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INTEGRATED THREAT THEORY AMONG DUTCH AND ISLAMIC ABDLESCENTS

Abstract

Gonzalez, Verkuyten, Weesie, and Poppe (2008) tineeithtegrated threat theory to examine
prejudice among Dutch adolescents. This study edgxhithis research and examined whether
the integrated threat theory is a valid model fmthiDutch adolescents (n = 777) and Islamic
adolescents (n = 307). Of the Dutch adolescentd, iBdicated having negative attitudes
towards Muslims, while 10% of the Islamic adolegsendicated negative attitudes towards
the Dutch population. Structural equation modeimdjcated that the integrated threat theory
is a valid model for both groups. Intergroup ankieppeared to be the most prominent
predictor of negative attitudes, followed by retidishreats and stereotypes. Symbolic threat
appeared to be the least prominent factor, fomigladolescents not related to negative
attitudes at all. Many of the threats mediatedrétation between distal variables such as
perceived status differences, perceived conflmta&ct and willingness for contact, negative
experiences and endorsement of multiculturalisneofétical and practical implications of
these findings are discussed.

Keywords integrated threat theory, polarization, negatigditudes, prejudice,

perceived threat, Muslims, the Netherlands
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Negative Attitudes: Testing the Integrated Threadry among Dutch and Islamic
Adolescents
Polarization in the Netherlands

Polarization between Dutch and migrant Islamic esloénts is an important issue in
the Netherlands (Moors, Balogh, Van Donselaar, &3baaff, 2009). Polarization can be
defined asstrengthening contradictions between two grouplwban stimulate tensions
between these two groups and may even result ificddihorashi, 2009). Both existing
differences between groups, and negative attitaddsmaging about the other group are
important factors in polarization (Moors et al. 02). Polarization and negative attitudes
toward the other group increases the risk for liiation and radical actions (Moors et al.,
2009). The Dutch population sees polarization a®ee important issue than radicalization.
In the debate on polarization in the Netherlands,amphasis is on the Islam and problems
with integration of Muslims (Moors et al., 2009).

The negative attitudes of the Dutch population t@aduslims in the Netherlands
seem to increase (Gijsberts & Lubbers, 2009).3$tudy among Dutch adolescents it was
found that one out of two Dutch adolescents haainegattitudes toward Muslims
(Gonzalez, Verkuyten, Weesie, & Poppe, 2008). Tinegmtive attitudes are also reflected in
a growing popularity of Geert Wilders’ politicalr&edom Party’Rartij voor de Vrijheid
(Gijsberts & Lubbers, 2009). This political parsyagainst ‘islamization’ of the Netherlands
and their program shows some aspects of radicélsmidovic’, van Donselaar, Rodrigues
& Wagenaar, 2008). As a result of this growing gapty of the Freedom Party, Muslims in
the Netherlands feel more discriminated againstexperience more negative affect (Moors
et al., 2009). In addition, 40% of the Dutch adotags believe that there are too many
Muslims living in the Netherlands, and 46% of that€h adolescents consider the Islam to be

a religion of intolerance (Zick, Kipper, & Hovernmar2011). Less than half of the Dutch
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population (41%) thinks that Muslims contributete Dutch culture and believe that
Muslims show respect for the culture and lifestfi®thers (43%). Moreover, violent
incidents between Dutch and Muslim adolescentsar@ncommon (Wagenaar & Van
Donselaar, 2008).

The Islamic population in the Netherlands alsoregative attitudes towards the
native Dutch. In 2006, 61% of the Turkish-Dutch plapion believed that the Dutch were too
negative towards the Islam, and for the MoroccatecDthat rose to 72% (Gijsberts &
Lubbers, 2009). A little over half of the Islamiopgulation feared for violence against
Muslims, but also more than half of the populatiaas afraid of violence from Muslim
extremists.

Thus, it seems imperative that these negativiedéts between the native Dutch and
the Islamic-Dutch decrease to prevent further jmasion and radicalization. In order to
prevent and decrease negative attitudes of Dutclescknts toward Muslims and vice versa,
there must be an understanding of the underlyiotpfa that are associated with the negative
attitudes. A theory that focuses on these undegliactors is théntegrated Threat Theory
(ITT). This theory suggests that the ‘ingroup’ Ipasceptions of threat about another ethnic
group (the ‘outgroup’). These perceptions of threiditlead to negative attitudes toward this
other ethnic group (Stephan & Stephan, 2000). Tineo&this study is to examine whether
the ITT is applicable for Islamic adolescents ia #ame way as it is applicable for Dutch
adolescents (Gonzalez et al., 2008).

Integrated Threat Theory

The integrated threat theory poses that perceptibtigeats from the outgroup can
lead to prejudice towards this outgroup. This do@smean that the threat cannot be realistic,
but the focus of this theory lies on whether threahis perceived by the ingroup and how. In

turn, this perception can lead to prejudice (Stapha&tephan, 1996). According to the
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integrated threat theory there are four main tisrdet can lead to prejudice. These threats
can be conceptualized as realistic threats, symbuieats, intergroup anxiety and negative
stereotyping. It is proposed that these factor® lzadlirect effect on generating prejudice
toward the outgroup, and that these threats camagsliate the relation between distal factors
such as ingroup contact and multiculturalism onahe hand, and prejudice towards the
outgroup on the other hand.

Realistic threats refer to threats towards the egoo and political power of the
ingroup and threats toward the physical or matevell-being of the ingroup or its members.
Therefore, realistic threats involve threats towthe existence of the ingroup through their
welfare (Stephan & Stephan, 1996). Symbolic thresftr to threats regarding group
differences in morals, values, norms, standardgfbeand attitudes (Stephan & Stephan,
1996). The ingroup sees the values and norms afutwoup as opposite from their own, and
these different beliefs are experienced as threajemtergroup anxiety refers to the threats
people feel when they are in contact with membétleoutgroup (Stephan & Stephan,
1996). Members of the ingroup are concerned abqeréencing negative emotions and
being personally threatened when interacting wiémtbers of the outgroup. These negative
emotions involve feelings of discomfort, fear, emasment, rejection or humiliation.
Negative stereotyping is associated with prejuthiceugh the expectations that members of
the ingroup have regarding the outgroup. When soméolds negative stereotypes toward
members of the outgroup, they have negative expecsaconcerning social interaction with
and behavior of the outgroup (Stephan & Stepha®6)LFor example, if there is a stereotype
that members of the outgroup are violent, violezfidvior is expected to be shown in a social
interaction. Behavior of the outgroup is explaimath negative trait attributions and this

results in prejudice (Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachm&99).
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The four threats are not expected to directly mteatiejudice toward the outgroup
(Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999), but the degre¢hich these threats are related to
prejudice depends on other, more distal variaflies.four threats can mediate the relation
between the distal variables and the attitudesrwee outgroup. Low and negative
intergroup contact and status inequalibase been found to be related to prejudice
(Corenblum & Stephan, 2001; Stephan et al., 2002.intergroup contact theory poses that
contact with members of the outgroup can reducégnxContact can increase empathy and
promote perspective taking (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008wus, intergroup contact may
decrease the threat of intergroup anxiety, whictuin reduces prejudice. Perceived status
differences can be a threat to the ingroup whelntiy@up feels that the outgroup is
improving their social and economic position at éixpense of the ingroup’s position. The
attempts to improve the social and economical stayuthe outgroup call the values and
beliefs of the ingroup into question, increaserg@up anxiety and challenge the established
stereotypes of outgroup members (Corenblum & Step2@01).

Intergroup conflict and multiculturalism have als®en found to be associated with
the threats that are thought to predict prejud@@rénblum & Stephan, 2001; Gonzalez et al.,
2008). A history of intergroup conflict (i.e. visleand extended conflict) increases feelings
of threat from the outgroup. Furthermore, the ngulturalism hypothesis poses that higher
levels of support for cultural diversity in the szig leads to higher levels of acceptance
towards ethnic outgroups (Gonzalez et al., 2008)kMyten (2005) found that Dutch
adolescents who accepted the ideology of multicalitm were likely to be more positive
and have less prejudice towards the Islamic grébys could be due to the reduction of threat
perceptions from the outgroup (Ward & Masgoret,&00

A fifth factor associated with threats and prejedis experiences with members of the

outgroup. These experiences can be either positimegative and may have an influence on
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the perception of threats. Negative experienceslwevdiscrimination, violence, harassment
and rejection. The experience of such negative\niehfrom the outgroup can increase the
feelings of threat. On the other hand, positiveegigmces, such as being treated kindly or
with respect and getting compliments from the auigr can decrease the perception of
threats from the outgroup.

Current Study

The study of Gonzélez and colleagues (2008) demaiastthat the integrated threat
theory is a useful model to understand the fadt@sare associated with prejudice among
Dutch adolescents. They found that intergroup anta-group identification, and
multiculturalism were related to prejudice. Thesteaedents were also mediated by symbolic
threat, realistic threat, and stereotypes. Howdtier; only took into account three of the four
threats that were proposed by Stephan and Ste@ba0)( leaving out intergroup anxiety.
Riek, Mania and Gaertner (2006) suggested in theta-analysis that research should take
into account as many threats as possible. Othdiestinave already established that
intergroup anxiety relates to negative attitudegatals the outgroup (Stephan & Stephan,
2000; Hutchison & Rosenthal, 2011). Therefore,rgri@up anxiety will be taken into account
in this study.

Furthermore, Gonzalez and colleagues (2008) hatvexamined whether the model is
also applicable among the minority group of Islaadiblescents. Previous research has found
that the minority groups can also show negativieudits towards the majority group
(Corenblum & Stephan, 2001; Stephan, Diaz-Lovin®@&an, 2000). In the Netherlands,
Islamic adolescents also show negative attitudearts the native Dutch. How these
negative attitudes develop among the Islamic adelds in the Netherlands has not yet been
studied and an explanatory model is required tonéxa this polarization. Moreover, a model

would give a good insight into the factors assedatith prejudice among both groups within
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the Netherlands, which can help with the develogroémtervention and prevention
programs. In contrast to Gonzalez and colleagueer®lum and Stephan (2001) did
examine whether the proximal and distal factortheflTT were related to prejudice similarly
in both the majority of Canadian Whites and minoat Native Canadians. They concluded
that, aside from some differences between the mddethe majority and minority groups,
the model was applicable for both groups. Theyest#tat negative intergroup contact and
conflict were associated with negative attitudesgata the outgroup for both Natives and
Whites. But when examining the models of both geomqre closely, these factors do not
have the same regression weights and thus do ntilage to prejudice in the same way and
with the same magnitude. These differences arerapiofor the development of prevention
and intervention programs for the different groaps thus should be taken into
consideration. Stephan and colleagues (2002) dideessed this issue within the United
States, examining whether the ITT was applicablefe majority group of White citizens

and the minority group of Black citizens. They fduhat the integrated threat theory is a
proper model to explain which factors play a rolgiedicting negative attitudes toward the
other group. However, the variables in the modebanted for more variance in White’s than
in Black’s attitudes.

This study aims to address these missing piecémifetherlands, examining whether
the integrated threat theory is also valid forlgiamic minority group in the Netherlands, and
whether the model will be similar for both the miéjpand minority group. Culture and
education can have an influence on how someoneniglipret questions and how someone
will respond to certain questions (Warnecke etl#197). This can influence the outcomes,
thus it will also be examined whether the questiwase interpreted the same way by both

groups, and if not, what the differences are.
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Hypotheses

It is hypothesized that Dutch adolescents will simo@re negative attitudes towards
Muslims, than Islamic adolescents will show towatts Dutch. This is contradictory to what
Corenblum and Stephan (2001) found. They foundttieminority Native Canadians
indicated higher levels of outgroup attitudes tti@majority Whites. They suggested that
White students might have reported lower levelsegjative attitudes toward Natives because
it is considered politically incorrect and socialtgppropriate to indicate otherwise.
Furthermore, Natives and Whites have a historyooflt together and Whites may feel guilt
because of the disadvantage of the Natives, artd myinimize the prejudices to reduce this
guilt (Stephan et al., 2002). Such a past betwadntDand Muslims does not exist in the
Netherlands. Turkish and Moroccan men came to #itbétlands as guest workers
(‘gastarbeiderg in the sixties and seventies of the last cenfugn der Vliet, Ooijevaar, &
Boerdam, 2010). Therefore, the situation in Careadththe Netherlands is not comparable.
Gonzéalez and colleagues (2008) found that one famtaparticipants in their study reported
negative feelings toward Muslims, indicating thait€h adolescents are not reluctant to
indicate how they feel and what they believe, ase@lolum and Stephan (2001) suggested for
the majority group of White Canadians. Moreovecaading to the intergroup contact
hypothesis, contact with the outgroup will impramtergroup attitudes and decrease
prejudice (Allport, 1954). It is confirmed that é@ent high-quality contact with the outgroup
predicts more positive outgroup attitudes and npogtive behavioral intentions (Hutchison
& Rosenthal, 2011). Dutch adolescents do not hawetéract with Muslims, whereas Islamic
adolescents have a higher probability of intergctuith Dutch citizens (Riek et al., 2006).
Hence, Dutch adolescents can perceive more intgogroxiety and are likely to have more
stereotypes about Muslims, which can contributehimving more negative attitudes.

Furthermore, realistic and symbolic threats are ailsre evident among Dutch adolescents in
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respect to Islamic adolescents, because Muslim® ¢dmm abroad to work, gain more
political power the longer they live in the Netlarlls, and the sight of more mosques in the
cities.

In addition, it is hypothesized that for the Dutadolescents the association between
the distal variables and prejudice toward Muslimsiediated by the four threats proposed by
the integrated threat theory. Different studieseheanfirmed parts of the ITT using different
distal variables and not always using all of thepaised threats (Gonzalez et al., 2008;
Corenblum & Stephan, 2001; Stephan et al., 200&)Dritch adolescents it is hypothesized
that the model of Gonzalez and colleagues (2008)sted in the Netherlands can be
replicated, with the exception that in this new mlddtergroup anxiety as a threat and the
other distal factors proposed by the integrategahtheory will be taken into account as well.
It is hypothesized that intergroup anxiety is a iaex for the association between intergroup
contact and prejudice toward Muslims, as was fdun#iutchison and Rosenthal (2011).

As far as we know, this will be the first studyebwamine whether the integrated threat
model is valid for Islamic adolescents in the Nd#dmads. It is therefore also hypothesized that
the perceived threats mediate the relation betwseantecedent variables and prejudice
toward the majority. However, the variables migavé a different impact on the prejudice
than it would for Dutch adolescents, due to ottdferent, priorities and difficulties the
minorities encounter. For example, as was show@drgnblum and Stephan (2001), there
could be a different relationship between negatiergroup contact and symbolic threat, or
in the relationship between symbolic threat angugiiee for the majority and minority
groups. Because this has not yet been studiedeyeha direction of differences will be

explored.

10
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M ethod
Participants

The participants were recruited from sixty-one sdgsin ten Dutch high schools
across the Netherlands. The schools were approacliee period of October 2010 to
February 2011. There were 1084 adolescents wholetedpa written questionnaire. Of these
adolescents, 777 were native-Dutch, and 307 adaies¢28%) were immigrants with an
Islamic background. There were 104 immigrant ad@ets without an Islamic background
who participated in the study. These students Vedreut of the analyses. The Dutch
participants were between the ages of 11 and/l8 {4.37,SD= 1.30) and 51% of the
participants were female. The Islamic adolescert®wetween the ages of 12 and 19
(M = 14.80,SD= 1.26), and 54% of the participant were femalevé&n participants did not
fill in their gender, of which eight were Dutch.

M easures

After a short explanation on what the researchatmsit, the questionnaire began with
questions on demographic background informatiooh $1$ age, gender and cultural
background. The questionnaire continued with thissales as described below. Reliability
of the measures, given in Cronbach’s alpha, arengin Table 3.

Negative attitudes. The scale for negative attitudes was develope8teghan and
colleagues (1998, 1999). The scale consisted déntems indicating emotions someone
can feel towards an outgroup. Participants werecsk indicate on a five-point Likert scale
how their attitudes towards the other group werratterized, ranging from ‘does not apply
at all’ to ‘applies very well’. The attitudes webpeth positive and negative, including
acceptance, admiration, aversion, empathy, sujggriararmth, contempt, hatred,

disrespectful, compassion, rejection and apprdvs. positively worded items were reversed

11
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in order to make all the items indicate a negadittitude toward the outgroup. A higher score
on this scale indicates more negative attitudesitdwhe outgroup.

Realistic economic threat. Economic threat was measured with a scale desdlbp
Stephan and colleagues (1999, 2000, 2002). In eodexamine how much threat the
participants perceived towards their welfare armhemic position, the participants were
asked to indicate how much they agreed with twetaéements. They rated their agreement
on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from ‘stropglisagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. For the
Dutch students it included statements such as fligshold too many important positions in
this country’ and ‘there is too much money spenbenefits for the Muslims’. For the
Muslim participants, the same statements were nwitle a difference in wording: instead of
Muslims, the statements were being made abouteBlisch. A higher score on this scale
indicates perceiving more realistic threat.

Symbolic threat. The scale for symbolic threat was developed lepl&in and
colleagues (1999, 2000, 2002). The threat partitgemight perceive towards their standards
and values was measured with eleven statemengsdiag these differences in standards and
beliefs. Native Dutch participants rated their @agnents to statements on a five-point Likert
scale, ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘stronghree’. The scale included statements such
as ‘Muslims and native Dutch have very differemhilg values’ and ‘Muslims in the
Netherlands do not understand the standards ofatree Dutch’. In the questionnaire for the
Islamic adolescents, the statements were adjustegch a way that the questions focus on
the native Dutch. A higher score on this scaledatdis stronger feelings of symbolic threat.

Intergroup anxiety. The scale that measures intergroup anxiety waslojged by
Stephan and Stephan (1985). The scale consistevafreitems, or emotions. The participants
were asked to indicate how they feel when theytaking to a member of the outgroup on a

five-point Likert scale, ranging from ‘no, absoliyteot’ to ‘yes, certainly’. The scale

12
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included the emotions uneasy, friendly, insecuneyfortable, worried, familiar, threatened,
secure, uncomfortable, safe, anxious, and calmiglAen score on indicates stronger feelings
of intergroup anxiety.

Negative stereotypes. Negative stereotypes were measured using a deatdoped
by Kirby and Gardner (1973). Participants were ddkendicate to what extent they think
that certain adjectives characterize members obtidgroup on a five-point Likert scale
ranging from ‘no, absolutely not’ to ‘yes, certainlThe scale included three positive and five
negative adjectives, such as aggressive, dishantsdtigent, friendly, arrogant, nice, greedy
and inferior. A higher score on this scale indisatere negative stereotypes about the
outgroup.

Perceived conflict. To measure whether the participants perceivelicowfith the
outgroup, a scale of Corenblum and Stephan (20@%)used. The adolescents were asked to
indicate to what degree they agreed with four states on a five-point Likert scale, ranging
from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. Theate consisted of both positively and
negatively stated statements and included statanseish as ‘Muslims and native Dutch can
get along well’ and ‘Relations between Muslims aative Dutch have always been bad’. A
higher score indicates more perceived conflict.

Per ceived status differences. Corenblum and Stephan (2001) also measured
perceived status differences, using three statemEat this scale, the participants also
indicated to what extent they agreed with the statdgs on a five-point Likert scale ranging
from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. Thede statements were ‘In the Netherlands,
Muslims and native Dutch have an equal status'tienNetherlands, Muslims and native
Dutch receive the same amount of respect’ anchénNetherlands, Muslims and native
Dutch are treated equally’. A higher score on $aigle indicates more perceived status

differences between the two groups.

13
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I ntergroup contact. The scale for intergroup contact consisted of pads. The first
part included statements on contact, measuredansttale of Gonzalez and colleagues
(2008), and the second part included statemenigltingness for contact, measured with an
adapted version of the scale of Bourhis, Moiseteeilt and Senecal (1997). The former
included three statements asking the Dutch paattgpwhether they have contact with
Muslims in school, in the neighborhood and somewlstse (e.g. sports club or community
center). For the Muslim participants the questi@swephrased. The Muslim participants
were asked whether they have contact with nativieldrhe latter part included three
statements on whether the participants would tikieave contact with members of the
outgroup at school, in the neighborhood, or someskise. The last question was a general
guestion on whether the participant would like &wén Islamic friends (for the Dutch
participants) or native Dutch friends (for the Isla participants). All the questions were
answered on a five-point scale ranging from ‘ngcadltely not’ to ‘yes, certainly’. A higher
score on this scale indicates more intergroup coatad more willingness for contact. A high
score on this scale indicates more positive comgoeriences.

Negative experiences. The distal variable, negative experiences, waassomred with a
scale of Stephan and colleagues (2001). Thirtesaraents asked the participants to indicate
which experiences they have had with the outgrédgpeement to the statements was
indicated on a four-point scale, ranging from ‘néve ‘often’. The scale consisted of
positive statements, for example ‘I have beenegt&indly’ and ‘I have received
compliments’, but also of negative statements sisct have been harassed’ and ‘I have been
discriminated against’. A higher score on this egatlicates more negative experiences.

Endor sement of multiculturalism. To measure to what extent the participants
endorsed multiculturalism in the Netherlands, thdticultural ideology scale of Berry and

Kalin (1995) was used. This scale included terestants and the participants were asked to

14
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indicate to what degree they agree with the statésran a five-point scale ranging from ‘no,
absolutely not’ to ‘yes, certainly’. The statementye the same for both native Dutch
participants and Islamic participants, as soméefstatements were in favor of
multiculturalism in the Netherlands, while otheatsiments were against multiculturalism. For
example, a positively stated statement was ‘Migrahbuld be supported in their attempts to
preserve their own cultural heritage in the Nethadk’, while a negative statement was
‘People who come to live in the Netherlands shaadpist their behavior to that of the
Dutch’. A higher score indicates more endorseméntuticulturalism in the Netherlands.
Procedure

There were three versions of the questionnairavéiutch adolescents received a
guestionnaire concerning their attitudes towardslivhs, whereas the Islamic adolescents
received a questionnaire regarding their attitudesrd the native Dutch population. Non-
Islamic immigrant adolescents filled in the thirersion of the questionnaire, also regarding
their attitudes towards the Dutch population. Ex¢ke ethnic group that was referred to, all
versions of the questionnaire were identical. heoto hand the students the correct
questionnaire, students were asked beforehand emhigtdly were immigrants, or whether
their parents were immigrants, and if so, whetheytwere Islamic or not. The adolescents
were in their classroom when the questionnairefilled in. The students were made aware
that filling in the questionnaire was voluntary ambnymous.
Analyses

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was pemnined to examine group
differences on negative attitudes and perceivezhthr with negative attitudes and all four
threats as the dependent variables and the vesbibe questionnaire as fixed factor.
Multivariate analysis of variance was preferredraseparate t-tests, because it enables us to

examine several dependent variables (i.e. negatitades and threat perceptions)
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simultaneously in relation with cultural backgroufideld, 2009). This reduces the error rate
and takes into account correlations between therdigmt variables which increase the power
to detect effects.

Confirmatory factor analysis within structural egaa modeling was performed to
test for measurement invariance. The interpretaifdhe questions and how the questions are
answered can be influenced by culture and educ@tfiarnecke et al., 1997). Testing
measurement invariance enables us to examine witbthguestions of the variable scales
were interpreted equally among Dutch and Islamaestents (Byrne, 2008). In order to test
the measurement invariance, the tests were pertbmmthiree steps in which the tests become
stricter with each step.

Multiple group analysis within structural equatimodeling was used to test the
integrated threat theory. Multiple indices of fiese used to indicate whether the model has a
good fit with the data. Thg likelihood ratio test represents the discreparetyvben the
hypothesized model and the sample model. Howelveg?tstatistic is sensitive to a larger
sample size (Byrne, 2008). Therefore, other goczhogsit statistics are used. One of them is
the Comparative Fit Index (CFl), which comparestipothesized model and the null model.
A cut-off score of 0.95 or higher represents a figttd model. Another fit index is the
Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI) which depends on thbdiween the hypothesized model and
the sample data. For this index, values greater @20 represent a well-fitted model. The
last fit index is actually an absolute misfit indesdled the standardized root mean square
residual (standardized RMR) representing the aeedifterence between the hypothesized
correlation matrix and the correlation matrix oé ttample. A good fit is indicated by a value
of 0.05 or less (Byrne, 2008).

In the results section the descriptive analysi$lvéladdressed first. Next, a report on

the analyses of the measurement models and whathguestions were interpreted the same
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by both groups was given in order to examine whetihemodel of both groups can be
compared. Subsequently, group differences are sskelie followed by a report on the
structural equation models of the integrated thiteadry among Dutch and Islamic

adolescents.

Results
Descriptive findings
Means, standard deviation, standardized skewnekstandardized kurtosis of the
variables in this study are given in this Tableddoth the Dutch and Islamic sample. The
standardized skewness and kurtosis indicate nagnvaith values between -3 and 3. It can be
concluded that most of the variables were norndiijributed, except negative experiences

for both groups and status differences for Dutabiestents.

Table 1.

Descriptive statistics of Dutch and Islamic adoksss on all variables

Dutch adolescents Muslim adolescents
M SD 4kewness Zkurtosis M SD Zkewness  Zkurtosis

Negative Emotions* 261 .76 232 -182 227 .67 291 -0.02

Realistic Threat 2.87 .85 205 -1.03 2091 .81 1.08 0.14
Symbolic Threat 3.47 .82 -1.06 -1.26 3.57 g7 -0.79  -1.67
Intergroup Anxiety* 253 .79 278 -1.03 1.99 .66 253 -2.57
Stereotypes* 3.02 .84 1.16 0.04 264 72 1.59 3.30
Perceived Conflict* 3.20 .83 0.13 063 274 .80 -1.23 0.33
Status Differences 341 97 -444 -038 336 108 -209 -2.12
Contact* 276 121 233 -567 346 119 -266 -2.61
Negative Experiences* 2.10 72 6.07 -241 1.81 .60 5.55 0.65
Multiculturalism* 280 .79 -1.17 -0.83 3.87 66 -1.92 -2.65

* p< .01 between group difference
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Correlations among all variables were calculatezis®own in Table 2, correlations
between all negatively stated variables are pa@sitithile correlations between positively and
negatively stated variables were negative. Alleations were low to moderate high. This
suggests that the variables were measuring sicolastructs, yet individual differences in the
relations between the variables were also conditiera
M easurement Invariance

It was examined whether the questions asked imoestionnaire were interpreted and
answered the same by the Dutch adolescents ansldin@c adolescents. Therefore,
measurement invariance was inspected. Measuremartance is concerned with the
equivalence of measurement across groups (Byrd8)20 is important to examine this
equivalence because inequality would indicate tthescale does not measure the same
construct across the two groups. Results and iatmics based on scales that do not measure
the same construct across groups will be biasethé3y008).

The measurement model was tested using multigroofirmatory factor analysis
with structural equation modeling in three stepghWach step, the testing of the invariance
of a scale becomes stricter. First, the confignmadlel was tested to examine whether the
scales showed a fitting multigroup model. The agunfal model is a multigroup
representation of the baseline model in which ttéepn of factor loadings is specified
(Byrne, 2008). Next, the invariance of the meas@mtirmodel was tested by examining the
equivalence of factor loadings. That is, testingthler each question relates to the factor with
the same weight in both groups. All freely estimd@ector loadings and error covariances
were constrained to be equal for both groups. f#sisof invariance is based on the analysis
of covariance structures (Byrne, 2008). It is gdessible that the origin of the scales (i.e. the

intercepts) differ between groups.
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Table 2.

Correlations between all variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Negative Emotions - .60 56 .62 .65 .591 .358 .54 -59
2. Realistic Threat 36 - 69 .49 .62 .54 .2618 .49 -56
3. Symbolic Threat 14 45 - 49 67 .62 434 51 -62
4. Intergroup Anxiety 48 .26 .09 - 57 .4822. -52 55 -47
5. Stereotypes 39 44 41 34 - .66 .38 -584 -.66
6. Perceived Conflict 37 33 32 38 .36 -45.-56 .51 -58
7. Status Differences 25 34 47 27 28 41 -35 25 -35
8. Contact -41-37 -25 -31 -36 -42 -32 - -47 57
9. Negative Experiences.31 .39 .35 .30 .45 .30 .28 -24- -49
10. Multiculturalism -12 .02 .33 -12 02 -03 .15 .02 -.06 -

Note: correlations for Dutch adolescents are ablogaliagonal; those for the Islamic
adolescents are below

Comparison of these latent factor means is notilpleswith the analysis of covariance
structures. Therefore, according to Meredith (1988alysis based on covariance structures
can only test ‘weak’ forms of invariance betweeaugrs. That is why this type of analysis
was specified aweakin Table 3. The last step was to test a ‘strongnf of invariance. The
stronger form also compares the latent means afdhkes among both groups. Hence, the
results of the analyses based on means and cosausanmictures are specifiedsigngin

Table 3.

The errors on the questions that were stated pelsitand questions stated negatively
were allowed to co-vary, because positive and meggtiestions could be interpreted
differently in one scale. The scales perceiveddadrdnd perceived-status-differences were
not analyzed on measurement invariance. This igusecthere is only a small number of
questions in these scales. The fit-statistics alllays indicate a very good fitting model with
such a small number of questions. However, thabgiiy statistic Cronbach’s alpha of these
two scales indicates reliable scales for both gsaigspite the small number of questions (see

Table 3).
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As presented in Table 3, the configural model stibwell-fitting multigroup scales.
All the items contributed to the measured factothef scale in both groups. However, the
scale measuring Negative Emotions did not fit. $t&le included two emotions (i.e.
admiration and compassion) that did not signifisaobntribute to the factor. The emotion
‘admiration’ did not contribute to the factor inetgroup of Islamic adolescents. It is possible
that the Islamic adolescents did not understaneiheation ‘admiration’ in relation to the
Dutch population. On the other hand, the emoti@mpassion’ did not contribute to the
factor of Negative Emotions for the group of Dugxdolescents. The emotion can be
interpreted either as positive or as negative aisdnot clearly stated in the questionnaire how
it should be interpreted. This could have causeaesoonfusion among the adolescents.
Because these two emotions did not contributedddbtor Negative Emotion, they were
removed from the scale. The scale became comparablezen the Dutch and Islamic
adolescents (see Table 3). The analyses were oedtinith a scale for Negative Emotions
consisting of ten emotions.

In order for the multigroup models to show a géibdith the data, the difference
between fit-indices of the invariance models areddbnfigural model should be minimal.
Furthermore, the difference between the chi-squetieald be non-significant. When it is
non-significant, it indicates that all the equaktiare justifiable. As shown in Table 3, when
the model becomes stricter, the model fit worskiasvever, the multigroup model fit is still
good for most of the scales, even when the testietnod becomes stricter. This means that
the scales are comparable between the Dutch arditshdolescents and can be analyzed,
interpreted and compared without encountering &rgiroblems.

Group differences
It was hypothesized that Dutch adolescents have megative attitudes towards

Muslims, than Islamic adolescents have towards IDaittizens. The means of the different

20



INTEGRATED THREAT THEORY AMONG DUTCH AND ISLAMIC ABDLESCENTS

variables are presented in Table 1. A MANOVA wasdi® analyze the significance of the
difference between the groups on negative emotidntiae four threat types. There was a
large multivariate effect of the group on the antafmegative emotions and the perceived
threats (Wilk's Lambd#&(5,1032) = 39.56p < .001,12 = .16). However, further investigation
of the univariate ANOVAS on the threats revealeatt there was no significant difference
between Dutch and Islamic adolescents on reattstgat £(1,1036) = .25p = .549) and
symbolic threatk(1,1036) = 2.19p = .066). Dutch and Islamic adolescents indicatpehé
amounts of realistic and symbolic threat. There avagynificant difference found between
Dutch and Islamic adolescents on intergroup anxfty,1036) = 105.98) < .001,1? = .09)
and negative stereotypds({,1036) = 44.14p < .001,n° = .04). Dutch adolescents indicated
significantly more intergroup anxiety and negattereotypes than the Islamic adolescents.
Also the difference between the two groups on neg@&motions is significant
(F(1,1036) = 45.07p < .001,n? = .04). Effects of the group are small. This coné the
hypothesis, indicating that there are more negatitreides among Dutch adolescents than
among Islamic adolescents.

The mean score of negative attitudes of the Dutictescent towards the Muslims is
2.67 8D =.68). This is significantly different from theutral mean score of three in the
scalet(767) = -13.67p < .001. This indicates that on average, Dutchest@nts have
positive attitudes towards Muslims. Gonzalez arittagues (2008) found that more than one
in two Dutch adolescents had negative attitudestdsrMuslims. However, this is not
replicated in this study: In our sample, 233 Dutespondents (30%) indicated a negative
attitude toward Muslims. The mean score of thangtaadolescents for the scale on negative
attitudes towards the Dutch is 2. 38X = .60). This is also significant from the neutrsan

score of threg(303) = -18.86p < .001. Hence, on average, the Islamic adolesedsisshow

21



INTEGRATED THREAT THEORY AMONG DUTCH AND ISLAMIC ABDLESCENTS

Table 3.

Measurement models

Configural model Weak model Strong model
o y’(df) CFl GFI SRMR y°(dff CFI GFI SRMR y°(dff CFI GFI SRMR
Negative emotions Dutch .86 203.45 232.98 402.00
Muslim 79 (58) 96 .96 .05 (73) 95 .95 .08 (83) 96 .96 .09
Realistic Threat Dutch .89 300.23 359.56 719.21
Muslim ‘57 (86) 95 .95 .04 (108) 94 .94 .07 (120) 94 94 .07
Symbolic Threat Dutch .89 235.10 271.85 357.81
Muslim ‘83 (68) 96 .96 .04 (88) 95 .95 .06 (99) 95 .95 .06
Intergroup Anxiety Dutch .89 293.81 348.37 515.16
Muslim ‘84 (78) 96 .95 .05 (104) 95 .94 .08 (116) 95 .95 14
Negative Stereotypes Dutch .88 130.74 165.59 319.32
Muslim 81 (34) 97 .97 .04 (44) 96 .96 .07 (52) 96 .96 .10
Multiculturalism Dutch .85 143.19 186.07 572.52
Muslim 76 (50) 97 .97 .04 (69) 96 .96 .07 (79) 95 .95 .40
Contact Dutch .93 159.52 210.11 385.85
Muslim 93 (16) .98 .96 .03 (28) 97 .95 .05 (35) 97 .94 .09
Negative Experiences Dutch 91 80.92 223.55 513.46
Muslim ‘88 (40) 99 .99 .03 97) 98 .97 .07 (110) 98 .97 .09
Status Differences Dutch 75
Muslim .66
Perceived Conflict Dutch 77
Muslim .84
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a positive attitude toward the Dutch populationly®8 Islamic participants (10%) indicated
to have negative attitudes towards the Dutch pojouna

The means of the distal variables all differ sigaihtly between the Dutch and Islamic
adolescents, except for the perception of staftesrences (Table 1). All the variables
indicate that the Dutch adolescents showed morativegattitudes towards the Muslims than
the Islamic adolescents showed towards the DutalgiDadolescents perceived more
conflict, indicated having less contact with Musdior were less willing to have contact with
Muslims and were less willing to endorse multictatism than the Islamic adolescents.
Furthermore, the Dutch adolescents indicated megative experiences than the Islamic
adolescents, yet the Dutch adolescents were stth® positive side of the scaté768) =
-34.74,p < .001), demonstrating that they did not have vergative experiences with the
outgroup.
Integrated Threat model

Regarding the integrated threat theory for the Baidolescents, it was hypothesized
that the theory provides a fitting model to expltia feelings of negative attitude toward the
Muslim population in the Netherlands. Furthermdarejas hypothesized that the same model
would fit for the Islamic adolescents in the Nethrds regarding their negative attitude
toward the Dutch population. Multi-group path asaly were used to analyze the relation
between the distal variables and prejudice, andivenehis was mediated by the four threats.
By using the multi-group approach, it becomes evidéhether the model fits both groups. If
the model would indicate a misfit, this could besed by either one of the two groups.

However, the integrated threat theory appeare ta Wwell-fitting model for both the
Dutch and the Islamic adolescents. The multi-gnoaih analysis indicated that the proposed
model had a good fit with the dajégo) = 98.77,p < .001; GFI = .98; CFI = .98;

SRMR = .03. This indicates that the integratedahtieeory can be used to explain
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relationships between the distal variables and thegamotions, mediated by the four threats,
for both the Dutch adolescents and Islamic adotgsce

As shown in Figure 1, for the Dutch adolescentdpal threats are positively and
significant related to negative attitudes towardsMus. Furthermore, perceived conflict and
negative experiences are positive and significalated to the four types of threats. This
suggests that the higher the perceived conflicttaadigher the negative experiences with
Muslims, the higher the perceived threats will Ag.expected, contact and willingness for
contact, and multiculturalism are negatively amghgicant related to the threats. This is due
to the direction of the scale, asking positive gjoes. Thus, more contact and willingness for
contact and more endorsement for multiculturali@orelase the perceived threats. A higher
level of perceived status differences was relateddre perceived symbolic threat, but was
not related to the other threats. The model acealfur a large proportion of variance for the
Dutch adolescent$Rf = .58).

Figure 2 presents the model for the Islamic adelets. Symbolic threat was not
significantly related to negative attitudes towtre Dutch. Realistic threat, intergroup
anxiety and negative stereotypes were all sigmifigaelated to negative attitudes. Perceived
conflict was positively and significantly relatealdll four threats. This indicates that the more
conflict the Islamic adolescents perceive, the éighe perceived threats are. Furthermore,
perceived status differences were related to tealiad symbolic threats. Therefore, the more
status differences the Islamic adolescents percthieemore realistic and symbolic threat they
experience. Contact and willingness for contact meggatively related to realistic threat,
intergroup anxiety and negative stereotypes. Tpesifies that more contact and willingness
for contact with Dutch citizens decreases the a@&pees of threat. Moreover, negative
experiences are positively related to all four @tseindicating that the perceived threats

increase when the adolescents have more negaegiences. Finally, multiculturalism is
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Figure 1 Path diagram for Dutch adolescents.
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Figure 2 Path analysis for Muslim adolescents.
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positively related to symbolic threat, but negdsivelated to intergroup anxiety. Thus, more
endorsement of multiculturalism increases percesygdbolic threat, which in turn increases
negative attitudes towards the Dutch. On the dihed, endorsement of multiculturalism also
decreases intergroup anxiety, which in turn dee@®aggative attitudes towards the Dutch.
The model explained 31% of the variance for thenhst adolescents, which is a large effect

size.

Discussion

This study aimed to examine the integrated thiezdry in the Netherlands among
Dutch adolescents, and among Islamic adolescenésrésults indicate that the integrated
threat theory is a useful framework for the twdetiént populations in the Netherlands. For
both Dutch adolescents and Islamic adolescentsitivegattitudes towards the outgroup are
associated with perceived threats. All four threegse related to negative attitudes among
Dutch adolescents, while for the Islamic adolescémiee of the four threats were related to
negative attitudes. These threats mediated theameship between distal variables, such as
negative experiences, and negative attitudes t@athedoutgroup. Furthermore, the results
indicate that Dutch adolescents show more negattitedes towards the Muslims than the
Islamic adolescents show towards the Dutch pouiati
Negative attitudes in the Netherlands

The hypothesis concerning Dutch adolescents indgatore negative emotions
towards Muslims than Islamic adolescents woulddat# towards the Dutch population was
confirmed. Dutch adolescents are not reluctamdacate how they feel and what they believe
(Gonzalez et al., 2008). The difference betweertband Islamic adolescents cannot be
explained by a bias in the questionnaire. The nreasent invariance analyses indicated that

Dutch and Islamic adolescents had comparable respoeaitterns, which implies that Islamic
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adolescents interpreted the questions in the saayeaw/the Dutch adolescents, and the same
constructs were measured by the questionnairetindroups.

While the Dutch adolescents indicated having megative emotions than the
Islamic adolescents, the average scores indichggdutch adolescents still have positive
attitudes towards Muslims. Only 30% of the Dutcbladcents indicated having negative
attitudes (i.e. 30% of the Dutch adolescents hscbeae above the scale mean). This gives a
different perspective than the study of Gonzalat @ileagues (2008), who have reported
that one out of two Dutch adolescents showed negatiitudes towards Muslims. The
sample of Gonzalez and colleagues came from oxlgctiools in four cities, which may
indicate that, in order to get such a large sar(i#263 students), the schools were ‘white’.
This may indicate that the students did not havehmaontact with Muslims, which may
increase the negative attitudes towards MuslimsaBge Gonzélez and colleagues wanted a
sample of ethnic Dutch adolescents, it seems argtatiee to collect the data from a white
school. However, then it would remain a conveniesaraple that does not seem
representative of the Netherlands. Converselysthiools were contacted for the sample in
this study, containing white schools, as well ackland mixed schools. For this reason, the
sample of this study seems more representativieedletherlands. Accordingly, it would give
a better view of the contact of Dutch adolescamthé Netherlands with Muslims and their
prejudice. However, it should be kept in mind thatrages and frequencies are always
dependent on the sample and thus, the schoolse Thalways a possibility that different
schools would give a different view on the negatttgudes of adolescents. Another
explanation for the different results on negatittgwales of Dutch adolescents may be due to
a positive change in society on these attitudesz@ez and colleagues collected the data in
2006/2007, while the data in this study was cofldaéh 2010/2011. This may imply that the

Dutch adolescents have become more positive towdudtims over these four years.
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Muslim adolescents indicated on average havingigesattitudes towards the Dutch
population. Only 10% of the Islamic adolescentsaated negative attitudes. Moreover, the
Islamic adolescents indicated perceiving less thtem the Dutch adolescents, having less
negative experiences and conflicts, having moergnoup contact, and endorsing
multiculturalism more. The positive attitudes aodér perceived threat towards a majority
group had not been found in previous researchn lAraerican sample comparing the
negative attitudes of Black and White Americangftn et al., 2002) and a Canadian
sample comparing Native and White Canadians (CdwenB Stephan, 2001) it was found
that the minority group perceived the most threai$ had more negative attitudes towards
the majority group than the majority perceived todgathe minority group. In this study the
opposite was found, which may indicate that thaexrin the Netherlands is different from
the context in America and Canada (Stephan & Stept206). However, from another point
of view, the context in Canada and the contexh@Netherlands are comparable. The native
Canadians lived in Canada before the White Canadiame. That is why they are called:
Natives. In the Netherlands, the Dutch populat®ndtive, and the Islamic population
migrated to the Netherlands. In that aspect, thigemindicate more negative attitudes
towards the immigrants than the immigrants indi¢ateards the natives. The negative
attitudes may be due to several factors, sucheaditferent culture of the immigrants and the
threat of losing jobs and space to the immigrastsgghan et al., 1998). This makes the
context of Canada and the Netherlands comparable.

Contact with the outgroup can also explain the éighdicated negative attitudes of
the Dutch adolescents. The intergroup contact lngsis poses that contact with the outgroup
improves intergroup attitudes and decrease preguditiport, 1954). Dutch adolescents
indicated having significantly less contact andinginess for contact than the Islamic

adolescents. This is in line with the significantipre frequently indicated negative attitudes
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of the Dutch adolescents than the Islamic adolésc&hus, Islamic adolescents having more
contact with the Dutch may also explain why Islamiiolescents indicated lower negative
attitudes towards the Dutch population.

Dutch adolescents may also indicate more negatiitedes towards Muslims due to
their perception of the acculturation attituded/fslims. The Dutch population favors
assimilation (Verkuyten, 2005; Van Oudenhoven, r&Buunk, 1998) or integration of the
Muslims (Verkuyten, 2005) over segregation and rmatgzation. However, Van
Oudenhoven and colleagues (1998) have found thdbtitch population believes that
Muslims in the Netherlands segregate. That is deelturation style the Dutch population
likes the least. This could make the Dutch moreatieg towards Muslims. However,
Muslims themselves indicate that they want to irdesgy They can encounter opposition
against their efforts to integrate and seek conbextause the Dutch population might
attribute their efforts to chance or as an excepfitan Oudenhoven et al., 1998). When the
efforts of seeking contact are not attributed tarae but as a conscious act, it can be
attributed to the individual seeking contact or ti@mto integrate who is not the typical
outgroup member. This kind of resistance might eabe Muslims to also indicate negative
attitudes towards the Dutch population, togetheh wossible experiences of discrimination.

The negative attitudes of the Dutch may also béagnxgd by the messages and
coverage of the media. The media has some shontgsnm the reporting on Muslims
(Shadid, 2005). The Islam is represented in a siegland distant manner; Muslims are
stigmatized; the society is divided in ‘we’ verstiey’ with ‘we’ as the majority Dutch
positively typified versus ‘they’ as the minorityddlims whom are negatively typified; and
the participation of the Muslims in the media igleeted and their vision misses. These
shortcomings can maintain and strengthen the negatiitudes of the Dutch population

towards the Muslims.
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Threatsin the Netherlands

For the Dutch adolescents, all four threats weleded to negative attitudes. The
adolescents who indicated more intergroup anxregljstic threats, symbolic threats and
negative stereotypes were likely to indicate magative attitudes towards Muslims. For the
Islamic adolescents, only intergroup anxiety, stalithreat and negative stereotypes were
significantly related to negative attitudes.

Intergroup anxiety appeared to be the biggest thed@ted to the negative attitudes for
both groups. The anxiety for interaction with thegsoup as biggest predictor for negative
attitudes towards the outgroup is also reflecteatler studies (Corenblum & Stephan, 2001;
Stephan, Diaz-Loving & Duran, 2000; Stephan et26lQ2). Anxiety is related to cognitive
components, that is, having negative thoughts duriteractions with outgroup members, or
when interactions are expected (Corenblum & Stepk@@1). Anxiety and negative thoughts
make it difficult to accept outgroup members, ofdel affection towards them. Furthermore,
the sample consists of young adolescents, therifisrenore likely that they indicated most
fear of interaction with the outgroup because e related to their personal life, while
realistic and symbolic threat concerns threatbéangroup as a whole (Stephan et al., 2002).

There seems to be only little perceived symbolieahamong Dutch adolescents, and
only a minimal association with negative attitudBsat is more or less consistent with
previous research that has found that symboliatiwas not related to negative attitudes,
while intergroup anxiety and negative stereotypesewelated to negative attitudes in the
majority group (Stephan et al., 2000; Stephan, Mhaartinez, Scharzwald, & Tur-Kaspa,
1998). When there is a low status outgroup, intergranxiety and negative stereotypes are
found to be stronger predictors of negative atétutbwards this outgroup. The higher status
of the ingroup protects them from the threats &rtbconomic welfare, and values and

beliefs, while the cultural differences that eXistween the higher status ingroup and the
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lower status outgroup create intergroup anxietyraeghtive stereotyping (Riek et al., 2006;
Stephan et al., 1998). Contradictory to the findin§Gonzalez and colleagues (2008), who
found more symbolic threat and no realistic threkdted to negative attitudes, the Dutch
adolescents in this study feel more threatenekain welfare than in their beliefs in values by
Muslims. A positive explanation for this almost ogfie finding might be that the Dutch
adolescents have accepted the Muslim values arefdml the four years that have past
between the data collection of Gonzalez and calieagnd the data collection of this study,
and now the adolescents are feeling economicakatbned by Muslims. The financial crisis
of 2008 may be another explanation for the conttadj results. Economic circumstances
such as a financial crisis can influence intergrmelgtions (Butz & Yogeeswaran, 2011). In a
recent study, Becker, Wagner and Christ (2011) exaarhow an unspecific threat such as
the financial crisis can lead to a specific thigmad ethnic prejudice. From a representative
survey study and an experiment, the authors coadltitht those who attributed the cause of
the crisis to immigrants showed increased ethrequgice. While this was not examined in
the current study, it can give some clarificationthe indicated increase in realistic economic
threat. Whereas it remains unknown whether theemdehts blame the immigrants, the media
shows messages on budget cuts in certain occupatimmease in unemployment and pension
reduction. Although adolescents may not be occupigdtheir pensions at their age, the
negative messages could make them worry aboutftitene. As a result, the Dutch
adolescents feel threatened by the outgroup in #o@nomic position and indicate a more
realistic threat.

For Islamic adolescents, symbolic threat was rgsti§cantly related to negative
attitudes towards the Dutch population. Howeves, Was not consistent with previous
literature on negative attitudes of the minoritgup towards the majority group. Symbolic

threat was found highly related to negative atggitbward the majority group of White
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Americans (Stephan, Diaz-Loving, & Duran, 2000;p8&n et al., 2002) or White Canadians
(Corenblum & Stephan, 2001). An explanation fos thiconsistent finding might lie in the
ethnic self-esteem, or ethnic identity of the Islaadolescents. Having high ethnic self-
esteem can buffer the effects of threats to omkestity in order to maintain well-being
(Verkuyten, 2010). Symbolic threats (e.g. threatgards one’s values and beliefs) can be
seen as threats to one’s ethnic identity. Highietbelf-esteem might also buffer the effects
of symbolic threats on negative attitudes towahngsautgroup. Therefore, the Dutch
population does not form a threat towards the calltvalues and beliefs of the Islamic
adolescents, due to their high ethnic self-estééoneover, in the studies mentioned earlier,
the minority groups also perceived more threats tha majority group, while this study
finds that the majority group indicates more thse&urthermore, these studies did not find a
relation between realistic threats and negativauidés in the minority group (Stephan, Diaz-
Loving, & Duran, 2000; Corenblum & Stephan, 20@tephan, Diaz-Loving and Duran
(2000) suggested that “when members of a less gowgpup think that the power
relationships between groups cannot be alteretistieahreats may not predict prejudice”
(p. 248). In this study, realistic threats wererfdun the less powerful group, which might
suggest that Islamic adolescents think that thegpalations can be altered. In addition, due
to the messages in the media, the Islamic adoleso®ay also feel threatened about their
future economic position by the Dutch and therefodécate realistic threats.
Threatsand distal variables

For Dutch adolescents, four of the five distal &ales were related to all four threats.
The one variable not related to all four threats si@tus differences. Only symbolic threat
increased with more perceived status differencesa¥@rage, the Dutch adolescents did
perceive status differences, but the questionsainssdifferences do not specify in which

direction the status differences are perceivedsThuemains unclear whether the
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adolescents perceive themselves as having a highewer status than the Islamic
adolescents. Because status differences werelatgde¢o most threats, it is likely that the
Dutch adolescents did not identify the perceiveidtang status differences as threatening. We
can only speculate that they saw themselves dsgher status. For the Islamic adolescents,
status differences were significantly related @listic and symbolic threats. Thus, the more
status differences the Islamic adolescents perdethie more they indicated to feel threatened
in their economic welfare, and values and beli€fss would indicate that, even though not
explicitly asked, the Islamic adolescents see tieéras as the lower status, threatened by the
higher status.

Dutch adolescents who endorsed multiculturalisnicatéd perceiving less realistic
and symbolic threat, negative stereotypes andgraap anxiety. This finding is consistent
with previous findings in the Netherlands (Verkuyt2005; Gonzalez et al., 2008). The more
support the adolescents have for cultural diveisitphe Netherlands, the more the ethnic
outgroup is accepted and more positive attitudesleplayed. For the Islamic adolescents,
the endorsement of multiculturalism is relatedntieigroup anxiety in the expected direction:
More endorsement of the concept multiculturalisrordases the intergroup anxiety.
Surprisingly, multiculturalism is inversely relatemlsymbolic threat. That is, the more
endorsement of multiculturalism, the more the Istaadolescents feel threatened by the
Dutch population in their values and beliefs. Fanarty groups, compared to the
endorsement of assimilationism, the endorsememiudiculturalism is the only way to
maintain their own ethnic identity and obtain ah@gsocial status in society (Verkuyten,
2005). Multiculturalism includes acknowledgemend aicceptance of ethnic differences, and
is a way to equality in the social structure ofistyc The endorsement of multiculturalism
includes accepting the values and beliefs of thmtyagroup. However, Verkuyten (2005)

found that the Dutch population endorsed assiroitddi thinking more than a Turkish
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minority. Perhaps Islamic adolescent experiencetlieamore they accept multiculturalism,
the more they have to accept the values and belig¢fe Dutch population, while the Dutch
population does not always accept the values aliefdbef the Islamic adolescents. This
might cause the Islamic adolescents to feel thegt kiave to give in to achieve social equality,
but do not get anything in return from Dutch popiola This way, more endorsement of
multiculturalism could increase the perceptionysfibolic threat.

Adolescents who indicated more perceived conflididated higher perceived threats.
A history of intergroup conflict increases feelirgfghreat from the outgroup. The kind of
history of conflict in America does not exist iretNetherlands, since the Turkish and
Moroccan Muslims came to the Netherlands as guedtexrs. However, there seems to be a
different kind of conflict apparent in the Nethewis, affecting the perception of threat. The
Dutch adolescents indicate that the Dutch and Mhsstannot get along, have always had bad
relationships and that there will be conflicts bed¢w the two groups in the future. The Islamic
adolescents perceive less conflict between Muslintsthe Dutch population. However, those
who do perceive conflict have increased negatitirides, mediated by the increased
perception of threat. The perceived conflict of Bhech adolescents is also reported by the
media and reflected by the negative attitude ofpibigical party of Geert Wilders towards
Muslims. This type of conflict may be related te fherception of threats, and thus on the
negative attitudes towards Muslims. Reducing Wy tof conflict can reduce negative
attitudes towards the Muslims.

Furthermore, another related variable to the pei@ejpf threat in both groups is
intergroup contact. As found before and replicaretthis study, contact with the outgroup is
significantly related to the perception of threddt{chison & Rosenthal, 2010; Pettigrew &
Tropp, 2008). More intergroup contact decreasepdneeption of threat, and thereby

decreases the negative attitudes. The Dutch aduitssindicate less contact and willingness
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for contact with Muslims than the Islamic adolessein the Netherlands, 4.5% of the
population is Turkish or Moroccan (CBS, 2012) amel great majority of them are Muslim
(Verkuyten, 2005). Thus, Muslims will have more tamt with the Dutch population than
vice versa (Van Oudenhoven et al., 1998). Howdweth the Dutch and Islamic adolescents
indicate having little negative experiences with ttutgroup. This could be explained by the
amount of contact between the two groups. For Datidiescents, there is little contact with
Muslims. Thus, the Dutch adolescents do not hagefportunity to experience any kind of
situation with the outgroup, neither positive negative. For the Islamic adolescents, despite
possible discrimination, they may have mostly pesiexperiences with the Dutch
population. Alternatively, the answers to the quest could be socially desirable.
Nevertheless, higher negative experiences areetetatmore perception of threat. The more
negative experiences the adolescents encountdrigher the perceived threats, which in turn
increases the negative attitudes towards the aypgro
I nterventions

The model gives opportunities for intervention amnevention programs. Due to two
different models for the two groups, specific aspeelated to threats can be addressed to
achieve the best results. For example, for bothpgahe distal variableontactcan be
addressed in order to decrease negative attithdesgh decreasing the perception of threat.
Relevant institutions and authorities should emizieasontact between the groups. Support
from relevant institutions and authorities is oféhe four situational conditions of Allport’s
intergroup contact theory (1954) in order to alloantact be effective. The other three
conditions prescribe that contact must occur ittuagon of equal status, the groups must
have shared goals and in order to attain these gioate should be intergroup cooperation. A
fifth condition added by Pettigrew (1998) implibat the contact situation has the

opportunity to develop a friendship. However, Re#tw and Tropp (2006) found that even
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when not all conditions were met, the prejudiceamig the outgroup decreased. Stephan,
Diaz-Loving and Duran (2000) demonstrated thatphaity of contact is more important
than the quantity of contact in predicting attitsidie order to increase the positive attitudes
towards the outgroup the focus should be on faymereontact.

The interventions can also decrease negative expes. Even though both Dutch and
Islamic adolescents indicate little negative exgeres with the outgroup, higher negative
experiences are still related to more percepticih@fat. The more negative experiences they
encounter, the higher the perceived threats, whitisequently increases the negative
attitudes towards the Dutch population. Decreaiieghegative experiences can decrease the
perception of threat. By decreasing the threatsative attitudes towards the outgroup will
decrease.

Threats might be induced by the ignorance concgrthia other group (Stephan &
Stephan, 2000). Not knowing what the outgroup thiakd wants, may increase the
perception of threat. Ignorance can be seen, famgle, in the acculturation style: Muslims
want to integrate, while the Dutch population tlskat they want to segregate (Van
Oudenhoven et al, 1998). Thus, gaining more inféionaabout the outgroup can decrease the
perceived threats (Stephan & Stephan, 2000). Gainiiormation about the outgroup can be
established by, for example, cultural diversityrtirag programs. In an industrial setting, these
programs can teach individuals to value group ckfiees and increase understanding
between the groups (Stephan & Stephan, 2000). éuntbre, the programs could address
perspective taking. Taking perspective can inducpathy for the outgroup (Riek et al,

2006). The empathy for the outgroup and understaritie viewpoint of the outgroup might
counter the perception of threat. In addition, esmhy multiculturalism can improve the
attitudes towards the outgroup (Gonzalez et ab82Mutch adolescents feel less threatened

by outgroups when they endorse multiculturalism accept diversity in the Netherlands.
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Riek and colleagues (2006) propose that intergtbrgat could be reduced by
targeting the social categorization process. Tle@bkoategorization process includes
strategies such as decategorization and recatatjoriz That is, dissolving group boundaries
and seeing people as individuals rather than gnoembers (i.e. colour-blindness (Verkuyten,
2005)) and reshaping group boundaries, respectiizalgegregation was also mentioned by
Aronson and Bridgeman (1979), who emphasize theggtegation in classrooms does not
work due to competitiveness. In contrast, coopenabetween two groups, and having
common goals, does increase the empathy betwegroaps and decrease negative attitudes.
This cooperation between the Dutch population atahiic population can be established in,
for example, schools or community centres. Theajgapproach is a program that
emphasizes cooperation in classrooms by placirdests in learning groups (Aronson &
Bridgeman, 1979). Each student has the knowledgedifferent part of the material, like a
piece of a jigsaw puzzle, and these pieces mugtibtogether. Each student learns his own
part and teaches it to the other students in tmileg group. This way, every student has an
equal part in the role of the expert. This methodld be applied in schools in order to let the
students get to know the outgroup at an early Blige jigsaw approach increases contact
between the two groups, which in turn can decrdas@erception of threat.

Limitations and Futureresearch

The explained variance of the model of the Dutablestents and of the model of the
Islamic adolescents differs. That is, the modebaated for 58% of the variance for the
Dutch adolescents, while the same model accountedliso of the variance for the Islamic
adolescents. It is possible that there are additifactors involved in the prediction of
negative attitudes (Corenblum & Stephan, 2001).tRedslamic adolescents, the
endorsement of multiculturalism and perceived gonitere only partially related to the

threats. Other factors, such as ethnic identitiieaghce to traditional values, level of
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religious observance and level of acculturationid¢de considered in future research
(Corenblum & Stephan, 2001).

It should be borne in mind that the results arssgectional, and consequently, no
causal interpretations can be made. It could beeak¢hat most relations in the integrated
threat theory are reversed or reciprocal. The nateg threat theory poses that more threats
results in prejudice, while it is also theoretigglbssible that people with more prejudice can
perceive more threats. However, a recent longilditudy examined the causal structure of
threats related to negative emotions towards etnimorities (Schlueter, Schmidt, & Wagner,
2008). The authors concluded that perception efathis the antecedent of negative emotions
towards the outgroup. There was no support focéusal relation from negative attitudes to
threat perception or the reciprocal relationshipveen negative attitudes and threat
perception.

Furthermore, self-reports are used in this studgasirement models were tested in
order to check for invariance in the questionnagtwveen both groups. That is, whether the
guestionnaire measured the same thing in both gr@@yrne, 2008). However, the
measurement models do not check for socially delsiranswers, which can still play a role in
both groups. In addition, even though it was cometuithat there was measurement
invariance, there is something notable with theticwituralism scale. The standardized root
mean square residual in the strong model of tralesshowed an immense increase as it
started at .04 in the configural model and .0 ha:mweaker model, and became .40 in the
stronger model tested. Furthermore, the chi-squialees a vast increase with the stronger
model. The stronger form of invariance testing asmpared the latent factor means (i.e.
intercepts of the scale) of the Dutch and Islardigl@scents, next to the comparison of the

factor loadings. This suggests that the factoritogalof each question towards the factor
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multiculturalismare equal in both groups, but the origin of thedesdiffers between the two
groups.

The questionnaires concerning perceived conflidtstatus differences were two very
small questionnaires, consisting of three and fuastions. Therefore, it became impractical
to analyze the measurement invariance of thesesddbreover, the questionnaire of status
differences does not question in which directiandifferences in status are perceived.
Therefore, it remains uncertain whether the Dutiblescents perceive themselves as the
higher status group, and the Islamic adolescemtepe themselves as the lower status
groups. This could have considerable influenceheniriterpretation of the model. In future
research, this should be taken into account.

Conclusion

In sum, Dutch and Islamic adolescents appear te hasomparable integrated threat
model. For both groups, intergroup anxiety app#srsnost prominent predictor of negative
attitudes. Furthermore, symbolic threat is thetlpasminent predictor or does not predict
negative attitudes at all for Dutch and Islamicladoents, respectively. Contact and
willingness for contact appears to be a vital fatbodecrease threats and negative attitudes.
In addition, decreasing negative experiences \Wighautgroup can also decrease threats and
negative attitudes. Compared to studies performekhierica and Canada, the situation in the
Netherlands differs. This can be explained by iffer@nt context in the Netherlands
compared to America en Canada (Stephan & Stepl®&8)1The groups also have different
backgrounds with each other which make differergdts more important.

As far as we know, this is first study that exarsitiee integrated threat theory among
a minority group of Islamic adolescents in the Meldinds. The theory gives a useful
framework to study the development of prejudiceamg Muslims, and also to study the

development of prejudice towards the Dutch popoatilhe integrated threat theory can
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serve as a handle for future intervention and preee programs to decrease these negative
attitudes towards the outgroup. More contact betvibe two groups appears to decrease the
perceived threats aroused by the outgroup. Invgsgtitncreasing contact between the groups

may decrease the negative attitudes towards thyzoyd.
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