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ABSTRACT

Immigrants often speak languages that natives do not understand, leading to intentional
or inadvertent ostracism, which in turn may increase perceptions of threat. For example,
English language participants excluded from a conversation in Spanish report more
negative reactions than participants excluded in English (Hitlan, Kelly, & Zarate, 2010).
Integrated threat theory (ITT) suggests that there are four threats that lead to prejudice
toward outgroups such as immigrants: realistic threat, symbolic threat, intergroup
anxiety, and negative stereotypes (Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999). The current
study expanded upon prior research by ostracizing participants in English, Spanish, or
Arabic and then measuring participants’ attitudes toward immigrants using measures of
these four ITT concepts.

Further, the personality trait of social dominance orientation (SDO) correlates
with unfavorable attitudes toward immigrants (Esses, Jackson, & Armstrong, 1998).
People high in SDO want their social group to dominate and subordinate groups they
consider inferior, so they may be particularly bothered by language-based ostracism. In
this study, I also examined whether SDO moderated the effects of ostracism in situations
where participants were ostracized. Eighty-five college students participated in a
computer-based chat with a confederate posing as two other participants. Each participant
was randomly assigned to one of four conditions: Spanish-language exclusion, Arabic-
language exclusion, English-language exclusion, or English-language inclusion (control
group). Excluded participants reported feeling less accepted than included participants.

Furthermore, participants in the Spanish and Arabic exclusion conditions reported feeling



less accepted than the participants in the English exclusion condition. Unexpectedly,
language-based exclusion did not affect attitudes toward immigrants and the effects were
not moderated by SDO. However, participants who were higher in SDO reported greater
realistic threat, symbolic threat, and negative stereotypes. Although language-based
exclusion decreases feelings of acceptance, it may not change or create negative attitudes

toward immigrant populations.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The 1965 Immigration and Nationality Act lifted the ban on race as a criterion for
immigration in the United States. This act relaxed immigration policies, resulting in a
shift away from European immigrants, with 80 percent of the current foreign-born
population from Latin America or Asia (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010b). With a fertility
decline in the United States, immigration is now the primary factor contributing to
population growth (Kurien, 2005). Foreign-born residents comprise 38.1 million or 12.6
percent of the population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010b), and one in five births in the
United States now occur to foreign-born women (Bean & Stevens, 2003). The shift in
countries of origin of immigrants and increase in births of Hispanic residents has resulted
in increased racial and ethnic diversity, with a decrease in the proportion of the total U.S.
population of non-Hispanic Whites (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010b).

Immigration often benefits both the immigrant group and the host country yet it is a
source of economic and social concern of many in the host country (Stephan, Ybarra,
Martinez, Schwarzwald, & Tur-Kaspa, 1998). For example, this concern has led to a
recent bill in the state of Arizona (which borders Mexico) to enact stricter measures to
identify, prosecute, and deport undocumented immigrants. The reaction to the Arizona
immigration bill has resulted in nationwide demonstrations both supporting and
condemning the bill, heavy media coverage, and reignited debates on immigration reform

in the United States (Archibold, 2010).



In the state of lowa where this study was conducted, immigrants and refugees come
to the state for jobs in meatpacking and agriculture and are attracted to the low cost of
living. Between 1990 and 2005, two-thirds of the state’s population growth was due to
immigration (Grey, 2006). Latinos are the state’s fastest growing population (Grey,
2006). In addition, raids at lowa meat-packing plants by federal immigration agents in
2006 and 2008 put Iowa and illegal immigration issues in the national media (Hsu, 2008;
Perkins, 2006).

With the current influx of immigrants and bi-lingual speakers in the community and
workplace, scientific research on attitudes toward immigrant populations is needed. As
communities merge, the different languages spoken can create miscommunication and
misperceptions. When someone is excluded in a language he or she does not speak, this
exclusion can lead to negative feelings. In this study, I will examine whether these
negative feelings can lead to prejudice and feelings of threat toward immigrant
populations. In this literature review, I first cover prejudice and integrated threat theory,
then I discuss ostracism and language-based exclusion, concluding with the personality
measure of social dominance orientation and the research purpose.

Prejudice

A negative social effect of immigration is prejudice toward immigrants from
citizens from the host country (Stephan et al., 1998). Prejudice is a negative feeling
toward a person based on his/her group membership. The negative feelings can be created
by emotional association, from the need to justify behavior, or from negative beliefs

(Bushman & Baumeister, 1998). People classify themselves within various ingroups



based on age, race, sex, and other affiliations. Ingroups are evaluated more positively
than outgroups and outgroups are seen as a form of social competition (Stets & Burke,
2000). Native residents of a host country see immigrants as an outgroup and those
negative feelings (threats) can create feelings of prejudice.

There are many theories on the causes of prejudice. Duckitt (1992) offers a four
level model of factors: genetic and evolutionary predispositions; societal, organizational,
and intergroup patterns; social influence; and personal differences in susceptibility. The
genetic factors suggest that feelings of prejudice are inborn in our personalities.
According to evolutionary theory, people who were choosy about the groups that they
affiliated with were more likely to survive and procreate than individuals who were
indiscriminate (Kurzban & Leary, 2001). Thus, a genetic predisposition evolved into
prejudice. Societal, organizational, and intergroup patterns of contact and norms, such as
laws, regulations, and norms of segregation, maintain the power of dominant groups over
subordinate ones (Clark, 1991; Duckitt, 1992; Yinger, 1976). Social influence creates
feelings of prejudice through group and interpersonal interactions from the mass media,
the education system, and work organizations (Esmail & Everington, 1993; Duckitt,
1992). Personality and societal factors make an individual susceptible to prejudiced
messages and attitudes. Sources of prejudice toward outgroups can also be rooted in
people’s emotional needs and inner conflicts (Duckitt, 1992; Sniderman, Peri, de
Figueiredo, Jr., & Piazza, 2002).

Prejudice toward immigrants in particular can be explained by societal,

organizational, and intergroup patterns. An individual’s self-concept is derived from



perceived membership in social groups (Hogg & Vaughan, 2002). Social identity theory
explains that group membership creates self-categorization in ways that favor the ingroup
at the expense of the outgroup (Tajfel & Turner, 1986.) One way that people categorize
themselves is by their national identity. Because immigrants often have a different
national identity than the host country, they are considered an outgroup (Mummendey,
Klink, & Brown, 2001). This societal pattern creates segregation and maintains the power
of dominant groups over subordinate ones (Clark, 1991; Duckitt, 1992; Yinger, 1976).

Prejudice can vary based on the target and can include disrespecting groups for
perceived incompetence and disliking groups for perceived lack of warmth (Fiske, 2010).
The stereotype content model (SCM) uses the dimensions of competence and warmth to
show how outgroups are differentiated (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002). Competence
measures success and respect. Warmth measures niceness and likeability. For ingroups,
competence and warmth are both rated high; whereas for outgroups, competence and
warmth are either rated low on both or are negatively correlated. For example, a group
high in competence, but low in warmth is respected and envied, but disliked. A group
high in warmth and low in competence is liked, but not respected (Fiske, 2010).
Immigrants are often seen as being one outgroup and are rated low in competence and
low in warmth (not respected or liked). However, when immigrant populations are
specified by an originating country, ratings of competence and warmth differ (Lee &
Fiske, 2006). The categories Latino and Mexican are rated as low on competence and low
on warmth (Fiske et al., 2002; Lee & Fiske, 2006). The Middle Eastern category is

ranked as low in warmth. Middle Easterners overall were average in competence, but



there was a great deal of variability with participants tending to rate them either very high
or very low in competence (Fiske et al., 2002; Lee & Fiske, 2006).

Outgroups that adhere to different views threaten the ingroup’s world and, as a
consequence, create negative attitudes and feelings toward the outgroup. The more an
ingroup’s values, customs, or traditions are blocked by an outgroup, the more negative
the ingroup’s attitudes toward the outgroup will be (Esses, Haddock, & Zanna, 1993)
Because immigrants are seen as an outgroup, these perceptions of threat play an
important role in prejudice.

Integrated Threat Theory

The integrated threat theory (ITT) combines perceived threats to an ingroup into
one comprehensive model of prejudice (Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999; Stephan et
al., 1998) and has been used to examine attitudes toward immigrants as well as other
groups (Stephan, Diaz-Loving, & Duran, 2000; Stephan, Renfro, Esses, Stephan, &
Martin, 2005; Zarate, Garcia, Garza, & Hitlan, 2004). ITT theorizes that there are four
fundamental threats that lead to prejudice toward outgroups: realistic threat, symbolic
threat, intergroup anxiety, and negative stereotypes (Stephan et al., 1998; Stephan et al.,
1999).

Realistic threat refers to the threats immigrants pose to the welfare of the citizens of
the host country. These include threats to the political and economic power of the host
country and to the competition for physical and material resources. These resources can

include land, jobs, health care, and education (Stephan et al., 1998). Realistic threats are



measured as perceived threats because the perception of threat can lead to prejudice,
whether the perception is true or not (Stephan et al., 1999).

Symbolic threat is the perception that the culture of the host country will be
changed in undesirable ways by the arrival of immigrants. Symbolic threats relate to
differences in morals, values, norms, standards, beliefs, and attitudes (Stephan et al.,
1999). The immigrant outgroup adheres to different views, which can be seen as a threat
to the ingroup host country. When an ingroup’s values, customs, or traditions are thought
to be blocked by an outgroup, attitudes toward that outgroup are more negative (Esses et
al., 1993).

Intergroup anxiety is when individuals feel threatened by outgroup members.
Ingroup members worry about being rejected, ridiculed, or exploited. The anxiety from
these feelings can lead to dislike of and prejudice toward outgroup members (Stephan &
Stephan, 1985).

Finally, negatives stereotypes are included in ITT because negative outgroup
stereotypes can create perceptions of threat (Hamilton, Sherman, & Ruvolo, 1990). While
realistic threats, symbolic threats, and intergroup anxiety are affective measures of
outgroup members, negative stereotypes are cognitive aspects of prejudice (Corenblum &
Stephan, 2001). For example, in one study, participants read information about a
fictitious immigrant group, indicating that the immigrant group possessed negative traits,
positive traits, or a combination of positive and negative traits. The creation of a negative
stereotype led to negative attitudes toward the immigrant group. On the other hand,

attributing positive stereotypes to the immigrant group did not have an impact on the



attitudes toward this group (Stephan et al., 2005). These results suggest that negative
stereotypes can function as threats that cause prejudice.

Realistic threats, symbolic threats, intergroup anxiety, and negative stereotypes
combine for a comprehensive model of prejudice. The effectiveness of this model for
immigrant groups has been demonstrated in studies measuring attitudes toward
immigrants in many countries, including the United States (Stephan et al., 1999; Stephan
et al., 2000; Zarate et al., 2004), Germany (Rohmann, Florack, & Piontkowski, 2006),
Israel, and Spain (Stephen et al., 1998). Intergroup anxiety and negative stereotypes are
the strongest and most consistent predictors of attitudes and prejudice (Stephan et al.,
1998; Stephan et al., 2000), although all four threat variables typically explain unique
variance (Stephan et al., 2000; Stephan et al., 2005).

The ITT model demonstrates that prejudices can change when perceived threat
changes. Research conducted before and after the terrorist attacks in the United States of
September 11, 2001 showed greater levels of symbolic threat and prejudice toward Arab
immigrants compared to Mexican immigrants after 2001. In addition, there were greater
levels of realistic threat toward Mexican immigrants and immigration (Hitlan, Carrillo,
Zarate, & Aikman, 2007). A study conducted in 2001 immediately after the terrorist
attacks and repeated in 2004 showed that levels of symbolic threat, realistic threat, and
intergroup anxiety toward Arab immigrants were higher in the later study (Harton &
Schwab, 2004). Although the terrorist attacks on the United States were almost 10 years
ago, the threat felt is still salient due to the United States’ continuing role in the wars

against the Muslim countries of Iraq and Afghanistan.



Social Dominance Orientation

Feelings of threat toward outgroups can especially be seen in people high in social
dominance orientation (SDO). SDO is a personality variable which predicts social and
political attitudes. SDO measures an individual's preference for hierarchy within any
social system (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994). Those high in SDO want
their social groups to dominate and subordinate other groups that are considered inferior.
Those higher in SDO are more conservative, are more favorable toward the military, and
are more patriotic (Pratto et al., 1994). Those lower in SDO tend to be more favorable
toward women’s rights, gay rights, and social programs in general (Pratto et al., 1994).

SDO correlates with negative attitudes toward outgroups (SDO; Pratto et al.,
1994; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) and is one of the primary predictors of prejudice (e.g.,
Altmeyer, 1998; Esses, Jackson, & Armstrong, 1998; Guimond, Dambrun, Michinov, &
Duarte, 2003) Thus, higher SDO also relates to more negative attitudes toward
immigrants (Danso, Sedlovskaya, & Suanda, 2007; Esses et al., 1998; Esses, Dovidio,
Jackson, & Armstrong, 2001; Heaven & St. Quintin, 2003; Jackson & Esses, 2000).
Persons high in SDO are more likely to indicate that gains for immigrants result in losses
for non-immigrants (Esses et al., 1998). They may see immigrants as competition for
resources that they believe should benefit their ingroup (Esses et al., 2001). As ingroup
salience increases or is threatened, SDO becomes more strongly related to prejudice, and
participants become less likely to allocate resources to an immigrant outgroup (Heaven &
St. Quinton, 2003). SDO also negatively correlates with attitudes toward immigrants and

willingness to empower immigrants, but not with willingness to provide direct assistance.



This finding suggests an attempt to reduce immigrants’ competitiveness and to maintain
dominance (Esses et al., 2001). People high in SDO value group power, dominance, and
superiority and are motivated by competitiveness. They tend to justify their higher status
by disliking and devaluing groups that are low in status and power (Duckitt, 2006). Thus,
when a member of a lower status outgroup is acting negatively toward or ostracizing
them, the negative behavior may prompt competitiveness and produce even greater
feelings of threat in a person high in SDO.
Ostracism

Ostracism or social exclusion involves one or more people (source) withdrawing
verbal and/or nonverbal contact from another person (target; Dotan-Eliaz, Sommer, &
Rubin, 2007). Although there are differences, the terms ostracism and social exclusion
are used interchangeably because the distinctions are usually not accounted for by
investigators (Williams, 2007). Ostracism includes ignoring, excluding, and rejecting
another person (Gruter & Masters, 1986). Ostracism can vary in quantity (from partial to
complete) and causal clarity (reasons clear versus unclear to the target). The reasons
behind social exclusion include to punish the target, to defend against anticipated
rejection, and to gain control over anger. Sometimes the source is unaware his/her
behavior is perceived as exclusionary (Dotan-Eliaz et al., 2009).

Immediate reactions to ostracism can include a bad mood, hurt feelings, and
physiological arousal, whereas long-term reactions can include isolation, learned
helplessness, and despondency (Williams, 1997). Ostracism also leads to lower levels of

belongingness, self-esteem, control, and meaningful existence (Williams, Goven, Croker,
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Tynan, Cruickshank, & Lam, 2002; Williams, Shore, & Grahe, 1998; Zadro, Williams, &
Richardson, 2004).

The physical environment of the ostracism can be real or implied, such as in
internet chat rooms (Hitlan, Kelly, & Zarate, 2010; Otto, Kelly, & Hanninen, 2007) or a
computer game (Williams, Cheung, & Choi, 2000). Cyberball is a virtual representation
of a face-to-face ball toss game used in ostracism research (Williams & Sommer, 1997).
The participant is either included or ostracized depending by the number of times the ball
is thrown to them. Participants who received the ball infrequently quit the game sooner
and have more negative moods than those who receive the disc more frequently
(Williams et al., 2000). This effect occurs even when the perceived source is from a
disliked group (Gonsalkorale & Williams, 2007).

Language-based Exclusion

The increase in immigrants and bi-lingual speakers in the U.S. creates potential for
a different form of exclusion. The increase in bi-lingual residents increases the likelihood
of being ostracized using language. Language-based exclusion or linguistic ostracism
(Dotan-Eliaz et al., 2009) occurs when people converse in a language that those who can
hear the interaction cannot understand. Because excluded people cannot participate in the
conversations, they may feel rejected, angry, or anxious over the possibility of being
secretly criticized or excluded from activities. Sources of language-based exclusion may
use a language not understood by another to make the other person feel rejected, because
it is their native language and easier to use, or because they do not understand the impact

of their behavior on others (Dotan-Eliaz et al., 2009).
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The perception of being excluded in another language is increasingly relevant as an
increased number of bi-lingual and non-English speakers enter the workplace (Dotan-
Eliaz et al., 2009) and is the basis of much of the research in this area. In 2007, over 54
million residents born in or outside of the United States reported speaking a language
other than English at home (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2010a). In a study examining the
effects of ostracism in the workplace, participants who imagined being excluded from a
social conversation in Spanish reported lower work group commitment and higher levels
of symbolic threat compared with included participants and those who imagined being
excluded in English. Participants in the Spanish ostracism group also reported higher
levels of prejudice compared to included participants (Hitlan, Kelly, Schepman,
Schneider, & Zarate, 2006). This phenomenon has also been studied with languages not
as common as Spanish in the United States. Imagined exclusion in the workplace in
Russian or Swedish also leads to greater reported rejection, anger, and anticipated dislike
of co-workers (Dotan-Eliaz et al., 2009).

Language-based exclusion has been demonstrated using internet-based chat rooms
as well. In a study by Hitlan et al. (2010), participants were either excluded in English or
Spanish or included in the conversation. The topic of discussion in the Spanish exclusion
conditions was either immigration or a neutral topic. Participants in Spanish exclusion
conditions felt angrier than included participants and less accepted than included
participants and those excluded in English. In addition, participants in the Spanish
exclusion condition discussing a neutral topic expressed greater prejudice than included

participants (Hitlan et al., 2010). In another computer chat room study, participants were
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excluded from the conversation in Spanish, German, French, Czech, or English.
Participants excluded in a non-English language disparaged the outgroup members and
withdrew from the group more than those excluded in English (Otto et al., 2007).

Exclusion via language produces the same negative feelings as other forms of social
exclusion. This effect occurs in person, in imagined scenarios, and in computer-based
environments where the language is not even heard. In the current study, a different
immigrant group and a personality variable were added. Because people of Muslim faith
who speak Arabic have become a source of controversy and disliked for the actions of a
few, Arabic language was added to this study. The personality factor of social dominance
orientation has been shown to correlate with negative attitudes toward immigrants
previously (Danso et al., 2007; Esses et al., 1998, 2001; Heaven & St. Quintin, 2003;
Jackson & Esses, 2000), but was added to the current study to see if the effects intensified
in a language exclusion environment.

Methodology

Many of the previous studies on both ostracism (Williams, 2007) and language-based
exclusion (Dotan-Eliaz et al., 2009; Hitlan et al., 2006) were conducted using a computer.
In numerous studies using the cyberball computer program, participants reported how
they felt. Participants ostracized during the game reported lower levels of belonging, self-
esteem, control, and mood levels than those who were not (Eisenberger, Lieberman, &
Williams, 2003; Gonsalkorale & Williams, 2007; Williams et al., 2000; Zadro et al.,
2004). The negative feelings reported during the cyberball game matched the feelings

reported during face-to-face ostracism research (Williams, 1997). Both face-to-face and
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computer-based research have demonstrated similar effects of ostracism (Williams,
2007).

The benefit of face-to-face research is that participants can be ostracized through
language, facial expressions, and body language. Hearing an accent or seeing a different
skin color could make language-based exclusion more salient. A disadvantage of using
confederates to exclude participants in face-to-face research is the need to use the same
confederates for consistency across sessions. In addition, the sex and attractiveness of the
confederates can influence the participant positively or negatively (Adams, Ryan,
Hoffman, Dobson, & Nielsen, 1984; Sroufe, Chaikin, Cook, & Freeman, 1977). Because
so many factors can affect a participant in a face-to-face research study, even well-trained
confederates can show inconsistencies. The advantage of computer-based research is that
different confederates using prepared statements and protocols are more likely to be
consistent across sessions. The computer environment also eliminates the need to find
and train two tri-lingual confederates needed for exclusion. The disadvantage of using a
computer is that saliency may be reduced if the participant can not hear an accent or see a
confederate of a different nationality. Due to the confederate resources needed to conduct
face-to-face ostracism research and the consistency of using the computer, a computer-
based ostracism paradigm was chosen for this study.

Deception of the participant is necessary in most ostracism research. While the use
of vignettes and imagined responses to ostracism have been used to assess perceived
ostracism (Hitlan et al., 2006), other ostracism studies conducted on the computer or

face-to-face have used deception in order to measure actual responses to ostracism
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(Dotan-Eliaz et al., 2009; Eisenberger et al., 2003; Gonsalkorale & Williams, 2007; Otto
et al., 2007; Williams & Sommer, 1997; Williams et al., 2000; Zadro et al., 2004).
Because people do not always react in a manner they would expect from themselves,
imagined responses may not be equal to genuine, actual responses and the use of
deception is warranted (Hughes & Huby, 2002).

University participants are aware of the use of deception in psychological research
through word-of-mouth and classroom learning on research design methods and can
become suspicious (Epley & Huff, 1998). A plausible cover story can be used to setup a
research study and decrease levels of suspiciousness in order to get accurate results. In
this study, participants were told they were participating in two unrelated studies with the
measures administered separately. The first part was titled “person perception” and
included the computer chat and ostracism. The second part was titled “social attitudes”
and included the prejudice measures. Suspiciousness was decreased because participants
did not believe the computer chat and prejudice measures were part of the same study.

After reviewing previous research, the computer chat environment with the
deception of language exclusion was chosen as the best design for this study. Participants
were randomly assigned to one of four conditions: English-language inclusion, Spanish-
language exclusion, Arabic-language exclusion, or English-language exclusion. During a
16-minute computer chat, the participant talked about four topics for 4 minutes each with
a confederate posing as two participants. In the exclusion conditions, participants were

excluded from the conversation during the third and fourth topics.



15

Research Purpose

The current research on language-based exclusion shows how language can produce
unintended effects. When encountering people from other cultures, individuals can be
advertently or inadvertently ostracized via language. This exclusion can affect attitudes
toward immigrant populations and create inaccurate perceptions. Those excluded via
language experience the same feelings of rejection, anger, and dislike that are seen in
other forms of exclusion (Dotan-Eliaz et al., 2009). Language-based exclusion can
impede group performance (Dotan-Eliaz et al., 2009) and impact the workplace by
decreasing work group commitment and increasing symbolic threat and prejudice (Hitlan
et al., 2006). Language-based exclusion also impacts the social environment (Hitlan et
al., 2006; Otto et al., 2007).

This study expands upon prior research by ostracizing participants in a computer-
based chat room in both Spanish and Arabic. Because Spanish-speaking immigrants are
the largest growing segment of the immigrant population in the U.S. (Potocky-Tripodi,
2002), prior research has mainly focused on this group. Mexican immigrants in particular
are the largest and most visible immigrant group in the United States. However, Arab
immigrants have become a more visible group in the United States due to fears following
the September 11 terrorist attacks and the current wars in the Middle East. Although
perceived as a higher status and higher competence immigrant group than Mexican
immigrants (Fiske et al., 2002), perceptions of Arab immigrants have varied based on
recent events and media coverage (Weston, 2003). Arab immigrants are associated with

fear and the threat of terrorism, whereas Mexican immigrants are considered lower status
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and not associated with a physically harmful threat. Although outgroups are considered
lower status than ingroups, the type of perceived threat is dependent on the group status.
A higher status group like Arabic immigrants are considered more competent, but pose a
threat based on their abilities and increased competition. A perceived lower status group
like Mexican immigrants are seen as a threat to basic resources, but are not seen as
competent or warm and are considered harmless. Because Arab immigrants are perceived
to be dangerous, participants excluded in Arabic were expected to have higher levels of
prejudice and a lower sense of belongingness. Measures used in language-based
exclusion research have included measures of rejection, dislike, anger, work group
commitment, individual commitment, prosocial behavior, antisocial behavior, perceived
threat, symbolic threat, stereotyping, prejudice, and attitudes toward co-workers and
immigrants (Dotan-Eliaz et al., 2009; Hitlan et al., 2006; Hitlan et al., 2010; Otto et al.,
2007). In this study, the ITT measures of realistic threat, symbolic threat, intergroup
anxiety and negative stereotypes were used because they have been shown to be good
predictors of prejudice toward immigrants (Hitlan et al., 2010; Rohmann et al., 2006).
Prejudice is being measured because of the consequences associated with negative affect.
Prejudice can decrease self-esteem, inhibit performance, and lead to discrimination of
individuals in a perceived outgroup.

An obstacle to accurately measuring attitudes is the tendency to respond in a
socially acceptable manner and hide any attitudes that are socially unacceptable. Even
though participants were informed that their responses were anonymous, a social

desirability scale (Crowne & Marlow, 1960) was included in the study to determine the
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extent to which participants were providing their true attitudes versus what they
perceived to be socially acceptable responses (Randall & Fernandes, 1991).

Research on language-based exclusion has generally not investigated how individual
differences may affect reactions. This study used a social dominance orientation (SDO)
measure because it is highly correlated with unfavorable attitudes toward immigrants
(Esses et al., 1998, 2001; Heaven & St. Quintin, 2003; Jackson & Esses, 2000; Pratto &
Lemieux, 2001). Those high in SDO want their social group to dominate and subordinate
groups they consider inferior (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Immigrants as a whole are
considered lower status with perceptions of being low in competence and low in warmth
(Fiske et al., 2002). Thus, immigrant groups in particular may be seen as inferior to those
high in SDO. Because of previous findings linking SDO to negative attitudes toward
immigrants, individual differences in SDO were used to predict reactions to language-
based exclusion. It was predicted that participants higher in SDO would feel the effects of
language exclusion more strongly and thus report more prejudice than those low in SDO.
Specifically, I predicted that:

1. Perceived ostracism from language exclusionary behavior will lead to higher
levels of symbolic threat, realistic threat, intergroup anxiety, and negative
stereotypes toward immigrant populations.

2. Levels for all integrated threat theory measures will be higher when the
participant is excluded in Arabic compared to Spanish.

3. Both the Arabic and Spanish language-based exclusion conditions will have

higher integrated threat theory measure levels than English-based exclusion
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Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations of Each Scale by Condition

[Realistic Symbolic ntergroup  [Negative Eocial
Threat Threat Anxiety Stereotypes ominance
rientation
English I
Inclusion 5.16(1.70) | 5.51(1.18) | 4.45(1.57) | 36.57 (12.54)] 2.32(1.04)
nglish
Exclusion 543(1.12) | 5.61 (.98) 491 (1.27) | 36.35(8.54) | 2.45 (.87)
Arabic
Exclusion 5.06(1.21) | 5.52(1.27) | 4.40(1.52) ]| 32.34 (10.58)] 2.42 (.71)
Spanish
Exclusion 548(1.49) | 5.46(1.46) | 4.67(1.58) | 38.25(13.93)] 2.60 (.86)
o 13 .04 14 19 12
72 .98 .66 41 78

Note: Realistic threat, symbolic threat, and intergroup anxiety were measured on scales
from 1-10. Negative stereotypes were measured on a scale from 0%-100%. SDO was
measured on a scale from 1-7.

Correlations and Regression Analyses

Average within-condition correlations were calculated using Fisher z
transformations to determine the relationship between the dependent measures prior to
the regression analyses. Within-condition correlations were used to control for any effects
that condition had on the interrelationships. The four ITT scales (realistic threat, symbolic
threat, intergroup anxiety, and negative stereotypes), the SDO scale, and the social
desirability scale were correlated within each condition, transformed to Fisher zs,
averaged, and converted back to rs.

Each ITT scale was significantly correlated with the other three ITT scales and

SDO. Participants higher in either realistic threat, symbolic threat, intergroup anxiety, or
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Table 3

Within-Cell Correlations

33

English English Arabic Spanish Average
Inclusion | Exclusion | Exclusion | Exclusion | Within
Cell r
Realistic Threat—
Symbolic Threat 87** S8¥* A8* A3 JO*
Realistic Threat—
Intergroup Anxiety A47* D Dox 69** Y
Realistic Threat—
Negative Stereotypes 29 Ntk 43 .80** 60**
| Realistic Threat—Social
Dominance 27 25 30 S56** ) ok
Realistic Threat—Social
Desirability .00 -.11 .04 .00 -.02
Symbolic Threat—
Intergroup Anxiety A47* 64** N 66** S8**
Symbolic Threat—
Negative Stereotypes A48* 47* 41 81** S
Symbolic Threat—Social
Dominance -.06 21 5t 49* J2%¥
Symbolic Threat—Social
Desirability .07 -28 -.10 -.19 -.13
Intergroup Anxiety—
Negative Stereotypes T2** 37 A7* .69** kg
Intergroup Anxiety—
Social Dominance .33 15 .09 40 25%
Intergroup Anxiety—
Social Desirability -.18 =22 Al -.10 -.10
Negative Stereotypes—
Social Dominance .19 46* 40 .36 36**
Negative Stereotypes—
Social Desirability -28 -.01 14 -20 -.09
Social Dominance—
Social Desirability - 48* .04 -.11 -.30 -22*

*p< .05, **p < 01
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assume that the conversation he/she is being excluded from is about him/her. In addition,
language-based exclusion differentiates the source as a member of an outgroup that is
likely a different ethnic group. When excluded in one’s own language, people may still
feel they are the same ingroup. Thus, the current study supports previous findings
(Dotan-Eliaz et al., 2009; Hitlan et al., 2010) that feelings of acceptance are lower in
language-based exclusion in comparison to exclusion in one’s own language.

As in previous studies, the ITT scales were significantly correlated with each of
the other three ITT scales. All of scales have been found to be effective measures of
attitudes toward outgroups and prejudice, particularly with immigrant populations,
combining to form a comprehensive model of prejudice (Stephan et al., 1998; Stephan et
al., 1999; Stephan et al., 2000; Stephan et al., 2005; Zarate et al., 2004). The correlations
found in this study support the consistency of the four individual ITT scales and the
combined ITT model of prejudice (Stephan & Stephan, 2000).

The SDO personality trait was used in this study because of its correlation with
negative attitudes toward immigrant groups (Esses et al., 1998, 2001; Heaven & St.
Quintin, 2003; Jackson & Esses, 2000; Pratto & Lemieux, 2001). People high in SDO
want their social group to dominate and consider other groups inferior (Sidanius & Pratto,
1999). Although there were no language exclusion effects, the research supported the
hypothesis that levels of prejudice would be higher for those who are high in SDO.
Controlling for exclusion condition, participants who were higher in SDO reported
greater realistic threat, symbolic threat, and negative stereotypes. The negative attitudes

toward immigrants indicate the desire of those with higher SDO to maintain their group
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Topic 2: Discuss whether celebrities influence young people.

BETA (female)

Stance: Celebrities are an influence

OMEGA (male)

Stance: Celebrities aren’t an influence

I love to watch ET and the Insider! I'm
totally a celebrity watcher. I have to
admit I love to see what stars are wearing.

Lol. A lot of people do watch those shows,
but I don’t really think it means anything
about you.

I think younger girls try to be like a lot of
the stars. Lindsey, Britney, Paris, etc.

I think it’s all just for entertainment. The
celebs don’t have much influence.

People go through magazines and buy
clothes so they can look like a star. They
starve themselves so they can be skinny
too.

I think parents and friends are more of an
influence than celebrities. They’re the
people who really matter.

It’s not just the Hollywood types, sports
stars are just as influential on guys. Makes
them want to buy expensive shoes and
dress like basketball players.

I think kids do what their friends do more
than trying to do what some celebrity is
doing.

I actually think celebrities can be a good
influence too. You see them on TV telling
people not to do drugs and stuff like that.

Celebrities just do charity events for the
camera because their agent tells them to.
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