them into a certain direction, but they still shared their own story, because the goal is for the 

participants to share a story that is important to them. Another aspect that might have had an 

influence on the video was the editing process, as this was done by the researcher alone. 

 

Nevertheless, both stories are still the story of the participants, nothing has been changed on the 

content. Both participants have approved the video and thought of the video as it being their 

story. Therefore, the videos are still a reflection of the story they wanted to share. A description 

of the videos will be given in the ‘results’-chapter. 

 

4.3.2 Random Controlled Trial 

The actual experiment took place on the 19th of April, but before this experiment was 

conducted, there has been a pilot phase in which both the videos and the questionnaire were 

tested. 

 

4.3.2.1 Pilot phase 

Both the video and the questionnaire were piloted, so that any unclarity or mistake could 

be taken out before the actual experiment took place. Two different groups have been consulted 

to pilot the study; adults living in Balk and students in this area that go to another high school. 

For the control group, one of the videos was shown, which was followed by a semi-structured 

interview. For the latter group, also one of the videos was shown, after which the questionnaire 

was given to them. There was an unstructured interview after this, in which their opinion of the 

video and the questionnaire was asked. The comments that have been given by both the students 

and the adults have been taken into consideration and have resulted in some amendments of the 

questionnaire. This new version of the questionnaire has been piloted once more, this time only 

a few students have answered the questionnaire. As there did not seem to be any more unclarity, 

nor difficulties, this version has been accepted as the final version.  
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4.3.2.2 Test phase 

After the questionnaire was accepted as the final version, the experiment was conducted 

in the secondary school in Balk. Before dividing all the classes into three different subgroups, 

an introduction was given to the entire class in which the purpose of the research was explained. 

This same introduction was given to all the classes. After this introduction, the students were 

randomly assigned to one of the three groups; the ‘control group’ (n=58), who did not watch 

any video and only answered the questionnaire, the ‘outgroup video group’ (n=56), who 

watched the video of the asylum-seeker, and the ‘ingroup video group’ (n=51), who watched 

the video of an ingroup member talking about her interaction with asylum-seekers. 

The experiment was performed at one point in time, the video was shown first and the 

questionnaire was completed right after the video ended. As the questionnaire is the main 

method of collecting data, it is important to outline the nature of the questionnaire in more 

detail. 

 

4.3.2.2.1 Questionnaire 

The questionnaire that was used in this research consists of 22 questions. The 

questionnaire has been based on the theoretical framework and the testable propositions to 

enable the study to test the theory. The questionnaire started off by making a distinction between 

people that have and have not been in contact with asylum-seekers, as this will be important for 

the research questions to be answered. The people that have engaged in contact were then asked 

whether this changed their opinion on asylum-seekers. The people that have not engaged in 

contact were asked if they have had any opportunities to engage in contact with asylum-seekers. 

During the experiment, it came to the fore that the answer possibilities to this question were not 

complete. Therefore, this question will not be addressed in the analysis. 

 

The questions and the elements of the framework they belong to have been written down in the 

table below. As the first three questions allowed the respondents to be divided into two groups 

and do not specifically belong to one aspect of the theory, these have not been included in the 

table. Additionally, what is important to know, is that the questions 9 through 17 are statements 

for which the responses are based on a four-point Likert scale; a multiple-indicator measure 

(Bryman, 2016, p. 154). No neutral answer option has been given to make the respondents 

choose a direction. There is reason to believe that the neutral answer would otherwise have been 

chosen in many instances.  
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After having answered to the questions related to the framework, there were four demographical 

questions that focused on the respondent’s class, age, gender and place of residence. The final 

question was an open question that asked for the opinion of the respondent on the video. As the 

questionnaire was the same for every group, the control group asked repeatedly what video this 

question was talking about. For this question, something should have been added in order not 

to confuse the students in the control group. 

 

 

Figure 2: Link between the questionnaire and the theory 

4.4 Sampling 

The population of this study are secondary school students in villages in the Netherlands 

that have the possibility to meet asylum-seekers. The secondary school students in Balk are the 

sample, because of convenience sampling (non-probability sampling), as this area was known 

to the researcher. As has been outlined in the background chapter, Balk is a village in the 

Netherlands where there is an asylum-seekers centre, thus the students have the possibility of 

meeting them. In this town, there are also asylum-seekers in the school, which makes the 

possibility of coming across asylum-seekers even bigger. For the selection of the different 



28 
 

classes, a convenience sample has been used, as the most convenient for both the lecturers, the 

students and the researcher, was to fit the experiment into the schedule on one day. There is 

however no reason to believe that these classes are significantly different from other classes, 

excluding the first grade. All the different grades and levels have however been incorporated, 

making that the sample includes a broad range of students. 

 

In Balk, there are four grades in the secondary school, but only the second, third and fourth 

grade have been included in this study. The reason being that the students in the first grade have 

been in direct contact with asylum-seekers as part of their curriculum. For the other grades, it 

is possible that they have been in direct contact as well, but at least not as a part of their 

curriculum. At the core of the intergroup contact theory is the assumption that direct contact 

leads to less prejudice, therefore, the first-year students might already be more positive towards 

asylum-seekers, which would make the study biased, therefore, it has been decided to exclude 

these students.  

 

In this school, there are 323 students, of which 81 students are first year students. The total 

amount of second, third and fourth year students is thus 242. To make the selection of 

participants random, the schedules for all the different second, third and fourth-year classes 

have been consulted and only the compulsory classes, in which the whole class participates, 

that took place on the 19th of April have been used as ways to recruit participants. Then, the 

teachers of these classes have been approached and were asked whether they were willing to 

participate in the study by dedicating ten to fifteen minutes of their class to this research. Many 

of the teachers that were asked, were positive about this and were willing to collaborate. On the 

19th of April, the experiment took place and 165 respondents took taken part in it. The sample 

will be identified in the following chapter. 

 

4.5 Data analysis 

After the questionnaires were answered, the data had to be analysed and quantified. For 

this, all the responses have been quantified, in most cases on a scale from 1 to 4, so that the 

answers could be entered in SPSS. The direction of all the questions have been analysed and 

for some questions, the answers have been reversed, so that a low value equals the most negative 

attitude towards asylum-seekers. The questions 8, 11, 12, 15, 16 and 17 have been reversed to 
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operationalize this scale. Another change that has been made while transforming the data, was 

to take out any responses in which two different answers were given to one question. 

 

After having reversed these answers and having eliminated the invalid answers, the nature of 

the data was analysed, whereby the focus was on the level of measurement. According to Field 

(2009), data can either be categorical or continuous, categorical data being variables that are 

made up of categories and continuous data being a score that can take on any value on the 

measurement scale. In this research, the data consists mainly of categorical variables. Within 

this category, there are three different variables to be distinguished; binary, nominal and ordinal 

variables. Binary variables are variables where there are only two distinct options, like gender. 

Nominal variables are similar to binary variables, but there are more than two options, like 

place of residence. Finally, ordinal variables are distinct options that are ordered, like the 

responses to the statements (strongly agree to strongly disagree). Within the data, there is only 

one continuous variable; age. This is a discrete continuous variable, in that age is expressed in 

whole numbers. 

 

After having looked at the nature of the data, the data had to be analysed. There are different 

purposes for analysing data, which all have their own statistical tests, the main purposes being 

to explore relationships and to compare groups (Pallant, 2010, p. 103). For both purposes, there 

are several parametric and non-parametric tests that can be run. The assumptions that must be 

met in order to use a parametric test have been analysed and, as some of the assumptions have 

not been met, non-parametric tests will be used instead8 (Field, 2009, p. 133).  

 

4.5.1 Explore relationships 

As has been mentioned above, there are different purposes for analysing data, one of 

them being to explore the relationships among variables. A non-parametric test to explore the 

relationship between variables is by using the chi-square test of independence (X2).  

 

4.5.1.1 Chi-square test of independence 

The chi-square test measures whether there is relation between two categorical 

variables. Also for this test, there are several assumptions that must be met to use this test. First, 

the data should be independent, meaning that a person can only belong to one group, which has 

                                                           
8 The assessment of these assumptions can be found in appendix 4. 



30 
 

been met in this study. The second assumption is that the expected frequencies should be greater 

than 5 in at least 80% of the cases. After running the chi-square test, it appeared that for 71% 

of the questions, the expected frequencies were below 5 in more than 20% of the cases, 

therefore, this assumption has been violated. There is however another alternative according to 

McHugh (2012); the maximum likelihood ratio chi-square test, which is used when the data set 

is too small to use the regular chi-square test. 

 

When the result for the (maximum likelihood ratio) chi-square test is significant on a 99% or 

95% level, it means that, out of 100 cases there will be 1 or 5 (resp.) or less cases in which there 

is no relationship between the two variables. If this is the case, the post-hoc analysis can be 

used to explore where, in the responses, the significant relationship can be found (Beasley and 

Schumacker, 1995). One post hoc method is the standardized residual method, which shows 

that a response is significant if this value (the z-value) is greater than 2 or below -2 (Beasley 

and Schumacker, 1995, p. 89).  

 

4.5.2 Comparing groups 

To compare groups, there are also several techniques that can be used. The Mann-

Whitney U Test, the Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test, the Kruskal-Wallis Test, McNemar’s Test 

and the Cochran’s Test should be applicable, as they are non-parametric tests. However, there 

are different assumptions that must be met for all these tests, which have been considered in 

this study and included in appendix 5. As the assumptions of these tests have not been met, the 

mean and the standard deviation will be used to compare the groups. These will be presented 

in different graphs in the results. 

 

4.5.2.1 Cronbach’s Alpha 

Another way of analysing the data is by clustering the questions to be able to draw 

conclusion from different clusters rather than for every question separately. As already outlined 

in the ‘data collection’-section, the questionnaire is designed in a way that some questions focus 

on the same concept or theory. To check the reliability of these scales, the Cronbach Alpha is 

an important test. According to Pallant (2010, p. 97), the Cronbach Alpha should ideally be 

above 0.7. If this value is below 0.7 and there are fewer than ten items in the scale, it may be 

appropriate to report the mean inter-item correlation, which is ideally between 0.2 and 0.4 

(Pallant, 2010, p. 97). 
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Finally, there is still one question that cannot be tested by any of the above-mentioned tests; 

question 22. This is an open question that focuses on the respondents’ opinion of the video. 

This question will be analysed using thematic analysis and will be discussed in the 

corresponding sections.  

 

4.6 Quality criteria 

There are several concepts that can be analysed when talking about the quality of a 

research. The concepts that will be looked at in this research is the reliability, replication and 

validity of the study. In this section, the validity of the study will be discussed briefly. A full 

assessment of all the criteria can be found in appendix 6.  

 

4.6.1 Validity 

Validity refers to “the extent to which a measure adequately represents the underlying 

construct that it is supposed to measure” (Bhattacherjee, 2012, p. 58). Within the experimental 

research design, three aspects of validity are important; measurement, internal and external 

validity (Bryman, 2016).  

First, measurement validity is concerned with whether the measures actually measure the 

dependent variable (Bryman, 2016, p. 41). The questions in the questionnaire have all been 

based upon the chosen theories and, as all the theories focus on a change in attitudes, thus the 

research can be regarded as having measurement validity. 

 

Another aspect of validity is internal validity, which relates to questions of causality, it 

measures whether a causal relationship holds or not (Bryman, 2016, p. 41). Research that 

follows the experimental design is usually considered to be high in internal validity, especially 

the laboratory experiments, as randomization is easier to establish in these cases. As the current 

research is a laboratory experiment, the research can be believed to have internal validity. 

Furthermore, the research identifies several extraneous variables and controls for those, which 

also adds to the internal validity (Bhattacherjee, 2012, p. 39). Finally, the fact that a control 

group has been included, also adds to the internal validity of the study, as mentioned before. 

 

The third element is external validity, which relates to the question of generalizability; whether 

it is possible to generalize the outcome beyond the study (Bryman, 2016, p. 42). It is being 
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mentioned that laboratory experiments are weaker in external validity than field experiments, 

as the laboratory experiment can control for certain external variables, which influences the 

real-life setting of the experiment (Bhattacherjee, 2012, p. 39). 

 

4.7 Limitations and delimitations 

While conducting the research, several limitations to the research became apparent. 

These limitations will be discussed, as well as the delimitations that have been set. 

 

4.7.1 Limitations 

The first and foremost limitation is that the research was built upon the assumption that 

intergroup contact was low in this school. Therefore, none of the questions focused on the 

nature of previous contact. The only question that focused on the impact of the contact directly, 

was the question whether this contact changed the student’s opinion. This does however not 

show whether the contact was positive or negative. This is therefore a limitation that came up 

in this research and should be addressed in further research.  

 

A second limitation was the language barrier when trying to find participants for the digital 

storytelling video, as most asylum-seekers do not (yet) speak Dutch, nor English. Therefore, a 

translator should have been consulted to talk to asylum-seekers. There was however no 

translator in this centre, as they themselves make use of a translator that is consulted by phone. 

Nevertheless, this service is very costly and not easily available to individuals. Finally, a 

solution was found to select asylum-seekers that speak English, but this selection is very 

limited, which makes that a lot of asylum-seekers have not been given the opportunity to take 

part in the digital storytelling workshop. 

 

As a third limitation, the time was of concern in this research, as time did not allow to go to 

other schools to produce a research that consulted students from different villages. It also does 

not allow to go too much in depth. Related to this issue is the problem that the sample size was 

too small to make comparisons regarding the external factors that might have influenced their 

opinion, like the place of residence. 

 

Finally, as the experiment took place in different classes at different times, it could have been 

possible for students to talk about the video in the breaks. This can affect the results of the 
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questionnaire in that some students might have had more information on the video before 

entering the experiment and they might have had information on a video that they did not get 

to watch and were therefore not supposed to know about. 

 

4.7.2 Delimitations 

The delimitations that have been set include the selection of the groups to include in the 

study. As has already been pointed out in the sampling section, the first-year students have been 

excluded, as they all have been in direct contact with asylum-seekers, which would bias the 

research. 

 

Another delimitation that has been set is that the focus will be on secondary school students. 

Since this is the population, it will not be possible to generalize the research to other groups 

before more research on this has been done. For future research, it should thus be researched 

whether the results of this study will also apply to other age groups in society, as every age 

group should be consulted and studied to make integration successful. 

 

A final delimitation that has been set, was to conduct a post test-only experimental design, 

which delimited the research in that the length of the effect, as research by Crisp and Turner 

(2009) and Vezzali et al. (2015) has shown, has not been researched in this study. If this research 

would have been a repeated survey, it would have been more likely to find the duration of the 

effect rather than only testing whether there is an effect, but this can be done in further research. 

The reason why the research has been delimited on this issue is mainly due to the time 

constraint. If it would have been a pretest-posttest control group design, there would also be a 

baseline measurement, which would make it more reliable to draw conclusions from, as this 

would eliminate the differences concerning the unobserved variables. However, as can be seen 

in appendix 8, the differences between the observed variables between the groups are not 

significant. Nevertheless, even though time would have made it possible to draw conclusions 

concerning other areas, there is no reason to believe that the outcome of the study would be 

significantly different. 

 

4.8 Ethical considerations 

To protect all parties involved in the research, ethical considerations have been taken 

into account. Concerning the ethics for the Digital Storytelling, a consent form has been signed 
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by the participants, which can be found in appendix 7. This consent form includes, but is not 

limited to, clauses that the participant takes part in the project voluntarily, that it has the right 

to withdraw at any time and that it agrees to make the video public after it is finished. Before 

making the video public, it has been shown back to the participants one more time to make sure 

that they are satisfied with the result, which they were. 

 

As for the students participating in the survey, the school’s procedure has been followed; an 

email has been sent out by the manager of the school to the parents of the students, as they are 

below 18 years old. In this email, the research was explained and it was mentioned that, if they 

did not want their child to participate in the research, they could reply to that email, so there 

was passive consent, as none of the parents replied to this email.9  

 

 

                                                           
9 This school is not the only institution that uses this procedure, as it is also in the ethics procedure of for example the 

university of Amsterdam (Commissie Ethiek, 2012). 
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5. Results 

 

After having explained the background, theory and methodology, the results of the 

research will be presented. When presenting the findings of the research, it is important to keep 

in mind the nature of the videos, the results of the pilot phase and the sample of the study, so 

these will be outlined first. The discussion of the results will then be subdivided into eight 

different subchapters in which the findings for all these sections will be presented and analysed 

by consulting the theoretical framework. 

 

5.1 Digital Storytelling videos 

The content of the Digital Storytelling videos is relevant in that it had an impact on the 

results of the study.  

 

In the video from the outgroup member, he tells about his journey from Syria to Europe. He 

first fled to Turkey together with his mother and brothers. He soon figured out that Turkey was 

not much better than Syria, so they went by boat to Chios. Upon arrival he learned that the 

borders were closed and that he could not continue his journey. However, after living in the 

refugee camps in Greece for a year, he was relocated to the Netherlands where he received a 

residence permit for five years. He is very thankful that he has been given this opportunity and 

that he can continue his life. 

 

In the video of the ingroup member, she tells about her internship at VWN. The video starts off 

with the following quote: “That is not an asylum-seeker, that is a human”10 (translation by the 

author). Her task in this internship is to integrate newcomers into the society. She mentions that 

she has so much respect for the people she works with, as they have been through so much. She 

cannot even imagine how it would be for her to leave everything behind and flee to an unknown 

destination. With this internship, she realized the value of other ingroup members who engage 

in contact with the newcomers, as it is of utmost importance to help each other. She then ends 

with the same quote as she started off with and adds that intergroup contact would make other 

ingroup members understand that asylum-seekers are just like us, humans. 

 

                                                           
10 “Dat is geen asielzoeker, dat is een mens” 
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The latter video has elements of the extended contact theory in that the video is from the 

perspective of an ingroup member talking about having engaged in contact with asylum-

seekers. The video is also a clear example of the CIIM in that the video stresses upon the 

similarities between the ingroup and the outgroup.  

The first video is not so directly representative of a theory in its content. Although it can be 

regarded as a form of indirect contact, it does not fit within the established indirect contact 

theories. However, when observing the participants during the experiment, this video seemed 

to have the most impact. The students that watched this video paid closer attention to the video 

and were very quiet while watching the video. This was also reflected in the open question in 

the end of the questionnaire, as the answers from the students that watched the first video 

included more emotion than the students that watched the latter video, who focused more on 

the quality of the video. 

 

5.2 Pilot phase 

Both the questionnaire and the video were piloted on two different groups: people living 

in Balk that are above 18 and students that go to another high school. In the semi-structured 

interviews in the former group, there was a strong focus on the fact that they feel threatened 

when coming across a group asylum-seekers, especially because they do not know what is being 

said. Another point that was raised was that asylum-seekers who disobey the law, should 

directly be sent back. Additionally, it was being mentioned that the effect of the ‘Burgerwacht’ 

was questionable. Finally, most of them mentioned that they want to do something, but that 

they are not sure what they can do and how they can help. For the latter group, it was observed 

that the outgroup video seemed to have more impact on the respondents than the video from 

the local.  

 

Concerning the impact of the video, for the people that already had an open mind or were 

positive towards asylum-seekers, the video seemed to have a greater impact. Whereas for 

people that were more negative towards asylum-seekers, the dominant discourse was that the 

video only represents one story and that, even though this person might be good, there are many 

other asylum-seekers that are ‘bad’. However, as the experiment is a post test-only experiment, 

it will not be possible to test this hypothesis in the study. Nevertheless, this will be given as a 

recommendation for further research. 
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5.3 Sample 

For this research, 165 questionnaires were answered in total. Of these respondents, 

49,7% (n=82) are males, 49% (n=81) female and 0,3% (n=2) are not identified.11  

 

An additional way of looking at the sample, is by looking at whether the respondents have been 

in direct contact with asylum-seekers or not; 46% (n=76) have had previous contact with 

asylum-seekers. 

  

Another way of dividing up the sample is by looking at place of residence, as the distance to 

the asylum-seekers centre might influence students’ attitudes. The villages are divided into 

different groups based on the distance, as reflected in the figure below. 39,4% (n=65) are living 

in Balk (scale 1), the village where both the school and the asylum-seeker centre are, 7,8% 

(n=13) lives in the villages that can be considered suburbs of Balk (scale 2). 13,9% (n=23) of 

the respondents live at a maximum of 5 kilometres from Balk (scale 3), 16,4% (n=27) are 

approximately between five and ten kilometres from Balk (scale 4) and finally, 16,9% (n=28) 

are living more than ten kilometres away from the village (scale 5) and therefore, also from the 

asylum-seekers centre. The remaining 5,5% (n=9) did not answer this question. 

 

Figure 3: Division of Balk and its surrounding in scales     Figure 4: Distribution of the sample by scale 

A final way of looking at the sample, is by looking at the different classes by grade and level, 

as this might influence their way of thinking.  

33,9% (n=56) of the respondents are second-year students, the respondents from the third-grade 

form 33,9% (n=56) of the sample, and finally, the fourth-year students are 31,5% (n=52) of the 

sample. The remaining 0,6% (n=1) did not state their class.  

                                                           
11 The results of the sample characteristics regarding the different groups can be found in appendix 8. 
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When looking at the student in terms of their education level, it can be divided into three 

different levels, the lower, middle and higher levels, in which ‘basis’ and ‘kader’ can be 

considered as being part of the lower levels, ‘theoretisch’ and ‘Havo’ as middle level and 

‘VWO’ as the highest level. The division of the respondents is the following: 26,7% (n=44) 

being part of the lower level, 52,7% (n=87) as part of the middle level and 16,4% (n=27) as part 

of the higher level. The remaining 4,2% (n=7) did not state their class or did not specify the 

level. 

 

 

Figure 5: Grade and level of education of the sample 

 

5.4 Clusters 

The results of this research will be discussed according to the results from the Cronbach 

Alpha test. As was explained in the methodology, the Cronbach Alpha calculates the internal 

reliability between questions. When designing the questionnaire, the different theories were 

represented in the questionnaire. After the questionnaires were answered, the Cronbach Alpha 

test was used to measure whether these questions do indeed measure the same variable. The 

clusters as they were designed before the experiment, cannot all be grouped together, so the 

following clusters are established: 

• General attitude (0.848) 

• Willingness to engage in contact (0.747) 
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• Equality  

• Extended contact 

• Threat 

• Realistic threat (0.633) 

• Intergroup anxiety 

 

5.4.1 General attitude 

Question 4 and 5 both focus on the general attitude, and with a Cronbach Alpha of 0.848, 

this is statistically significant. Therefore, these questions will be clustered together. 

 

5.4.2 Willingness to engage in contact 

Question 11, 12 and 17 all focus on the willingness to engage in contact, and are 

therefore rooted in the imaginary contact theory. With a Cronbach Alpha of 0.747, which is 

above 0.7, these questions can be grouped together, as this internal reliability is acceptable. 

 

5.4.3 Equality 

Both question 8 and 16 focus on the common ingroup identity model and especially on 

equality for everyone. The indicators of both questions are however different, so the Cronbach 

Alpha cannot be calculated. However, the questions will be considered next to each other, as 

they both focus on the same topic, but they cannot be taken together in one measure. 

 

5.4.4 Extended contact 

Only question 15 relates to the extended contact theory, so the Cronbach Alpha cannot 

be calculated.  

 

5.4.5 Threat 

There are several questions that relate to threat in one way or another, but some focus 

on a particular type of threat or are measured along different indicators. However, when looking 

at threat in general, question 6 and 9 apply, but as they are measured using different indicators, 

Cronbach’s Alpha cannot be calculated. However, as in the ‘equality’-group, the questions will 

be considered beside each other, but not as one measure. 
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5.4.6 Realistic threat 

One of the types of threat that can be found in the questionnaire is realistic threat, which 

can be found in question 13 and 14. The Cronbach Alpha is however only 0.633, which is below 

0.7 and therefore questionable. However, as pointed out by Pallant (2010, p. 97), if there are 

less than 5 measures in the scale, it can be valuable to look at the mean inter-item correlation, 

which is 0.470 in this case. Therefore, it is not between 0.2 and 0.4, so the clustering of these 

items should still be approached with caution, because the internal reliability is not as it ideally 

should be (Pallant, 2010, p. 97). 

 

5.4.7 Intergroup anxiety 

Only question 10 is left for this approach. When designing the questionnaire, question 

15 was believed to also be a part of intergroup anxiety, however in a reversed manner, but this 

Cronbach Alpha is only 0.320, which is far from being reliable. Therefore, these will not be 

taken together, it will however be discussed why these questions are not internally reliable. 

 

5.5 Discussion 

The results of the research will be discussed in this chapter according to the clusters that 

have been defined in the previous section. However, before moving on to the discussion of the 

results, the findings regarding previous contact will be outlined briefly, as this is a general 

finding which relates to all the sections. 

 

5.5.0.1 Previous contact 

As the research question also includes the effect of previous contact, this issue should 

be included. Even though these results have been put in a separate section here, they will be 

discussed in the relevant sections in the analysis chapter, as they may provide explanations in 

some instances. The means of the different questions have been written down in the table below. 

The different experiment groups have been divided into two groups each, the students that have 

engaged in contact with asylum-seekers (yes) and the respondents that have not (no). For the 

control group, 25 students have engaged in contact with asylum-seekers, while 33 have not. For 

the outgroup video group, this group is 25 and 31 respectively and for the ingroup video group, 

this amount being 26 and 25 respectively.  
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When conducting the chi-square test on this data, it appeared that in only 6 cases (shown in 

bold in the table below), the difference between both groups was significant at the 95% level. 

In the control group, all the means from the students that have been in contact are higher than 

for the students that have not been in contact. In the outgroup video group, this is the same in 

most cases, only question 6 is an exception to this rule. Nonetheless, this result is the opposite 

for the ingroup video group; the mean for the people that have not been in contact is higher in 

54% of the questions.  

 

 

Figure 6: Mean (standard deviation) concerning previous contact 

5.5.1 General attitude 

There are two questions that are concerned with the general attitude towards asylum-

seekers; question 4 and 5. Question 4 focuses on the attitude towards asylum-seekers in the 

AZC in Balk, whereas question 5 focuses on asylum-seekers in the school, with the answers 

ranging from 1 (dislike very much) to 5 (like very much) in both questions. The results for both 

questions can be found in the graphs below.  

 

For question 4, the outgroup video group has the highest mean (2,9) and the smallest standard 

deviation (0,65), meaning the most positive attitude can be found in this group, however, this 
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mean is still below 3, meaning that the attitude is still rather negative than neutral. In question 

5, both the outgroup video group and 3 have the same mean (2,89) and standard deviation 

(0,68), which is also below 3. When looking at the trend of the mean of both questions in the 

different groups, for the control group, the mean for question 5 is lower than the one for question 

4. In the outgroup video group, the mean is the same for both questions (�̅� = 2,89). Finally, for 

the ingroup video group, the mean for question 4 is lower than for question 5.  

 

When measuring the maximum likelihood ratio chi-square test for these questions, it shows that 

the differences between the control group and the outgroup video group and the control group 

and ingroup video group are both significant for question 5, (X2 (4, n = 114) = 19,756, p<.01 

and X2 (4, n = 109) = 10,198, p<.05 resp.). When employing the post-hoc analysis to see which 

responses are significant, it is shown that, when comparing the control group and the outgroup 

member video, answer option 2 (dislike) is significantly higher and answer option 3 (neutral) 

significantly lower for the control group, as the z-value is 3.58 and -3.63 resp. As this is a 

comparison with the outgroup video group, option 2 is significantly lower and answer 3 is 

significantly higher in the outgroup video group, with a z-value of -3.58 and 3.63 resp. When 

comparing this result with the comparison between the control group and the ingroup video 

group, the same pattern can be found, however with different z-values. For the control group, 

the z-value for response 2 is 2 and for response 3 -2.4, with the opposite result for the ingroup 

video group.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

When considering the control group to be the opinion of secondary school students without any 

intervention, the differences in the trend can then be explained by the experiments. 

 

Figure 7: Question 4 Figure 8: Question 5 
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First, the trend in the control group is that the responses to question 5 are lower than for 

question 4, which can be explained by the discourse that has been dominant in the integration 

discourse. Everyone knows and wants to help asylum-seekers, as long as this does not happen 

in their own backyard (van Alphen et al., 2011). The same was apparent in the situation in Balk; 

the population knew that the asylum-seekers were in need of help and they wanted to help them, 

but they preferred to build the AZC outside the village (Redactie Weekbladen, 2015).  

 

The same can be seen in question 4 and 5, with the centre being in Balk, it does not come so 

close yet, as the students might not regularly go to the shops, so they will not meet asylum-

seekers there. Furthermore, they are below 18, so they do not go to the pubs yet, which is a 

different story for students that are above 18 years old. Nevertheless, when the question focuses 

on the asylum-seekers in the school, it comes closer to the students and they will give a more 

negative answer.  

 

When taking into consideration whether the students have been in direct contact, the mean of 

the people that have been in contact, is 6.7% higher than for people that have not been in contact 

in question 4, which is not a significant difference. However, when looking at this same 

difference in question 5, this difference is significant and the mean of the students that have 

been in contact is 12,9% higher. It is important to note that for both subgroups, the mean was 

lower in question 5. Therefore, the attitude towards asylum-seekers in Balk is more positive 

than the attitude towards asylum-seekers in the school, notwithstanding previous contact. 

 

Secondly, when looking at the outgroup video group, in which the outgroup member is 

not a student in the school, the mean between both questions does not differ. An explanation 

for this can be that the students, when watching this video, will get a clearer image of the 

students living in the asylum-seeker centre rather than in the school. They will then look at this 

asylum-seeker as being a representative of this outgroup; asylum-seekers in the AZC. In the 

introduction of the experiment, the outgroup video group was told that this asylum-seeker lives 

in Balk, which makes this group membership salient, which should make intergroup contact 

more effective according to Brown and Hewstone (2005). This way, they will have a better 

image of both groups, the asylum-seekers in the school and in the AZC, which makes them 

more positive towards both groups. The salience of group membership is an important condition 

to generalize the effects of the intergroup contact, which also makes it intergroup contact rather 
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than interpersonal contact (Dovidio, Gaertner and Kawakami, 2003; Brown and Hewstone, 

2005). 

 

Another perspective that can be taken in this case, is by looking at the conditions to reduce 

prejudice as developed by Williams; that the participant should not fit the stereotypic 

conceptions of this group (cited in Pettigrew, 2010, p. 469). The responses to question 22 can 

be seen as evidence that this participant is not a stereotypical asylum-seeker, an example being 

the response of one student:  

“I feel sorry for this man and for other people, because some people are good and 

will not break-in” (translation by the author)12 

 

This sentence includes that many people are bad by stating that only some people are good and 

that this man is one of the ‘good’ asylum-seekers. This also relates to the observation in the 

pilot phase, as has been outlined in the previous chapter. During these interviews, it was also 

mentioned that this person might be good, but that there are also a lot of asylum-seekers that 

are not good. 

 

When combining both explanations, they seem to contradict each other at first sight, because if 

the participant does not fit the stereotypic conceptions, it cannot be seen as a representative of 

its group. It might however be possible to combine these approaches in stating that the 

participant does not fit the stereotypic conceptions of being an asylum-seeker, but will be 

regarded as a representative of the asylum-seekers living in the AZC in Balk. If that is argued, 

then prejudice will be reduced and this effect will be generalized to the outgroup. This could 

then still explain the positive attitude of the students. 

 

When considering the previous contact experience, the people that have been in contact are 

slightly more positive in question 5, whereas this is the opposite for the people that have not 

engaged in contact before. The differences between the mean of students with previous contact 

is more positive than the people that have not had previous contact, the mean of the group that 

has engaged in previous contact being above option 3, the neutral option, meaning that they are 

more positive than neutral towards asylum-seekers. Therefore, when watching a video of an 

                                                           
12 “Ik vond het wel sneu voor die man en voor andere mensen, want sommige mensen zijn wel goed en gaan niet inbreken” 
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asylum-seeker, the attitude towards asylum-seekers becomes more positive, especially when 

the student has already engaged in previous contact. 

 

Thirdly, when looking at the ingroup video group, the group that watched the video of 

an ingroup member talking about engaging and bonding with asylum-seekers, the mean in 

question 5 (2,88) is higher than in question 4 (2,73), meaning that people are more positive 

towards asylum-seekers in the school than towards asylum-seekers in the asylum-seekers 

centre, which goes against the trend of the control group. A reason for this can be the narrative 

and nature of the video. The video is a form of extended contact, which, according to the 

extended contact theory, influences the ingroup members’ attitudes towards the outgroup. 

When looking at the narrative of the video, the ingroup member talks about the fact that we are 

all the same and that someone’s attitude will change as soon as one would engage in contact. 

These contact opportunities are more apparent in the school, which might explain why the 

attitude towards asylum-seekers is more positive than towards other asylum-seekers whom are 

living in the AZC.  

 

What is further important to look at, is that the friendship potential, as has been added to the 

intergroup contact theory by Pettigrew, is more apparent in the school than in the AZC, which 

can explain that they are more positive towards asylum-seekers in the school. 

 

Another way of explaining this trend is by looking at the effect of previous contact. The people 

that have engaged in contact, are 2.5% more negative towards asylum-seekers in the town than 

people that have not been in contact. Nevertheless, when looking at this effect within the 

attitude towards asylum-seekers in the school, this group is 5,7% more positive. Finally, the 

change in attitude is higher in the group that has engaged in previous contact, as this becomes 

10% more positive, whereas this effect in the group that has not engaged in previous contact is 

only 1,4%. 

 

5.5.2 Willingness to engage in contact 

The willingness to engage in contact can be related to the imaginary contact theory, in 

that it focuses on whether the respondent would be open for intergroup contact. Question 11, 

12 and 17 focus on the willingness to engage in contact, all in its own way.  Question 11 focuses 

on the willingness to participate in an after-school activity to meet asylum-seekers. Question 
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12 is about whether the students would agree to having asylum-seekers in their class after they 

have learned Dutch. Finally, question 17 is on whether they will engage in (more) contact in 

the future. All these questions have answers ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly 

agree). When looking at the graphs below, one can see that the mean of the outgroup video 

group is higher in questions 11 and 12. For question 11 however, the mean is below 2, meaning 

that many the respondents will not engage in contact if it were in an after-school activity. On 

the other hand, most students do respond favourably to question 12, meaning that they do not 

mind having asylum-seekers in their class once they learned the language. Question 17 is also 

interesting to look at, since the mean of all three groups is very close to each other, but the 

standard deviation differs a lot, with the ingroup video group having the smallest deviation, 

meaning that most of the answers are very close to the mean. The most positive answers overall 

can be found in the outgroup video group. 

 

When measuring the maximum likelihood ratio chi-square test on these question, it is shown 

that only question 11 is significant, X2 (3, n = 106) = 8,064, p<.05, between the control group 

and the ingroup video group. In the ingroup video group, option 2 is significantly higher and 

option 1 significantly lower than expected (z = 2,4 and z = -2,5 resp.). 

 

Figure 9: Question 11 Figure 10: Question 12 
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When looking at the trend of the means in all the 

groups, the attitude is least positive for the after-

school activity, then the contact in the future and 

the highest mean is found in question 12. Only 

for the after-school activity, the mean is below 2, 

meaning that the attitude is rather negative, as 

option 2 disagrees with the statement. A reason 

for this can be that the students do not want to 

commit their free time to meeting asylum-

seekers, but they do not mind spending their 

school time with asylum-seekers, as can be 

concluded by looking at question 12. The reason 

that they might not be positive in question 17, can be that they do not know how things are 

going. They are open for it, as the mean is just above 2, but they are unsure of what the future 

will hold and will therefore, not give an answer that is extremely positive. This question is also 

one of the question in to which respondents answered with two options (n=9); option 2 and 3, 

because they could not decide. 

 

For the outgroup video group, the mean is the highest for all the questions. When 

however making the distinction between students with and without previous contact, again, the 

students that have engaged in previous contact are more positive than the people that have not. 

Concerning the willingness for future contact, the difference between these groups is 19,5%, 

which is much higher than in the other two groups. An explanation for this big difference can 

be that, after watching the video, the students that have engaged in previous contact feel more 

the urge to do so again than the people that have not been in contact yet. The only concern here 

is that the people that have not engaged in previous contact and watched this video, are even 

more negative than the people in the control group or the ingroup video group that have not 

engaged in previous contact. As the theory provides no explanation for this, it is worth studying 

this in another study, with a larger sample. 

 

For the ingroup video group, the means are very similar to the ones of the outgroup 

video group, there is however a difference. The respondents that have engaged in intergroup 

contact are less positive regarding the after-school activities and future contact, but they are 

more positive about having them in their class compared to the respondents that have not been 

Figure 11: Question 17 
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in contact. The differences between these groups are however not significant and should be 

studied more elaborately in future research, but these results can possibly provide evidence that 

the nature of previous contact plays an important role. As this research was carried out under 

the assumption that most student have not been in contact with asylum-seekers, no question 

was included about the nature of the contact. The result that the people that have not been in 

contact are more positive about going to after-school activities and future contact, can be 

because the people that have not yet been in contact, but would like to (especially) after 

watching the video. They would therefore be more willing to put effort and energy into meeting 

them. The people that have been in contact have already had this experience and are therefore 

not so keen on putting effort into meeting asylum-seekers again. They are more positive about 

having them in their class, as this does not ask any additional effort from them.  

 

Furthermore, another explanation regarding the nature of the contact can also be that the 

previous contact that this group had, was not as positive as has been described in the video, 

therefore, they do not feel like engaging in more contact. It can be that the contact was either 

negative or that it did not change much for them. The third question in the questionnaire did 

focus on whether the previous contact has changed their opinion towards asylum-seekers, to 

which 54% replied that it did not change them, 38% replied that it changed their opinion 

somewhat and only 8% replied by saying that it did in fact change them. This still does not give 

an idea about the nature of the contact, but it can be concluded that, in most cases, it did not 

change their opinion significantly.  

 

Adding to this argument is the friendship potential that has been explained in the previous 

section. This can play a role in this argumentation, as the group without previous contact is 

more willing to invest their spare time in meeting asylum-seekers and are also more positive 

towards asylum-seekers in the school rather than in the AZC, the potential for friendship can be 

a very good indicator for this.  

Nonetheless, the ingroup video did influence the people that have not been in direct contact in 

that their willingness for future contact is almost equal to the opinion of people that have been 

in contact in the control group, meaning that the video can be believed to have the same effect 

regarding the willingness for future contact as for the people that have been in direct contact. 
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5.5.3 Equality 

When talking about equality, the Common Ingroup Identity Model comes into the 

discussion, as this model focuses on the belief that people’s attitudes will increase once they 

create a subordinate group, rather than when people are identified as part of different groups. 

Both question 8 and 16 focus on equality, however, these questions are both measured on a 

different scale. Question 8 focuses on whether there are similarities between the respondents 

and asylum-seekers. The answers are the following: 1 (no, we are completely different), 2 (yes, 

but more differences than similarities), 3 (yes, more similarities than differences) and 4 (yes, 

many similarities, as we are all humans). Option 4 includes this subordinate group, by stating 

that everyone is a human, which is a subordinate group. Question 16 focuses on equal 

opportunities by stating that every person in the Netherlands, also asylum-seekers, should have 

equal opportunities, with answers ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). In 

the figures below, one can find that the ingroup video group has the highest mean and the lowest 

standard deviation for question 8, meaning that the average is higher and that more people 

choose this answer. When looking at the results of question 16, the outgroup video group has 

the highest mean with the lowest standard deviation. 

 

When measuring the chi-square test on these data, it shows that, for question 16, the difference 

between the control group and the outgroup video group is significant, X2  (3, n = 112) = 11,681, 

p<.01, and that question 8 is significant for the control group and the ingroup video group, X2 

(3, n = 108) = 12,938, p<.01. The significant response in question 16, is that answer 2 is higher 

and answer 4 is lower than expected in the control group (z = 2,5 and z = -2,1 resp.). For question 

8, answer 1 is higher and answer 2 is lower than expected in the control group (z = 3,1 and z = 

-2,6 resp.). 

 

Figure 12: Question 8 Figure 13: Question 16 
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First, by looking at the control group in question 8, the answer that the respondents and 

asylum-seekers are completely different, is the dominant answer for that question. The 

frequency of this answer is much higher in the control group than in any other group. 

Nevertheless, the answer that we are all human and thus there are many similarities, is also 

represented within the answers. When looking at the group as a whole, all answers are 

represented and the standard deviation is very high, showing that many answers are far from 

the mean. When looking at the differences between students that have and have not been in 

contact, it is being shown that the mean of the people that have been in contact is 18,9% higher 

than for the students that have not been in contact. A possible conclusion that can be drawn 

from this, is that, once people engage in intergroup contact, they start to see the similarities 

between them and asylum-seekers. 

 

Secondly, the outgroup video group is more positive (2,36) than the control group 

(2,29), but less positive than in the ingroup video group (2,54) when it comes to question 8. 

This trend is different from all the above-mentioned questions in which the mean is either the 

same or higher than for the ingroup video group. As has been stated above, the students that 

watched this video, knew that this asylum-seeker was not a student, both because he has been 

introduced as a man living in the AZC and they have identified him as a ‘man’ rather than 

‘jongen’ in the discourse in question 2213. This might have been the reason that the students did 

not completely identify with this asylum-seeker, as he is in a different stage in life.  

 

Another element to this explanation can be found by looking at the effect of previous contact, 

as this shows that the people that have been in contact and watched this video are more positive 

towards asylum-seekers than the people in the control group that have been in contact. 

Therefore, it can be stated that the video does have an impact on those that have engaged in 

previous contact. When looking at the people that have not been in contact, the mean is lower 

in the outgroup video group than in the control group, which is only the case in this question 

and in question 17, the willingness to engage in future contact. One explanation could be that 

this video shows even more that there are many differences between students and asylum-

seekers, which makes them more reluctant to engage in contact as before they watched the 

video.  

 

                                                           
13 In the Dutch language, the word ‘man’ implies that it is an adult, whereas the students will describe fellow male students as 

‘jongen’. 
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When looking at the statement that everyone should have equal opportunities (question 16), the 

most positive attitude can be found in the outgroup video group. When again making a 

distinction between students with and without previous contact, it becomes apparent that the 

mean for people that have engaged in previous contact is 9,5% higher than for the people that 

have not engaged in contact. Even though the students might not agree that there are similarities, 

they still agree on the fact that everyone deserves equal opportunities. When comparing this 

group to the control group, the responses to question 16 are significantly different; within the 

outgroup video group, people are significantly more positive than in the control group. As this 

difference is significant, it can be concluded that the video changes the attitude of respondents 

towards equal opportunities, even though the respondents might not perceive asylum-seekers 

as being similar to them. This can be since this video triggers an emotion, which makes that the 

students feel that they should have equal opportunities. This emotion can be further elaborated 

by looking at the answers to question 22 in which 46% of the responses included some form of 

emotion, in most of these cases, they felt sorry for the asylum-seeker in the video, which can 

give an explanation to the fact the responses to the question of equal opportunities is so high. 

To conclude, when looking at equality and equal opportunities, the video shown in the outgroup 

video group has the biggest impact on people that have been in contact before. 

 

When looking at the ingroup video group regarding equality and equal opportunities, it 

is being shown that especially when it comes to equality, the mean of this group is very high. 

The participants in the ingroup video group were more likely to hold a positive attitude towards 

equality than the participants in the control group and the outgroup video group. The reason for 

this can, most likely, be found in the narrative of the video, as the ingroup member in this video 

stresses upon the fact that we are all human. According to Schellhaas and Dovidio (2016, p. 

11), this is exactly the critique against the common ingroup identity model, ingroup members 

are more likely to stress upon the equality between them, whereas the outgroup members would 

be more in favour of a dual identity. Nevertheless, this seems to be highly effective regarding 

the attitude towards asylum-seekers on this issue. The mean is higher than in any of the other 

groups. When looking at the distinction between people that have and have not been in contact 

before, the mean of the group that has not been in contact is higher than for the people that have 

been in contact. For the group that has been in contact, the mean is even slightly below the 

students that have been in contact in the control group. This again adds to the conclusion that 

this video does not impact the students that have engaged in previous contact.  
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When looking at the statement on equal opportunities, there is no real difference between the 

students that have and have not been in contact, meaning that, after watching the videos, the 

attitude towards equal opportunities for everyone will be positive regardless of whether they 

have had previous contact. It is however above the mean of the control group, which means that 

the video does have an impact, but that it generally affects every student in the same way. 

 

5.5.4 Extended contact 

There is just one question (question 15) that focuses on the extended contact theory, but 

it also applies to the ingroup video. Question 15 is the statement that the respondent does not 

mind if its friends engage in contact with asylum-seekers. The answers to this question also 

range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 

(strongly agree). Concerning the ingroup 

video, this is a perfect example of extended 

contact. In the figure, it can be seen that the 

mean of the outgroup video group is a lot 

higher than that of the other groups. The 

standard deviation is however not lower than 

that of the ingroup video group, meaning that 

the variation in the answers is bigger in the 

outgroup video group, which is because in 

the outgroup video group, there are more 

people that answered 4 (strongly agree).  

 

First, when considering the situation in the control group, most of the students do not 

mind if their friend was to engage in contact with asylum-seekers. This is an aspect of the 

extended contact hypothesis in that this question focuses on learning about intergroup 

interaction as a result of an ingroup member having an outgroup friend. An explanation for this 

high mean is that students might not mind other people engaging in intergroup contact as it is 

still far away from the respondent. Research has been conducted on a first-person and a third 

person perspective within the imaginary contact theory, in which it was concluded that people 

are more likely to change their attitude positively if they imagine intergroup contact from a 

third-person perspective than from a first-person perspective (Crisp and Husnu, 2011). When 

comparing the results from this question with those of question 17, which is based on a first-

Figure 14: Question 15 
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person perspective, this question has been responded to much more positively, which seems to 

confirm the above-mentioned theory. 

 

The difference between the students that have and have not been in direct contact is 5,8% for 

students that have been in contact. This can possibly be explained by the situation that people 

that have been in contact have at least an image of asylum-seekers and therefore, they do not 

mind if their friends make contact with them. 

 

When looking at this question for the outgroup video group, it is being shown that the 

mean is a lot higher than in the other groups, because answer option 4 has been used much more 

than in other groups. A negative answer has only been given in 5% of the cases. When also 

comparing the means for the students that have and have not been in contact with asylum-

seekers, there is no big difference in this trend compared to the control group. Therefore, 

extended contact has been perceived more positively after watching the video, regardless of 

previous contact experience, which is a new perspective towards the theory, as Dhont and van 

Hiel (2011) argue that extended contact works better for people that have not been in contact 

than for people that have already engaged in direct contact. Therefore, there is some evidence 

to believe that in many of the questions in this research, the outgroup video can have the same 

result as direct contact. The reason for this being that the responses of the people that have not 

been in contact in the outgroup video group is the same or more positive in 29% of the cases. 

For the other 71%, it is still close to the responses of the people that have been in contact in the 

control group. 

 

Finally, when looking at the ingroup video group, a significant difference would have 

been expected, as both the video and the question focus on extended contact, which is however 

not the case. It is still slightly above the mean of the control group, especially for the people 

that have not engaged in contact, but there is no significant difference. Even though in the 

introduction to every student in this group it has been told that she was living in Balk, which 

makes her an ingroup member, it can be that it was not perceived in such a way. A final 

explanation could be that this effect would have been stronger if the students knew the ingroup 

member, meaning that the ingroup member would be in closer relationship with the students as 

has been concluded by Cameron et al. (2011), Eller et al. (2012) and Tausch et al. (2011). 

 



54 
 

5.5.5 Threat in general 

When skipping over to the negative aspects of the theory, the third hypothesis will be 

examined. There are five questions that are related to the integrated threat theory, two are about 

threat in general, two about realistic threat and the final question focuses on intergroup anxiety.  

 

Question 6 asks whether the respondents feel safe in Balk, with the answers being 1 (yes), 2 

(yes, but not at night) and 3 (no). Question 9 states that if the respondent sees a group of people 

that speak a different language, they will walk away quickly, with the answers ranging from 1 

(strongly agree) to 4 (strongly disagree). In the figures below, the results from question 6 and 9 

are presented. Question 6 focuses on whether people feel safe in Balk, for which most people 

answer that they do feel safe, although this feeling of safety does not always apply to the 

evenings. Even though it seems that the students in the ingroup video group feel safer, this 

effect does not necessarily imply that the video has an effect. 

For question 9, the outgroup video group has the highest mean and the lowest standard 

deviation. This result means that the majority of the people will not walk away quickly when 

they see a group of people that speak a different language. It also seems that there is a clear 

difference between the groups. The dominant answer in the control group is option 2, meaning 

that the students in this group would walk away quickly if they see a group of people that speak 

a different language.  

 

This question was added to the questionnaire because of the semi-structured interviews in the 

pilot phase. All the adults living in Balk, that participated in this interview, mentioned this same 

aspect. It does however seem that the students do not feel threatened as much as the adults do. 
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Figure 16: Question 9 
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However, 55% of the students in the control group respond negatively to this statement, while 

only 39% and 49% do so in the outgroup video group and the ingroup video group respectively.  

 

To explain this difference, it is important to look at the difference between the people that have 

and have not been in contact. The responses for the people that have been in contact are more 

positive than for those that have not been in contact. This same trend is being found within the 

outgroup video group. Especially for the people that have not been in contact, the responses are 

much more positive in the outgroup video group than for the students that have not been in 

contact in the control group. This can mean that the video gives the students that have not been 

in contact a clearer image of asylum-seekers, which makes them less negative towards this 

group. As the people that have been in contact already have an image of an asylum-seeker, this 

might not change their attitude that drastically anymore.  

 

Finally, when looking at the ingroup video group, this trend is exactly the opposite. The 

people that have not been in contact give even more positive answers than the people who have 

been in contact. The attitude for the people who have been in contact is even lower than for 

those in the control group, which would suggest that those people become more negative after 

watching this video, which is highly unlikely, therefore, there should be another explanation. 

However, as the nature of the contact is unknown, there is no conclusion that can be drawn 

from this. Further research is needed to explain this attitude.  

 

5.5.6 Realistic threat 

When looking at the different aspects of the integrated threat theory, realistic threat is 

one of them. When this is apparent, it means that the outgroup poses a threat to the existence of 

the ingroup. The questions related to this concern economic (question 13) and security threats 

(question 14). Question 13 states that asylum-seekers come to the Netherlands to profit from 

the country’s wealth, with answers ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 4 (strongly disagree). 

Question 14 states that there have been many more incidents since the asylum-seekers centre 

has been built, with answers ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 4 (strongly disagree).  

 

In the figures below, the results from both questions have been presented. In this case, the mean 

of question 13 is higher in the ingroup video group, meaning that this group disagrees more 

strongly with the statement that asylum-seekers come to the Netherlands to profit from its 
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wealth. The maximum likelihood ratio chi-square test tells us that, for this question, the 

difference between the control group and ingroup video group is significant, X2 (3, n = 104) = 

9,796, p<.05. When looking at question 14, the mean is the highest for the outgroup video 

group, the dominant opinion however still being that there have been more incidents since the 

AZC seekers centre has been built. For this question, the differences between the control group 

and the outgroup video group are significant, X2  (3, n = 110) = 9,391, p<.05. 

 

When looking at the economic threat, it can be shown that most students in every group agree 

that asylum-seekers do not come here to profit from the wealth. The highest mean can be found 

in the ingroup video group, which could lead to the conclusion that this video did indeed impact 

the students. After watching the video, students are more positive towards asylum-seekers in 

that 86% of the people respond positively, of which 36% responds extremely positive, which is 

the highest percentage across all groups.  

 

What is interesting to note is that there is no difference between having contact or not, whereas 

the differences between these two subgroups in the control group and the outgroup video group 

is significant at the 95% level. As there is no difference between the two subgroups in the 

ingroup video group, it can be concluded that this video establishes an even stronger effect for 

people that have not been in contact, as the attitude is even more positive than for people in the 

control group that have been in contact. When looking at this significance in the control group 

and the outgroup video group, this can be explained by the fact that having contact will give 

asylum-seekers a ‘face’, so that they will become more positive towards them, notwithstanding 

previous contact.  
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When considering the security threat that asylum-seekers may pose according to some people, 

it can be noted that both videos also have an impact here, as the average mean is higher for both 

other groups. The trend that occurs in the control group is that the people that have been in 

contact are more positive concerning security threat than people that have not been in contact, 

but this difference is not extreme. 

 

When also taking into consideration the ingroup video group regarding the security threat, this 

trend is different, as the group without previous contact responds more positive than the group 

with previous contact. In this group, the group with previous contact is equal to this group in 

the control group, whereas the group without previous contact is like this subgroup in the 

outgroup video group. It can therefore be concluded that, in the ingroup video group, the video 

does not make a difference for people that have been in contact already, but for the people that 

have not been in contact, both videos affect the attitude to a similar extent.  

 

5.5.7 Intergroup anxiety 

There is just one question left that 

relates to the internal anxiety, which is 

question 10. This question states that other 

students will talk about the respondent if it 

was to engage in contact with an asylum-

seeker. These answers range from 1 (strongly 

agree) to 4 (strongly disagree). The outgroup 

video group shows the most positive mean 

by disagreeing that they think people will 

talk about them if they were to engage in 

contact with an asylum-seeker. The answers 

from the control group and 3 are however less 

positive.  

 

When looking at the graph, it can already be seen that the mean of the ingroup video group is 

lower than in both other groups. This can partly be explained by dividing the group into two 

groups regarding previous contact. The mean for the people that have not engaged in contact, 

is much higher than for the people that have previously engaged in contact, this being even 

Figure 19: Question 10 
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higher than in any other group. When thinking about this effect because of the video, it can be 

argued that the video talks about the fact that asylum-seekers are equal and that it would be 

good for everyone to engage in contact with asylum-seekers, it can be that these students felt 

that it is safe to engage in contact with asylum-seekers, because they know that another ingroup 

member has done it who has only positive experiences to tell.  

 

The reason for the lower mean in the group that has engaged in previous contact can, again, be 

that they did not experience the intergroup contact the way the video described it and might 

even have felt that other students gossiped about them. As the other two groups did not watch 

the video from the ingroup member they do not know what the experience from this ingroup 

member was and therefore, they cannot confirm nor deny this experience. Therefore, they only 

respond to this question in the way they perceived their previous contact and do not compare it 

with anyone else’s experience, which might otherwise rate their own experience down. 

  

In theory, this question is however related to question 15 (extended contact), in that question 

10 focuses on others talking about them if they were to engage in contact, which is a first-person 

perspective, whereas question 15 focuses on their reaction towards their friends if they were to 

engage in contact, which is more a third-person perspective. As both statements focus on a 

different point of perspective, the theory it belongs to changes.  

 

When comparing the results from question 10 with those of question 15, the mean from the 

control group did not differ much, whereas the mean from the outgroup video group and the 

ingroup video group was higher in question 15 than in question 10, meaning that the third-

person perspective is perceived as more positive than the first-person perspective, which 

confirms the theory. 

 

5.5.8 Symbolic threat 

Even though there is no question related to this aspect of threat, it has still been 

mentioned in the open question. And even though it was not mentioned that often, it is still 

important to point it out, as the question only asked their opinion about the video and they were 

free to answer anything. Some answered by stating that they are happy for this one man, but 

that it should stop there, which is an element of symbolic threat. Another answer included that 
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this student was afraid that the Dutch culture would get lost, because of the overflowing number 

of asylum-seekers that are coming to the Netherlands.  

  

5.6 Conclusion 

When looking at the different aspects of the theory, it can be concluded that the outgroup 

member video improves students’ attitudes towards asylum-seekers for all the different aspects 

of the theory that have been discussed. This effect is however stronger for the people that have 

engaged in contact than for those that have not. Regarding the ingroup member video, this video 

improves the attitude in all but two categories. These categories being the general attitude 

towards asylum-seekers in the AZC and the situation that other people will gossip about them 

if they were to engage in contact. However, for these and the majority of the other categories, 

the group that has not engaged in intergroup contact is more positive than the group that has 

engaged in previous intergroup contact. This is in accordance with what the extended contact 

theory, and the other forms of indirect contact, state. 

 

The outgroup video impacts both groups, but the effect seems to be stronger for the people that 

have engaged in direct contact, as this attitude is higher. Nevertheless, when including the 

difference between the people that have and have not engaged in contact, it can be shown that 

in 62% of the cases, this difference is lower than in the control group. This means that the group 

without previous contact increased more than the group that has engaged in intergroup contact. 

To conclude, the outgroup video has, at first sight, a strong impact on the people with previous 

contact, but when compared to the people without previous contact, the effect on the latter group 

is even stronger. Thus, the outgroup video is in accordance with the indirect contact theory as 

well. It does however not fit in the existing approaches in this theory and therefore, it should be 

the basis of a new approach to the theory. 

 

To apply these videos in a real-life situation for improving students’ attitudes towards asylum 

seekers or other outgroup members, there is a way to make it most effective. Within a secondary 

school, it would be best to first show the students a video of an ingroup member talking about 

engaging in contact with an outgroup member, the best results will be achieved if this ingroup 

member is known to the students. After watching this video, the students that are willing to 

engage in intergroup contact should do so. For the students that have engaged in this contact, it 
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will be even more effective if they watch a video of an outgroup member after this contact. 

There is reason to assume that this will be most effective in improving the students’ attitudes. 

 

This conclusion contributes to the research of Bandura (cited in Mazziotta, Mummendey and 

Wright, 2011, p. 258), in that he concludes that the observers of a video need motivational 

incentives before changing their behaviour, meaning that the outcome of the behaviour change 

must lead to positive rather than negative outcomes. If the ingroup watches the ingroup video 

as first, they already know that the outcome is positive, which makes it more likely that 

behaviour change will occur after watching the outgroup video. 
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6. Main conclusions 

 

The additional research questions will first be answered in four subsections, after which 

the main research question will be answered. 

 

6.1 Attitude change because of the experiment 

When looking at the change in attitude of the students because of the videos, it is useful 

to look at the differences in the means of the groups. In most questions, the outgroup video 

group has the most positive attitude, but in some cases, this is equal to the ingroup video group. 

Therefore, it can be said that both videos do have an impact, with the video of the asylum-

seeker having more impact than the video of the ingroup member. As these videos can be seen 

as a form of indirect contact, this means that the second hypothesis holds. And as threat has 

also been reduced, one element of the third hypothesis also holds. Thus it can be argued that 

videos can contribute to a change in attitude, which has not (yet) been included in the original 

theory, but should be considered. Furthermore, the original theory mostly focuses on the 

perspective of the ingroup and on other ingroup members having engaged in contact, but this 

experiment shows that the outgroup perspective has more effect. This perspective has not been 

given as much attention as might be needed. 

 

6.2 Attitude change because of previous contact 

To see the result of the difference in attitude because of previous contact, the results 

from the control group must be looked at. When looking at this group, it can be concluded that 

the attitude of the people that have been in contact is always more positive than the people that 

have not been in contact. Even though this difference is not significant at a 95% level in many 

of the questions, the trend exists that these students are more positive on any topic and thus, the 

first hypothesis holds. Also the third hypothesis holds, as direct contact reduces threat. This 

thus confirms the original theory. 

 

6.3 Results based on the experiment and previous contact 

When comparing the two previous sections, the differences between the impact of the 

video and the impact of previous contact will be combined. When looking at the outgroup video, 

the people who have engaged in intergroup contact are more positive in almost all the questions. 
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However, when comparing the percentage change between contact and no contact in both 

groups, it is being shown that the difference between contact and no contact is bigger in the 

control group. This can therefore give evidence that the people that have not been in contact are 

more impacted by the video than the people that have been in contact before. 

 

When looking at the ingroup video, in most cases, the people that have not been in contact 

answer more positively than the people that have been in contact before. It can thus be 

concluded that this video impacts the people that have not been in contact more than the people 

that have engaged in intergroup contact, which is in accordance with the extended contact 

theory as discussed by Dhont and van Hiel (2011). 

 

It can thus be concluded that both videos impact the people who have not been in contact more 

than the people who have had previous intergroup experience. The difference between the 

videos being that the outgroup video still has a significant impact on the people that have been 

in contact before, while the video of the ingroup member has a weaker impact on this group. 

The perspective of the outgroup member has not been addressed by the original theory, so this 

cannot be confirmed nor denied, it can however show the importance of this perspective. 

 

6.4 Results based on the narrative of the videos 

The final question focuses on whether the effect of the change in attitude can be 

attributed to the narrative of the videos, for which the video of the ingroup member gives strong 

evidence. This video states for example that we are all human and that we are all equal, which 

can also be shown in the results, as this group shows the most positive answers when analysing 

the responses to this question. Therefore, there is reason to believe that the narrative of this 

video does impact the outcome of the study. 

 

In the outgroup video, the narrative of the video did not seem to be as influential as for the 

ingroup video, but it still had an impact. An example of when the narrative might have had an 

impact on the attitude is when looking at equality, as the respondents do not seem to identify 

with the outgroup member, possibly partly due to the age differences and the different stages in 

life they find themselves in. 
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6.5 The extent to which the attitude has changed 

Both because of previous contact and because of the experimental treatment, the attitude 

of students has changed. The video of the asylum-seekers has had the most impact on average. 

However, when differentiating between people who have engaged in intergroup contact and 

people who have not engaged in intergroup contact before, the most positive answers of the 

group of people that have not been in contact, are to be found in the ingroup video group, 

whereas the most positive answers of the group of people that have been in contact can be found 

in the outgroup video group.  

As mentioned before, it can thus be concluded that the video of the asylum-seeker has more 

impact on the people that have engaged in previous contact, however, when looking at it in 

comparison to the control group, the strongest effect can also be found for people who have not 

engaged in previous intergroup contact. 

It can also be concluded that the video of the ingroup member impacts the people that have not 

been in contact more than the people who have been in contact before. 

 

The first video cannot be seen as a(n) (established) form of indirect contact, but it is in 

accordance with the principles for indirect contact, as it is most effective if the people have not 

engaged in contact previously. Nevertheless, it does affect both the people that have and have 

not been in contact. As it differs from all the other forms, it can be added as a new aspect of the 

indirect intergroup contact in that it can also reduce prejudice and prepare people for future 

contact. 

 

Furthermore, according to this research, it can be said that both videos have an impact on 

different subgroups and they could therefore be used at different points in the integration 

process, in order to make the host societies more receptive and thereby, improves the integration 

process.  
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7. Recommendations and future research 

 

The main recommendation for improving integration according to this study would thus be 

to show the ingroup video before engaging in direct contact and the outgroup video after 

engaging in intergroup contact. The ingroup video can then be a first step in trying to make the 

population engaged in the issue. For example, in the case of Balk, there has been an information 

evening before the asylum-seekers centre was built, which would have been a good opportunity 

to show a video like this one. 

 

Nonetheless, further research needs to be done to show whether it also works in different 

circumstances, with a different population or with a different outgroup. Future research should 

also include the nature of previous contact. However, the first step is to conduct the exact same 

research on different groups, meaning that the same questionnaire, video, approach etc. should 

be used in order to see if the research also works for other groups, for example for adults. If this 

seems to be the case, the possibility of including the outgroup video as a new form of indirect 

contact should be researched further, as the other forms all focus on an ingroup perspective, so 

this would be a good addition to the theory. Finally, a last direction for future research is to 

conduct the research over a longer period of time, so that the duration of this improvement in 

attitude can be found. This can also show whether there is a difference in the effect of the video 

on people that were already positive or at least had an open mind and the people that were 

negative from the start.  
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Appendix 

 

Appendix 1: Background information of Balk 

 

Balk is a village which had a population of 3.865 on the first of January 2013 (Centraal 

Bureau voor de Statistiek, 2017). This village is in the North of the Netherlands, in a province 

called Friesland. Within this town, and the province in general, there are two languages that are 

being spoken; Frisian and Dutch. The village is especially popular in the summer months due 

to the canal that flows through the village and the lake that is close, which makes it an attractive 

destination for tourists that want to practice water sports.  

 

In a village like Balk, the legacy of pillarization can still be found. There are still two different 

churches, the catholic and the protestant church. This pillarization is also reflected in the 

primary schools in this village; there is a Christian school, a catholic school and a school that 

is not affiliated to religion, with the Christian being the biggest school. 

 

Even though Balk is a small village, it is the biggest one in the surrounding, with the next bigger 

village being about ten kilometres away. It is important to note that Balk is also the only place 

with a secondary school in the surrounding. This school is home to 322 students in total, being 

spread out in four different grades. The first to the third grade are divided into five different 

levels of education. For the two highest levels of education, you will have to transfer to another 

school after the third grade, which is twenty kilometres away. For the other three levels, one 

can complete the full studies in Balk and graduate after four years, thus, the fourth grade is 

divided in only three levels. As this is the only secondary school in the surrounding, many 

different backgrounds are likely to be included and not all the students have been grown up 

with the Christian values, even though the school is Christian. 

 

In September 2016, the population of Balk has been expanded by 300, due to the opening of an 

asylum seekers centre, which can host up to 500 asylum seekers, but which is not yet full (De 

Fryske Marren, 2016b). Most of the asylum seekers that are living in this centre come from 

Syria and Eritrea, but there are also people from Iran, Iraq, Sudan and Afghanistan. Over half 

of the asylum seekers are families, and, as the law in the Netherlands is that everyone below 

eighteen has to go to school, there are many children that need education. To solve this problem, 
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an international class has been opened in the Christian primary school, where children from 

four to twelve years will be taught Dutch and other classes (De Fryske Marren, 2016a). They 

will stay in this class until their level of Dutch is sufficient enough for them to follow classes 

in the regular primary school. The same concept has been applied to children between twelve 

and eighteen years old, who follow classes in the secondary school.  

 

Religion is important in this village, which is the same for some of the asylum seekers living 

there. For Christians, there are several opportunities where they can practice their religion, this 

is however not the case for Muslims and people that believe in other religions. Christians 

coming from Eritrea have their own service in one of the protestant church buildings, Christians 

from Iran and Afghanistan attend the regular service in the protestant church and Christians 

from Syria attend the catholic church (Vos, 2017). Some of the asylum seekers have even been 

baptized in the protestant church. In the local newspaper, it was stated that the high turn-out in 

this baptism service, has shown the involvement of the local population (Vos, 2017). Other 

activities the asylum seekers can go to include a Dutch language course in the protestant church, 

a children’s choir that has been set up for both local and asylum seeking children and sport 

clinics where asylum seekers can learn the basics of sports that are practiced in the Netherlands 

(Boersma and Mast, 2017). All these initiatives are civil society initiatives and have sometimes 

been set-up by just one person. 

 

A negative initiative that has been developed is the ‘Burgerwacht’, which is a civil patrol that 

is active during the weekends to make sure that there are no more incidents (Boersma and Mast, 

2017). It has been established after there were some incidents between asylum seekers and 

locals. This patrol has been established against the will of the mayor who would prefer to leave 

these matters to the police. The initiator of the patrol however told the local newspaper that it 

is still functioning and that they are not planning on quitting these patrols (Boersma and Mast, 

2017). To get an understanding of how this was perceived in the village, a question about this 

patrol was added to the questionnaire.  



72 
 

Appendix 2: Information sheet to participants 

 

2.1 How students see asylum seekers 

Since 2015, the number of asylum seekers coming to the Netherlands has increased 

significantly. On the national level, this led the extreme right party to gain more support. 

However, in the latest elections, the number of extreme right voters in Balk is about 4% below 

the national level. As the asylum seekers centre has been opened recently, this number was 

believed to be higher. As a result of these outcomes, Balk is a very interesting case to look at. 

The opinion of many people living in Balk have been represented in the elections, but how do 

students perceive asylum seekers? 

 

Since the asylum seeker centre has been opened, several aspects in Balk have changed. Next to 

the opportunity to meet people from different countries, this can also lead to negative aspects. 

In order to act upon this, it is important to know what the students think. This is what I want to 

find out in my Master’s thesis, which I am writing for the MSc Peace and Development Work 

at the Linnaeus University in Växjö, Sweden. However, as I want my research to have more 

relevance, I want to find out if Digital Storytelling has an effect on this perception. If that 

appears to be the case, this can be used in the future to make a society more receptive. 

 

For the Digital Storytelling I am looking for one or two asylum seekers that are willing to share 

their story, along with one or two local Dutch people that have been in contact with asylum 

seekers to share their experience. Digital Storytelling is a video in which you have the 

opportunity to share your story in a different way. It is a story for which you record the voice 

and then add pictures, either your own or online pictures, and music if you want. This video 

will then be shown to the students of the CSG Bogerman Balk. Participation in this project is 

voluntarily and anonymously. An example of a Digital Storytelling video I made for another 

course, please follow this link: https://vimeo.com/209547012.  

https://vimeo.com/209547012
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Appendix 3: Questionnaire CSG Bogerman Balk 

 

1. Have you ever had a conversation with an asylum seeker? 

a. Yes (go to Question 2) 

b. No 

2. (Only if you answered question 1 with ‘Yes’) Did this change your perception on asylum 

seekers? 

a. Yes 

b. Somewhat 

c. No 

3. (Only if you answered question 2 with ‘No’) Have you had the opportunity to talk to an 

asylum-seeker? 

a. Yes, but I did not want to 

b. No, but it would not have wanted it either 

c. No, unfortunately not 

4. What is your opinion about having an asylum seeker centre in Balk? 

a. Dislike very much 

b. Dislike 

c. Neutral 

d. Like 

e. Like very much 

5. What is your opinion about having asylum seekers in this school?  

a. Dislike very much 

b. Dislike 

c. Neutral 

d. Like 

e. Like very much 

6. Do you feel safe in Balk? 

a. Yes 

b. Only in daytime 

c. No 

7. Do you think the Burgerwacht makes the city safer? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

c. I don’t know what they do 

8. Do you think there are similarities between you and asylum seekers? 

a. Yes, a lot, because we are all human 

b. Yes, more similarities than differences 

c. Yes, but more differences 

d. No, we are completely different 

9. If I see a group of people that speak a different language, I will avoid them as much as 

possible. 

a. Strongly agree 

b. Agree 

c. Disagree 

d. Strongly disagree 

10. I think that other student will talk bad about me if I get into contact with an asylum seeker. 

a. Strongly agree 

b. Agree 

c. Disagree 

d. Strongly disagree 

11. If there would be an afterschool activity where I could meet asylum seekers, I would go.  

a. Strongly agree 

b. Agree 
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c. Disagree 

d. Strongly disagree 

12. After asylum seekers have learned the language, I have no problems with having them in my 

class. 

a. Strongly agree 

b. Agree 

c. Disagree 

d. Strongly disagree 

13. Asylum seekers are only here to profit from our wealth 

a. Strongly agree 

b. Agree 

c. Disagree 

d. Strongly disagree 

14. Since the opening of the asylum seekers centre, there have been many more incidents 

a. Strongly agree 

b. Agree 

c. Disagree 

d. Strongly disagree 

15. I do not mind if my friend are having contact with asylum seekers. 

a. Strongly agree 

b. Agree 

c. Disagree 

d. Strongly disagree 

16. All the people living in the Netherlands, also the asylum seekers, have to get equal chances. 

a. Strongly agree 

b. Agree 

c. Disagree 

d. Strongly disagree 

17. In the future I will make more contact with asylum seekers. 

a. Strongly agree 

b. Agree 

c. Disagree 

d. Strongly disagree 

18. Class:………..………..……………..…..………….…………………..…..………….……… 

19. Age:………..………..………..………..……………….………..…..………….…………….. 

20. Gender:………………………………………………………………………………………... 

21. Place of residence:………..………..………..………..………..………..…..………….……... 

22. What do you think about the video? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Thank you for your participation!  
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Appendix 4: Assumptions of a parametric test 

 

To find the right statistical tests for this research’s data, it has been researched whether the data 

meets the assumptions for a parametric test. The assumptions that have to be met in order to 

use parametric tests are the following:  

• the data should be normally distributed, 

• the variance should be homogeneous, meaning that the difference between the values 

should be similar across the various groups, 

• data should be measured on an interval scale, and  

• the data should be independent, this assumption is however different for all the tests and 

can thus not be assessed at this moment (Field, 2009, p. 133).  

 

4.1 Assessment of these assumptions 

First of all, normality can be calculated in SPSS by running the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test 

(Field, 2009, pp. 144-148). The criteria for normality is that the significance level (p) is above 

0.05, as this means that there is no deviation from normality (p. 146). As the outcome for this 

research is below 0.05 for all of the questions, it means that there is a significant difference 

between the results and the normal curve, meaning that the data is not normally distributed. 

Therefore, this assumption has been violated and the parametric test cannot be used in this 

research.  

The second assumption can be calculated in SPSS by using Levene’s test (Field, 2009, pp. 149-

152). The variance is the squared difference between all the data points and the mean and gives 

a measure of how spread out the data is (Field, 2009, p. 37). Only question 5 (the opinion of 

asylum seekers in the school) has a significance level that is below 0.05, meaning that the 

variance of question 5 is significant different in one of the groups compared to the other groups. 

Therefore, this assumption has been met in all but question 5. 

Furthermore, the third assumption has not been met, as the level of measurement has been 

outlined the ‘data analysis’-section and this does not include the interval scale.  

 

To conclude, as the first and the third criteria have not been met, the parametric tests will not 

apply to this research. Therefore, the non-parametric tests will be used in this research.  
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Appendix 5: Non-parametric tests to compare groups 

 

There are several non-parametric tests to compare groups, examples of these being the Mann-

Whitney U Test, the Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test and the Kruskal-Wallis Test. However, as 

with the parametric tests, there are different assumptions for all of these tests, which all have to 

be met to be able to use these tests. For the Mann-Whitney U Test, these assumptions are the 

following (Laerd Statistics, 2013b):  

- the dependent variable should be on an ordinal or continuous level and the 

independent variable should consist of two categorical groups, which is the case, 

so this assumption has been met. 

- observations should be independent, which is also the case, so also this 

assumption has been met. 

- the variables should be not normally distributed, but the two distributions should 

have the same shape, which is not the case in the current research. Therefore, 

this assumption has been violated, resulting in the situation that this test cannot 

be used. 

The Kruskal-Wallis Test has exactly the same assumptions, so this test is not applicable either 

(Laerd Statistics, 2013a). Finally, the Wilcoxon Signed Rank assumes a dependent variable that 

is ordinal or continuous and an independent variable that consists of two categorical groups, 

this being different conditions or different points in time (Laerd Statistics, 2013c). As this 

research works with three different groups, the Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test cannot be applied 

either. Other tests to compare groups, like the McNemar’s test and the Cochran’s test are not 

applicable either, as this involves data from different points in time, which cannot be used in a 

post test-only research (Pallant, 2010, pp. 213-238).   
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Appendix 6: Quality criteria 

 

6.1 Reliability 

Reliability is concerned with the question whether the study is repeatable, meaning that the 

measures are consistent (Bryman, 2016, p. 41). The study is repeatable, but the outcome might 

be different if the research was to be repeated, since direct contact can happen at any point in 

the students’ lives, which changes their attitudes. Nevertheless, the measures are consistent and 

thus the research can be seen as being reliable. 

 

6.2 Replication 

Replication focuses on whether a study is replicable, meaning that the procedures have to be 

spelled out in detail in order for other researchers to be able to replicate the research to another 

dataset (Bryman, 2016, p. 41). The procedures have been spelled out in detail, which makes 

that the research can be replicated to another dataset. However, as the research shows that the 

narrative of the video also plays a role, the same video should be used when replicating the 

study, as another video might lead to different results. 

 

6.3 Validity 

Validity refers to “the extent to which a measure adequately represents the underlying construct 

that it is supposed to measure” (Bhattacherjee, 2012, p. 58). There are five types of validity that 

can be tested; measurement, internal, external, ecological and inferential validity (Bryman, 

2016). 

 

A first aspect of validity is measurement validity, which is concerned with whether the 

measures actually measure the dependent variable (Bryman, 2016, p. 41). The questions in the 

questionnaire have all been based upon the chosen theories and, as all the theories focus on a 

change in attitudes, the measure can be regarded as having measurement validity. 

With internal validity, it will be measured whether a causal relationship holds or not (Bryman, 

2016, p. 41). Research that follows the experimental design is usually considered to be high in 

internal validity, especially the laboratory experiments, as randomization is easier to establish 

in these cases. As the current research is a laboratory experiment, the research can be believed 

to have internal reliability. Furthermore, the research identifies several extraneous variables and 

controls for those, which adds even more to the internal validity (Bhattacherjee, 2012, p. 39).  
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The third element is external validity, which relates to the question of generalizability, whether 

it is possible to generalize the outcome beyond the study (Bryman, 2016, p. 42). It is being 

mentioned that laboratory experiments are weaker in external validity than field experiments, 

as the laboratory experiment can control certain for certain external variables, which influences 

the real-life setting of the experiment (Bhattacherjee, 2012, p. 39). 

Additionally, also the question of whether the results of the study can be extended in people’s 

everyday life, which is called ecological validity, which can be regarded as a form of external 

validity (Bryman, 2016, p. 42). The results can be used in people’s everyday life to improve 

integration. 

The final element is inferential validity, which is concerned with the question whether the 

research design and the findings match (Bryman, 2016, p. 42). In this research, the experimental 

design has been used to get to the findings, thus inferential validity holds for this research.  
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Appendix 7: Consent form 

 

 

‘Creating indirect contact’: a Digital Storytelling project in Balk 

 

Consent form  

I have been asked to take part in the above project. 

By signing this form, I confirm the following: 

• I have read the information sheet and the purpose of the project has been explained to me. 

• I consent to be photographed and/or filmed and/or recorded for the project. 

• I understand that when I take part in filming I will have the opportunity to decide how my contribution 

will be used in the final edit. 

• I understand that the use of the film will be determined collaboratively and that this use may include (but 

may not be limited to) print, CD-ROM and the World Wide Web. 

• I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I can withdraw at any time without giving a reason 

and without penalty. I can withdraw my contribution from the project at any point up to the end of the 

workshop by informing a member of the project team that I no longer want to participate. If I withdraw, 

I can request that any information I have previously given is not used by the project. 

• I understand that I may be asked if I would like to be interviewed about my experiences of teaching and 

of making this film. My participation in these interviews is also voluntary. I can choose not to answer 

certain interview questions without giving a reason and without penalty. I understand that interviews will 

be recorded using a digital audio device. 

• I understand that the information given by me in these interviews might be used in reports, publications 

and presentations. 

• I understand that the student will be making notes about the film-making process in order to improve their 

ability to do this kind of work in the future, and that I will not be identified as an individual in these notes. 

• I have been given the opportunity to ask questions. 

• I agree to participate in the project as outlined to me. 

Name: …………………………………………………………………………………… 

Signature: ……………………………………………………………………………….. 

Date: ..…………………………………………………………………………………… 

Please sign two copies of this form, one copy is for you to keep.  
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Appendix 8: Characteristics of the sample per group 
 

The figures presented below demonstrate the characteristics of the sample, as mentioned in 

chapter 5.3, per group. The number in all of the figures are in percentages. 

 

8.1 Gender 

 
 

8.2 Previous contact 

 
 

8.3 Place of residence 
 

 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

Control group Outgroup video group Ingroup video group

Gender

Male Female NI

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Control group

Outgroup video group

Ingroup video group

Previous contact

Yes No

0

10

20

30

40

50

Control group Outgroup video group Ingroup video group

Distribution of the sample by group

1 2 3 4 5 NI



81 
 

 

8.4 Year of education 

 
 

8.5 Level of education 
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