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ABSTRACT 

 

 

Reminding Americans with and with no recent immigrant predecessors about their immigrant 

history, and its impact on their attitudes of immigrants 

 

by 

 

Anudhi Praharshinie Munasinghe 

 

 

According to research on attitudes toward immigrants, Americans consider immigrants to be 

an outgroup to the country, and experience negativity toward them for multiple reasons. The 

perception of immigrants as an outgroup is, however, ironic as most Americans have 

immigrant predecessors. We hypothesized that Americans with recent immigrant 

predecessors would be more likely to include immigrants as their ingroup, if reminded of 

these predecessors, but Americans with no recent immigrant predecessors, if asked about 

whether they had any such predecessors, would distinguish themselves from immigrants to a 

greater extent. Half of our participants were primed with questions about the immigrant 

status of their recent predecessors, and then rated immigrants and Americans on a set of traits 

and emotions (primed condition), and the other half rated the two groups before answering 

questions about their predecessors (control condition). Results showed that participants with 

recent immigrant predecessors (immigrant participants) rated immigrants more positively in 

the control condition, and participants with no recent immigrant predecessors (not-immigrant 



 

 

 

v 

participants) in the primed condition showed a decrease in negativity to immigrants, but only 

when they rated Americans before rating immigrants. Thus, the results suggest that 

immigrant participants are likely to consider immigrants part of their ingroup, and do not 

require a reminder of their predecessors for this. Furthermore, asking not-immigrant 

participants about the immigrant status of their predecessors, does not appear to highlight the 

ingroup outgroup division between them and immigrants, but rather, remind the former of 

how many Americans have immigrant predecessors. Future directions are discussed.  

 Keywords: intergroup relations, ingroup, outgroup, immigrants, stereotypes 
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Introduction 

Immigrants form a vastly diverse and heterogeneous group in the U.S. In 2016, the 

Migration Policy Institute (MPI) reported 9 main countries of origin for immigrants: Mexico, 

India, China/Hong Kong, the Philippines, El Salvador, Vietnam, Cuba, South Korea, and the 

Dominican Republic. In terms of employment, the Bureau of Labor Statistics showed that in 

2016, 32.2% of employed immigrants held management, professional, and related 

occupations, 23.5% held service occupations, and 15.9% held sales and office occupations 

(U.S. Department of Labor, 2017). As for education, the MPI reports that 30% of immigrants 

of ages 25 and over hold a bachelor’s degree, whereas on the other end of the spectrum 29% 

of them do not hold a high school diploma or a General Educational Development. 

Despite this diversity among immigrants, Americans appear to have rather fixed and 

largely negative attitudes toward immigrants.  The Gallup polls of 2017 showed that 30% of 

Americans believed that immigrants hurt, rather than helped, the economy, and the 2018 

CNN polls showed that 39% of surveyed adults said that they were in favor of new 

immigration laws being created to reduce the number of legal immigrants entering the 

country.  

Researchers have also explored American’s views of immigrants.  For example, Lee 

and Fiske (2006) asked participants to rate various immigrant groups on the two dimensions 

of the Stereotype Content Model: competence and warmth (SCM; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & 

Xu, 2002). Competence refers to an outgroup’s perceived ability to be financially successful 

and therefore threaten the ingroup’s resources. Warmth, on the other hand, refers to an 

outgroup’s perceived intent in threatening the ingroup’s resources. Lee and Fiske had 

participants rate undocumented, first-generation, and third-generation immigrants, among 
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other immigrant groups. Undocumented immigrants were rated as low on both competence 

and warmth, first-generation immigrants as moderate on competence and low on warmth, and 

third-generation immigrants as high on both competence and warmth. The ratings for 

undocumented and first-generation immigrants matched work done in other countries (e.g. 

Belgium and Hong Kong), where citizens rated immigrants as low in both warmth and 

competence (Cuddy, Fiske, Demoulin, Leyens, 2000; Eckes, 2002; Cuddy, et al., 2009).  

Researchers have also looked at why Americans’ attitudes to immigrants are to a 

large extent negatively valenced. Esses, Jackson, and Armstrong (1998) and Esses, Dovidio, 

Jackson, and Armstrong (2001) showed that the threat of losing resources played an 

important role in the negative attitudes toward immigrants. Citizens (Americans and 

Canadians) who believed that the entry of immigrants was directly related to a loss of 

resources for their own group (zero-sum beliefs) were more likely to express negative 

attitudes toward immigrants. Stephan, Renfro, Esses, Stephan, and Martin (2005) showed 

that the threat of losing resources, of cultural change, and of anxiety-provoking, 

uncomfortable interactions increased these negative attitudes as well, as did the belief in 

negative stereotypes regarding immigrants (Intergroup Threat Theory; ITT).  

Esses, et al. (1998; 2001) explain this tendency using Realistic Conflict Theory 

(Campbell, 1965), whereby when resources are perceived to be limited, individuals engage in 

greater hostility towards outgroups, in hopes of retaining the resources for their ingroup’s 

use. Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; SIT) helps explain this tendency, for 

when individuals identify with a certain group, they wish this group to be better than all other 

groups, a goal they work towards by believing in their group’s inherent superiority and 

favoring their group with a greater amount of resources. As the goal in this behavior is to 
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positively differentiate one’s ingroup from the outgroup, researchers have found that at times 

participants are keener on creating a greater disparity between ingroup and outgroup 

resources than in obtaining an objectively greater amount of resources for the ingroup 

(Dovidio, et al., 1997; Tajfel, Billing, Bundy, & Flament, 1971; Turner, Brown, & Tajfel, 

1979).  

In this vein, Esses et al. (1998; 2001) demonstrated that Americans are motivated to 

retain the country’s resources for themselves versus share them with the immigrant outgroup 

and are therefore more threatened and hostile toward immigrants when they perceive their 

country’s resources to be limited.  

 Ironically, however, given America’s history, immigrants are not exactly a clear 

outgroup. Excluding Native Americans, all other Americans share a history of immigrating to 

the U.S. at some point in their ancestry. For this reason, America is often referred to as the 

land of immigrants, as all Americans (again, excluding Native Americans) are in a way, 

immigrants to the U.S. (Fennelly, 2012). And yet, it appears that more recent immigrants are 

treated as an outgroup, separate from the American identity, and are therefore susceptible to 

being treated with bias typically leveled toward other outgroups. But can this typical 

conceptualization of recent immigrants be reversed in any way, such that Americans would 

identify more closely with immigrants and not think of them as an outgroup apart from the 

American identity?  

Common ingroup identity theory (Gaertner, Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust, 

1993) would suggest so. This model posits that emphasizing a sense of “we” between two 

groups, in contrast to a sense of “us” versus “them”, can lead to reduced ingroup bias towards 

the other group. Gaertner, Mann, Murrell, and Dovidio (1989) tested this model using the 
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minimal group paradigm to divide participants into two groups of three, and then either 

recategorized them into one group of six, into separate individuals, or kept them as two 

groups. The researchers used common or individual nicknames, colored t-shirts, and seating 

patterns to emphasize these categories. Participants, who were asked to rate the other 

participants on evaluative characteristics such as liking, showed reduced bias in both the one 

group and separate individuals condition; in the former, because their liking for former 

outgroup members increased, and in the latter, because their liking for former ingroup 

members decreased. Dovidio, et al. (1997) found similar results in their study that involved a 

similar paradigm of separating participants into “overestimators” and “underestimators”. 

Participants in the experimental group were given the “one group” manipulation, of sitting in 

a hexagonal, wearing matching t-shirts and being referred to by the same group name, while 

participants in the control group retained their separate identities as over- and 

underestimators. The dependent measures were the extent to which participants engaged in 

self-disclosure and helping behaviors, and researchers found that participants in the “one 

group” condition disclosed and helped former outgroup members more than those in the 

“separate groups” condition. 

Esses, et al. (2001) adopted this strategy in a study conducted in Canada to increase 

positive attitudes toward immigrants. In their study, the researchers primed participants with 

information of immigrants that was neutral, highlighted Canadians’ shared immigrant history 

with them (common ethnic roots), highlighted Canadians’ shared present and future identity 

with them as citizens of the same country (common national identity) or highlighted both 

common ethnic roots and common national identity with them. Results showed that all three 

articles succeeded at reducing negative attitudes toward immigrants. Despite its important 
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implications for messages regarding immigrants, this study was not replicated with an 

American sample. 

The Present Study 

 Thus, we proposed to conduct a conceptual replication of Esses, et al.’s (2001) study. 

In the course of our study, we examined a possible alternative to the common ethnic roots 

prime. Whereas Esses, et al. (2001) used vignettes about immigrants to prime a common 

ingroup identity, we wished to see if priming Americans to think of their predecessors would 

succeed at it as well. Thus, in the current study, we simply asked Americans whether their 

predecessors were or were not born in America. 

 Furthermore, we wished to expand the measure of attitudes of immigrants beyond the 

scope of ITT and SCM. The Katz and Braly checklist (Katz & Braly, 1933) has been used in 

several studies to obtain a wider gauge of individuals’ stereotypes of other groups (Gilbert, 

1951; Karlins, Coffman, & Walters, 1969; Weitz, & Gordon, 1993), so we used this in our 

study. However, given numerous concerns regarding the methodology employed in this 

checklist and the types of words used (Devine, & Elliot, 1995; Diehl, & Jonas, 1991), we 

modified it such that participants rated immigrants on each of the traits instead of choosing 

the traits that were most descriptive of immigrants, and we deleted trait words that were 

uncommon in present diction (e.g. slovenly), and added traits that were more applicable to 

immigrants (e.g. disloyal to America). 

 As another measure of attitudes of immigrants, we incorporated an emotions scale 

derived from Smith, Seger, and Mackie (2007). The role of emotions in an intergroup context 

albeit valuable and well used in other intergroup relations (Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000; 

Mackie & Smith, 2015), has been relatively less used in the examination of Americans’ 
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evaluations of immigrants. Thus, we incorporated the emotion scale to obtain a clearer 

picture of American’s attitudes to immigrants.   

We hypothesized that when asked to rate Americans and immigrants to America on a 

number of positively and negatively valenced personality characteristics, Americans who 

were not reminded about their immigrant predecessors, would rate “Americans” more 

positively than “immigrants to America”, given their identification of “Americans” as their 

ingroup and “immigrants to America” as their outgroup. On the other hand, when Americans 

are reminded of their immigrant predecessors, we hypothesized that those with recent 

immigrant ancestors would reduce their intergroup bias toward “immigrants to America” and 

thus rate “Americans” and “immigrants to America” similarly. However, in this latter 

condition, we predicted that Americans who do not have recent immigrant predecessors 

would not feel an increase in shared identity with immigrants, and would, to the contrary, 

feel even more aware of the differences between their ingroup of “Americans” and the 

“immigrants to America” outgroup. Therefore, we hypothesized that Americans reminded of 

their immigrant predecessors, who have no recent immigrant predecessors would show a 

greater difference in their ratings of “Americans” and “immigrants to America” than 

Americans not reminded of their immigrant ancestors.  

Methods 

Participants 

A statistical power analysis was performed using the “pwr” package on R (Champely, 

2018; Cohen, 1988) to determine the number of participants required for Study 1. Given past 

research (Lee & Fiske, 2006), I set my predicted effect size at 0.25 (Cohen’s suggestion for a 

medium effect), and I ran the test with an alpha = 0.05 and power = 0.80. The pwr package 
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estimated that I would need 45 participants per cell, which would mean 180 participants in 

total. Thus, I collected 412 participants to allow for participants who did not fall into the 

desired demographic as well as those who failed to answer attention check questions 

correctly. My participants were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk and received $3 

in exchange for participation. Participants who were not White and American, failed to 

answer the immigrant family questions (described below), had duplicate IP addresses, and 

failed at least one of the attention check questions (also described below) were all excluded 

from the sample, reducing it to 173 participants.  

This sample consisted of White American participants with a mean age of 34.9 (SD = 

10.5), of which 43.9% were women. Thirty-eight percent of the sample reported a four-year 

college degree as their highest level of completed education, with 32.9% reporting theirs to 

be high-school or a GED.  

Procedure and Measures 

Manipulation of common ingroup identity with immigrants. After giving their 

informed consent, participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions, so that 

possible common ingroup identity with immigrants to the U.S. was activated before they 

rated immigrants for half of the participants and after the ratings for the other half of 

participants.   

Immigrant status. To remind participants about their recent immigrant family history, 

participants were asked (yes/no) whether they, their parents, their grand-parents, and their 

great-grandparents were born in the U.S. For each family member (including the participant) 

not born in the U.S., they were then asked to indicate the continent (from a list of 5) in which 

that individual was born.  Participants were then asked to indicate the extent to which they 
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considered themselves, their parents, their grandparents, and their great-grandparents to be 

immigrants to America (see the Appendix). Participants answered these questions on 9-point 

Likert scales, ranging from 0 (Not at all immigrants) to 9 (Completely Immigrants).  

None of the participants reported being born outside the US, but 6.9% reported that at 

least one of their parents, 22% that at least one of their grandparents, and 14.5% that at least 

one of their great-grandparents, was born outside the US. Of the entire sample, 56.6% 

reported that everyone including themselves, both their parents, all of their grandparents, and 

all of their great-grandparents were born in the US.  

Although I had originally intended to analyze people by the generation of their 

immigration, the small numbers in each group precluded such comparisons.  I therefore 

classified participants into two groups: immigrants (who had at least one immigrant in their 

family) and not-immigrants (who had no immigrants in their family)1.  

Dependent variables. Participants responded to several dependent measures. 

Trait ratings. Participants responded to a trait rating questionnaire comprising 40 trait 

words adapted from the Katz and Braly checklist (Katz & Braly, 1933; see the Appendix), 

which were presented with the prompt “To what extent do you think [immigrants to 

America/Americans] are [trait word]”. Participants made their ratings on 9-point Likert 

scales with endpoints ranging from 1 (Not at all) to 9 (Extremely). The scale, excluding the 

neutral traits, and reverse-scoring the negative traits (see Supplementary Materials), showed 

high reliability across both conditions (Immigrants α = .96, Americans α = .93). The order of 

presentation of the trait words was randomized. 

 
1 Grouping the participants in other ways (as individual categories, or as Parent vs. Grandparent and Great-

grandparent vs not-immigrants) did not significantly alter the results.  



 

 

 

9 

Emotions toward immigrants to America and Americans. Participants completed an 

emotions questionnaire comprising ten emotion words that were chosen as per the work on 

intergroup emotions and the roles these emotions played in various psychological processes 

(Smith, Seger, & Mackie, 2007; Appendix). The ten emotion words were “angry”, 

“satisfied”, “afraid”, “proud”, “disgusted”, “anxious”, “happy”, “grateful”, “guilty”, and 

“respect”, and the order in which they were presented was randomized. Participants were 

asked to rate the extent to which they felt each emotion toward the respective group on a 7-

point Likert scale, with endpoints ranging from 1 (Not at all) to 7 (Very much). The scale, 

after reverse-scoring the negative emotions, showed high reliability across both conditions 

(Immigrants to America α = .90, Americans α = .90). 

The order of the trait and emotion questions was randomized, although participants 

always answered the trait questions before answering the emotion questions. The study 

design counterbalanced whether participants answered questions about immigrants to 

America or Americans first (target order). 

Conscientious Responders Scale (CRS). Six2 items of the CRS were included in the 

perceptions questionnaires to discriminate between participants who were reading the 

question prompts attentively, versus those who were not (Marjanovic, Struthers, Cribbie, & 

Greenglass, 2014). The CRS was included only in the trait ratings questionnaire as it was the 

longest portion of the study. Scale items included statements such as “Please answer this 

question by choosing option 9, “extremely”. 

 
2 Only six attention check items were included in the main study versus nine in the Pilot Study. This was 

because the Pilot Study was composed of four blocks of trait ratings for three different target groups, whereas 

the main study comprised four blocks of trait ratings for only two target groups. Three attention check questions 

per four blocks was deemed sufficient for isolating participants who were not paying attention to the prompts in 

the Pilot Study, and thus this method was honored in the main study as well.  
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Salient immigrant and American categories. After completing the trait and 

emotion ratings, participants were asked to name the groups they were thinking about when 

answering the trait and emotion questions about Americans and the immigrants to America 

targets. These questions were open-ended.  The prompt for immigrants to America was 

“Many groups of people have immigrated to America. When you were answering the 

questions about immigrants what group/groups were you thinking about?” whereas the 

prompt for Americans was “Many groups of people live in America. When you were 

answering the questions about Americans what group/groups were you thinking about?” 

Demographics. Participants were then asked to indicate their nationality, ethnicity, 

and gender identity, as well as the highest level of education achieved by them and each of 

their parents (see the Appendix).  

Finally, participants were asked to write down what they thought the study was about 

and were debriefed. Following debriefing participants indicated whether they gave 

permission for their data to be used in the study. They were then thanked and compensated 

for participation. 

Results 

Manipulation check questions 

The first step in data analysis was to examine whether asking participants about the 

immigrant status of their predecessors would affect the extent to which they felt like 

immigrants. We also wished to see whether this would be affected by the condition the 

participants were in, and thus, whether or not participants had already rated immigrants on 

traits and emotions at this point of the study. To measure the extent to which participants felt 

that they or their predecessors were immigrants, we asked participants to rate their 
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perceptions separately for themselves, their mother, father, grandparents, and great-

grandparents.  

Thus, we first ran five separate two-way ANOVAs to look at the effect condition 

(control vs. primed) and immigrants status (not-immigrant vs. immigrant) had on the extent 

to which participants identified themselves or a predecessor as an immigrant.  

There were no significant effects for the test on the extent to which participants 

themselves felt that they were immigrants, nor the extent to which participants felt that their 

fathers were immigrants. However, there was a significant main effect of immigrant status on 

the question about participants’ mothers, F(1,169) = 6.29, p = .01, participants’ grandparents, 

F(1,168) = 45.57, p<.0001, and participants’ great-grandparents, F(1,169) = 256.13, p<.0001, 

with immigrant participants (Mmother = 1.17, Mgrandparent = 3, Mgreat-grandparent = 6.47) holding 

higher scores than not-immigrant participants (Mmother = .45, Mgrandparent = .49, Mgreat-grandparent = 

.66) in all cases.  

When all five ratings were averaged across to create a composite identification with 

immigrants, the same main effect of immigrant status was found, F(1,169) = 71.31, p<.0001, 

with immigrant participants (Mimmigrant = 2.45) holding higher scores on identification than 

not-immigrant participants (Mnon-immigrant = .53). 

Thus, it appears that asking participants about the immigrant status of their 

predecessors may not directly influence their own feelings of being an immigrant but does 

affect the extent to which they considered their predecessors immigrants to the country.  

Descriptive statistics 

The next step of the analyses was to examine the trait ratings participants made of 

Americans versus immigrants. As per the pilot study, I categorized the traits into positive, 
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neutral, and negative traits, and obtained mean scores for each of the 40 traits, as well as for 

the aggregates of the positive, negative, and neutral traits. Table 1 presents the five positive 

traits that were rated highest for immigrants and for Americans. 

Table 1 

Positive traits rated the highest for immigrants and Americans. 

Immigrants to America Americans 

Hard-working (M=6.73) Willing to blend into American society (M=7.06) 

Ambitious (M=6.38) Loyal to America (M=6.82) 

Religious (M=5.98) Modern (M=6.69) 

Tradition-loving (M=5.93) Sociable (M=6.5) 

Peace-loving (M=5.87) Ambitious (M=6.32) 

  

Table 2 presents the five negative traits that were rated highest for immigrants and for 

Americans. 

Table 2 

Negative traits rated the highest for immigrants and Americans. 

Immigrants to America Americans 

Stick to their own kind (M=5.79) Materialistic (M=7.06) 

Poor (M=5.49) Stick to their own kind (M=5.79) 

Dependent on government help (M=4.61) Aggressive (M=5.31) 

Superstitious (M=4.6) Irritable (M=5.27) 

Naïve (M=4.24) Rude (M=5.04) 
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I next ran one-way repeated measures ANOVAs on each of the 40 traits to see which 

were rated the most differently depending on the target (immigrants vs. Americans). Table 3 

presents the five traits on which ratings of immigrants versus Americans most diverged.  

Table 3 

Traits that were rated the most differently for immigrants versus Americans. 

 F p Effect size Immigrants Americans 

Materialistic 303.02 <.0001 .49 3.81 7.06 

Rich 193.80 <.0001 .31 2.82 4.87 

Modern 146.28 <.0001 .30 4.64 6.69 

Quick-tempered 105.24 <.0001 .18 3.67 5.27 

Aggressive 101.32 <.0001 .18 3.60 5.31 

 

Similarly, I categorized emotions into positive and negative emotions, and obtained 

mean scores for these emotions separately and as aggregates of positive and negative 

emotions. Table 4 presents the three highest rated positive emotions for immigrants and for 

Americans. 

Table 4 

Positive emotions rated the highest for immigrants and Americans. 

Immigrants to America Americans 

Respect (M=4.57) Respect (M=4.18) 

Happy (M=3.63) Happy (M=4.03) 

Proud (M=3.61) Grateful (M=3.91) 

 

 Table 5 presents the three highest rated negative emotions for immigrants and for 

Americans. 
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Table 5 

Negative emotions rated the highest for immigrants and Americans. 

Immigrants to America Americans 

Anxious (M=2.28) Anxious (M=2.50) 

Afraid (M=1.97) Disgust (M=2.49) 

Angry (M=1.90) Angry (M=2.36) 

  

Finally, I ran one-way repeated measures ANOVAs on each of the ten emotions to 

see if target type (immigrants vs. Americans) would affect some emotion ratings more than 

others. Table 6 presents the five emotions that were rated the most differently depending on 

target group. 

Table 6 

Emotions that were rated the most differently for immigrants versus Americans. 
 F p Effect size Immigrants Americans 

Disgust 27.63 <.0001 .07 1.68 2.49 

Guilty 19.39 <.0001 .03 1.60 2.09 

Grateful 11.95 .0007 .03 3.30 3.91 

Angry 8.45 .004 .02 1.90 2.36 

Happy 4.70 .03 .01 3.63 4.03 

 

Main analyses  

 To test the main hypothesis of whether asking participants about the immigrant status 

their predecessors before asking them to rate immigrants would increase the positivity of 

their ratings for immigrants was tested in a mixed model ANOVA.  
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 Analysis of trait ratings. A mixed model ANOVA was conducted to compare the 

effect of condition, immigrant status, target order, target type, and valence on trait ratings. 

There was a significant main effect of target order, F(1,165) = 4.79, p = .03. Participants who 

rated immigrants before Americans rated both groups significantly higher (M = 5.72) than 

participants who rated Americans before immigrants (M = 5.47). Furthermore, there was a 

significant interaction between target type and immigrant status, F(1,165) = 7.57, p = .007 

(see Figure 1). Pairwise comparisons revealed that immigrant participants rated immigrants 

more positively than they rated Americans (p=.003, Mimmigrant = 5.9, MAmerican = 5.34) whereas 

not-immigrant participants did not show such a difference (p=.53, MAmerican = 5.64, Mimmigrant 

= 5.55). A significant interaction was also detected for target type by valence, F(1,165) = 

273.73, p<.0001, on trait ratings. Pairwise comparisons revealed that when rating targets on 

positive traits, all participants rated Americans more positively than immigrants (p = .002, 

MAmerican = 5.77, Mimmigrant = 5.39). In contrast, when rating them on negative traits, 

participants rated Americans significantly less positively than they did immigrants (p<.0001, 

MAmerican = 5.26, Mimmigrant = 6.02). Thus, participants were more likely see Americans as 

having more positive traits than immigrants, but also rated them as having more negative 

traits than they did immigrants.  
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Figure 1. Bar graph showing the target type by immigrant status interaction whereby 

immigrant participants rated immigrants more positively than Americans and not-immigrants 

did show such a difference. 

Thus, our prediction that asking participants about the immigrant status of their 

predecessors would increase positivity toward immigrants (provided that the participant did 

actually have immigrant predecessors) was not supported. In fact, we found that contrary to 

our assumption that all participants would consider Americans to be their ingroup and 

immigrants to be their outgroup, participants with immigrant predecessors indicated greater 

positivity in their ratings of immigrants versus Americans.  

Analysis of emotion ratings. A second mixed model ANOVA was conducted to 

compare the effect of condition, immigrant status, target order, target type, and valence on 

emotions felt toward Americans and immigrants. There was a significant main effect of 

valence, F(1,165) = 331.26, p<.0001, with participants reporting significantly more positive 

(Mpositive = 3.86) than negative (Mnegative = 5.91) emotions. Furthermore, there was a 
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significant interaction of valence by target type on emotions, F(1,165) = 23.01, p<.0001. 

Pairwise comparisons revealed that participants reported feeling equally positive emotions 

toward Americans and immigrants (p = .22,  Mimmigrant = 3.74, MAmerican = 3.98), but reported 

feeling less negative emotions toward immigrants than toward Americans (p = .004, 

Mimmigrant = 6.11, MAmerican = 5.70). Thus, participants were equally likely to report feeling 

positive emotions toward Americans and immigrants, but less likely to report feeling 

negative emotions towards immigrants than Americans.  

There was also a significant interaction of valence by immigrant status, F(1,165) = 

5.34, p = .02, on reported emotions. Pairwise comparisons revealed that both immigrant 

participants (p<.0001, MNegative = 6.04, MPositive = 3.73) and not-immigrant participants 

(p<.0001, MNegative = 5.80, MPositive = 4.0) showed a significant difference in their ratings of 

negative versus positive traits, although this distinction was greater for immigrant 

participants.  

Finally, there was a significant interaction of condition by target order by immigrant 

status by target type, F(1,165) = 7.07, p = .009. Pairwise comparisons revealed significant 

relationships in the control condition when participants rated Americans before immigrants. 

Here, not-immigrant participants rated Americans more positively than immigrants (p = .01, 

MAmerican = 5.22, Mimmigrant = 4.37). In this situation, their ratings for immigrants were also 

significantly less positive than the ratings of immigrants by immigrant participants (p = .05, 

Mnot-immigrant = 4.37, Mimmigrant = 5.2). Furthermore, not-immigrant participants ratings for 

immigrants were significantly more positive in the primed condition (when they rated 

Americans first) than in the control condition (when they rated Americans first; p = .04, 

Mcontrol = 4.37, Mprimed = 5.04). In the other conditions and when immigrants were rated first, 
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the data showed similar patterns of more positive ratings of immigrants by immigrant 

participants and more positive ratings of Americans by not-immigrant participants, but none 

of these pairwise comparisons were significant. In fact, in the primed conditions, 

participants’ scores for immigrants differed by an average of 0.22 points.) 

The results for not-immigrant and immigrant participants’ ratings of immigrants in 

the control and primed conditions where they rated Americans first are displayed in Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2. A bar graph displaying the relationship between condition and immigrant status for 

ratings of immigrants to America (target type), when participants rated Americans first 

(target order): not-immigrant participants rated immigrants less positively in the control 

condition in comparison to immigrant participants, but this relationship disappears in the 

primed condition. 

Thus, these analyses once again reveal an ingroup bias, whereby not-immigrant 

participants showed a preference to Americans and immigrant participants showed a 

preference to immigrants. As a further divergence from our predictions, when rating 
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Americans first, not-immigrant participants showed an increase of positivity toward 

immigrants in the primed condition versus the control condition. Thus, as opposed to 

showing an increased outgroup bias toward immigrants when asked about the immigrant 

status of their predecessors, not-immigrant participants appeared to show the opposite 

reaction and reported feeling more positivity toward the former.   

Discussion 

Our predictions were not supported by the results. We hypothesized that all 

participants would show an ingroup bias toward Americans versus immigrants and would 

thus rate Americans more positively on the trait and emotion items, but when asked about the 

immigrant status of their predecessors, immigrant participants would show an increase of 

positivity towards immigrants, whereas not-immigrant participants would show a decrease in 

positivity towards them. 

Although, our results did show an ingroup bias toward Americans in the ratings of 

not-immigrant participants, we also found that immigrant participants rated immigrants more 

positively than Americans even in the control condition, suggesting that they considered 

immigrants to be more their ingroup than Americans. Furthermore, when asked about the 

immigrant status of their predecessors, not-immigrant participants, rather than demonstrating 

a further decrease in positivity toward immigrants, showed a significant increase in feeling 

positively toward immigrants. However, this was only true for the participants that rated 

Americans before rating immigrants. 

Thus, our results were quite different from those of Esses, et al. (2001). We hoped 

that our prime of predecessor immigrant status would be a conceptual replication of the 

authors’ prime of common ethnic history, but instead of showing a main effect of increasing 
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positivity for immigrants in the primed conditions (as per Esses, et al.’s [2001] findings), we 

only found an increase in positivity in emotion ratings, when participants rated Americans 

before immigrants. Trait ratings were unaffected by condition, but also showed a main effect 

of target order, whereby rating Americans before immigrants led to more positive ratings for 

both groups.  

Our results also failed to provide support to the Common Ingroup Identity Theory 

(Gaertner, et al., 1993), as immigrant participants did not experience an increase in positivity 

toward immigrants when primed with their immigrant predecessors.  

However, the not-immigrant participants’ increase of positivity toward immigrants in 

the emotion ratings may suggest a mechanism similar to the Common Ingroup Identity 

Theory, that we did not predict. Although asking questions about the immigrant status of 

their predecessors may have reminded not-immigrant participants of their “not-immigrant” 

status, it may also have reminded them of the immigrant status of many other fellow 

Americans. Perhaps asking questions about one’s grandparents and great-grandparents may 

have reminded not-immigrant participants of how Americans born and brought up in the U.S. 

could still be, in a sense, immigrants. This may have prompted their increased positivity 

toward immigrants in the emotion ratings. Of course, these conclusions do not explain why 

this change occurred only in the emotion ratings, and only for participants who rated 

Americans before immigrants, which warrants further study in the matter.  

The surprising role target order played in influencing ratings is a puzzle, too. It 

appears that target order may have acted as a prime for impression management given that in 

the trait ratings, participants rated both Americans and immigrants more positively and in the 

emotion ratings, the reminder of immigrant predecessors succeeded in increasing positivity 
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only when Americans were rated before immigrants. In this scenario, rating Americans first 

is the “control” target order condition, and rating immigrant first is the “primed” target order 

condition. When asked to rate Americans first, participants report thoughts and emotions that 

are less biased by impression management, and more in line with their true thoughts and 

emotions. When they are next directed to rate immigrants, impression management is cued, 

and participants attempt to match their ratings of immigrants to their ratings of Americans in 

terms of positivity. Thus, in the trait ratings, those who rated Americans first had higher 

ratings, as they had to make positive ratings of immigrants to match the positive ratings they 

gave to Americans. In the emotion ratings, this was only true for not-immigrant participants 

who were primed with questions about the immigrant status of their predecessors. In the 

“primed” target order condition, when participants are first asked to rate immigrants, 

impression management is already cued, so their trait ratings are generally positive, but not 

as positive as for those in the “control” target order condition, because they are not anchored 

by a necessity to match their ratings of immigrants to prior, highly positive ratings of 

Americans. In the emotion ratings, immigrants are rated highly enough in both conditions 

such that priming participants with immigrant predecessors cannot significantly affect the 

ratings.  

All these conclusions are largely conjectural, and thus need further research to 

establish them. 

Future directions 

The role of the Model of Racial Position. An important consideration in our future 

work is whether the 40 traits can be divided in a more informative manner than into negative 

and positive traits. ITT argues for the importance of negative traits in influencing negative 
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stereotypes and therefore, prejudice towards an outgroup, but several research studies, as 

well as ITT’s component of realistic threat suggest that perceiving negative versus positive 

traits in an outgroup may not always directly lead to prejudice towards this group. In fact, the 

opposite may happen: perceiving positive traits in a group may lead to increased negative 

stereotyping of and prejudice toward this group. Amanatullah and Tinsley (2013) showed 

that whereas assertiveness is considered important in the workplace, women who are 

perceived as assertive in the workplace are evaluated negatively. Similarly, when White 

Americans associate Asian Americans with positive traits such as intelligence and self-

discipline (traits that are typically rated as positive), they increasingly associate them with 

negative traits as well, and report experiencing negative emotions towards them (Ho & 

Jackson, 2001; Maddux, Galinsky, Cuddy, Polifroni, 2008).  

ITT also alludes to this in their concept of realistic threat: ingroup members are less 

positive toward outgroup members that are perceived to be a threat to the ingroup’s 

resources. Such outgroups typically tend to be capable of threatening ingroup resources by 

possessing (or being perceived as possessing) qualities that enable them to obtain well-

paying jobs. These qualities are generally evaluated positively but are seen as threatening 

when possessed by an outgroup. On the other hand, symbolic threat is experienced towards 

outgroups that possess qualities that are not valued positively by the ingroup. These qualities 

have less to do with financial success, and more to do with cultural values. Therefore, one 

might argue that the ingroup feels threat towards outgroups who are stereotyped as 

possessing positive traits related to competence and negative traits related to cultural 

similarity. This distinction between traits has been examined by Zhou and Cheryan (2017).  
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In their Model of Racial Position (MRP), Zhou and Cheryan (2017), propose that 

outgroups are stereotyped along the dimensions of inferiority and cultural foreignness. The 

axis of inferiority, similar to Fiske, and colleagues’ (2002) dimension of competence, 

measures the extent to which an outgroup is associated with stereotypes regarding their social 

power and competitiveness. Cultural foreignness, on the other hand, relates to the perception 

that an outgroup practices customs and traditions that are different from typical American 

(White American) cultural practices.     

Although Zhou and Cheryan (2017) have examined how Americans who are persons 

of color (POCs) both experience stereotyping and are stereotyped according to these two 

dimensions, they have yet to evaluate how immigrants are viewed along cultural foreignness 

and inferiority.  

I argue that it would be interesting to evaluate Americans’ categorization of 

immigrants along these two dimensions, both as a dependent measure to observe the effects 

of immigrant primes, as well as a predictor for experienced prejudice. I predict participants 

not primed with the immigrant status of their predecessors would rate immigrants as low on 

inferiority and high on cultural foreignness (ie, in a more stereotypical fashion that would 

lead to more prejudice toward immigrants), whereas participants primed with these questions 

would not show as strong a tendency to rate immigrants in this stereotypical manner. I 

believe this next step would help further elucidate the mechanisms behind Americans 

opinions of and feelings toward immigrants. However, the questionable role target order and 

condition played in the results will have to be taken into consideration in these studies, 

perhaps by substituting our conditional prime with something more similar to that of Esses, 

et al. (2001). 
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Target population of interest. I am also interested in expanding this work by 

studying populations other than White Americans. I limited my sample in this manner to 

obtain a baseline for how the majority group in America would react towards immigrants 

under varying conditions. However, I am very interested in comparing this data to that of 

People of Color (POC) Americans as well.  

I am currently in the process of simultaneously running Study 1 on Black Americans, 

Asian Americans, and Latina/o Americans. My sample sizes are still too small to warrant 

comparison with the White American Study 1 data (nLatina/o=33, nAsian=19, nBlack=27).  

I anticipate there being differences in how POC Americans versus White Americans 

rate immigrants, and how the reminder of their immigrant predecessors may influence these 

ratings.   

Conclusion 

Thus, our study provided an interesting outlook into the traits Americans ascribe to 

immigrants, and the emotions they feel towards them, and how these ratings are affected by 

their own immigrant status. They lay the groundwork for how the reminder of one’s (or other 

Americans’) immigrant predecessors may influence ratings of immigrants, and set a baseline 

against which to compare POC Americans’ stereotypes of and prejudice toward immigrants.  

In the long-run I hope that these studies will help address the concern of threat, 

stereotyping, and prejudice directed at immigrants, to help direct America away from the 

current negative political discourse to create a more fair, productive, and healthy society.  
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Appendix 

Immigrant status questions 

1. Were you born in America? 

2. Was your mother born in America? 

3. Was your mother’s mother (your grandmother on your mother’s side) born in 

America? 

4. Was your mother’s father (your grandfather on your mother’s side) born in America? 

5. Were all your great-grandparents on your mother’s side born in America? 

6. Was your father born in America? 

7. Was your father’s mother (your grandmother on your father’s side) born in America? 

8. Was your father’s father (your grandfather on your father’s side) born in America? 

9. Were all your great-grandparents on your father’s side born in America? 

10. To what extent do you consider yourself to be an immigrant to America? 

11. To what extent do you consider your mother to be an immigrant to America? 

12. To what extent do you consider your father to be an immigrant to America? 
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13. To what extent do you consider your grandparents to be an immigrant to America? 

14. To what extent do you consider your great-grandparents to be an immigrant to 

America? 

Trait ratings 

1. Intelligent 

2. Sociable 

3. Cheaters 

4. Loyal to America 

5. Polite 

6. Poor 

7. Agreeable 

8. Ambitious 

9. Religious 

10. Quick-tempered 

11. Ignorant 

12. Shy 

13. Honest 

14. Rich 

15. Idealistic 

16. Disloyal to America 

17. Independent 
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18. Easy-going 

19. Superstitious 

20. Strange 

21. Modern 

22. Lazy 

23. In poor health 

24. Trustworthy 

25. Naïve 

26. Stick to their own kind 

27. Dependent on government help 

28. Aggressive 

29. Protective of women 

30. Similar 

31. Tradition-loving 

32. Hard-working 

33. Rude 

34. Sneaky 

35. Healthy 

36. Sophisticated 

37. Materialistic 

38. Willing to blend into American society 

39. Peace-loving 

40. Sexist  
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Emotions toward immigrants to America and Americans 

1. To what extent do you feel the following emotions about immigrants to 

America/Americans? 

a. Angry 

b. Satisfied 

c. Afraid 

d. Proud 

e. Disgusted 

f. Anxious 

g. Happy 

h. Grateful 

i. Guilty 

j. Respectful 

Demographics questions 

1. What is your nationality? Choose/Indicate as many as apply to you. 

a. American 

b. Other ___________ 

2. What is your ethnicity? Choose as many as apply to you. 

a. Hispanic/Latino 

b. Black/African American 

c. Asian 

d. American Indian/Alaska Native 

e. Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
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f. White 

g. Other ___________ 

3. Which of the following terms best describes your current gender identity? 

a. Female 

b. Male 

c. Trans male/Trans woman 

d. Non-binary/Genderqueer/Gender non-conforming 

4. If there is a term that better described your gender identity, please write it here: 

____________________________ 

5. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

a. Did not finish high school 

b. High school/GED 

c. Two-year college AA degree 

d. Four-year college degree 

e. Graduate degree 

6. What is the highest level of education your mother completed? 

a. Did not finish high school 

b. High school/GED 

c. Two-year college AA degree 

d. Four-year college degree 

e. Graduate degree 

7. What is the highest level of education your father completed? 

a. Did not finish high school 
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b. High school/GED 

c. Two-year college AA degree 

d. Four-year college degree 

e. Graduate degree 

8. What is your age? 

______________ 

9. In your own words, describe what you think this study was about. 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Supplementary Materials 

Pilot Study 

The primary measure of stereotyping used in the experiment comprised a set of 40 

traits adapted from Katz and Braly (1933). To use these as a measure of stereotyping of 

immigrants compared to Americans, it was also important to know that each trait was 

evaluated equally positively regardless of whether an American or an immigrant was seen as 

possessing it. Thus, I first conducted a pilot study, to see both how Americans categorized 

each trait as positive versus negative, and whether their ratings changed depending on 

whether the trait was attributed to immigrants versus people versus Americans.  

Method.  

Participants. Fifty-nine participants were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 

and received $1.5 for participation. Non-White and non-American participants and those who 

had failed at least one of the attention check questions (described below) were excluded from 

the sample, leaving a final sample of 45 participants (20 females, Mage = 37.4, SDage = 11.3). 

All participants completed ratings for all three targets.   

Procedure. After giving their informed consent, all participants were asked to rate 

how positive versus negative it would be for people in general to have each of the 40 traits. 

Next, participants rated how positive versus negative it would be if Americans and 

immigrants to America had each of these traits. Some participants rated the traits with 

Americans in mind before rating the traits with immigrants to America in mind, whereas 

others performed the tasks in the opposite order.  

Trait ratings.  Participants made their ratings of positivity versus negativity for each 

of the 40 traits on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Extremely negative) to 7 (Extremely 
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positive). The prompt was “Please rate how positive or negative it is if [X] have the 

following traits”. The 40 trait words were adapted from Katz and Braly’s (1933) list of traits. 

Overly negative words and phrases, such as “physically dirty” were excluded as we wanted 

participants’ responses to be biased as little as possible by impression management. We also 

excluded words that we believed may not be familiar to participants (e.g. gregarious), and 

instead included words and phrases that we believed may be associated with stereotypes 

commonly tied to immigrants (e.g. disloyal to America). Overall, 12 of the original traits 

were retained, and 28 new traits were added. Most of the new traits were more modern 

synonyms for the original traits (e.g. instead of “courteous”, we used “polite”). All 40 traits 

are displayed in the Appendix. 

Conscientious Responders Scale (CRS). Nine items from the CRS were included in 

the ratings questions to discriminate between participants who were reading the question 

prompts attentively, versus those who were not (Marjanovic, Struthers, Cribbie, & 

Greenglass, 2014). Scale items included statements such as “Please choose ‘Moderately 

negative’”. 

Demographics. After the three sets of ratings, participants answered demographics 

questions on their age, gender, ethnicity, U.S. state of residence, political affiliation, and the 

highest level of education achieved by them and by their parents. They also reported whether 

they and their parents were born in the U.S. The demographics questions were identical to 

those used in the main study (see the Appendix). 

Finally, participants were debriefed, asked for permission to include their data in the study, 

and compensated for their time. 
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Results. To test the main hypothesis of whether evaluations of the 40 traits would 

differ depending on whether the target was “people”, “Americans”, or “immigrants”, I ran 40 

one-way ANOVAs to test the effect of target type on each trait. Table 7 displays the traits 

that were rated significantly differently based on the target.  

Table 7 

 

As the results demonstrate, all these traits were rated in a similar manner across target 

group, but the intensity of the rating differed across target group (e.g. being “disloyal to 

America” is rated as a negative trait for all groups, but it is most negative when possessed by 

an immigrant). As the means demonstrate, all negatively rated traits are rated most negatively 

Traits that were rated significantly differently for people versus immigrants versus 

Americans. 

 F p Effect 

size 

People Immigrants Americans 

Quick-tempered 4.40 .02 .03 2.48 1.98 2.19 

Disloyal to 

America 

8.77 .0007 .04 2.31 1.73 2.04 

Strange 6.01 .008 .03 3.89 3.48 3.60 

Aggressive 6.11 .003 .03 2.21 1.92 2.48 

Rude 3.43 .04 .02 1.85 1.48 1.77 

Sneaky 5.91 .005 .02 2.29 1.92 2.0 

Willing to blend 

into American 

society 

3.36 .04 .02 5.17 5.65 5.35 
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when they are possessed by immigrants, and the single positive trait in the group, “Willing to 

blend into American society”, is rated the most positively for immigrants. Thus, these results 

suggest immigrants to be judged harsher for possessing negative traits and appreciated more 

for possessing a willingness to blend into society, perhaps because such a characteristic 

implies a desire to become integrated with American society and contribute to it.  

Pairwise comparisons, however, reveal that these differences are significant mostly 

between immigrants and people. This is true of the following traits: quick-tempered (p = .01), 

disloyal to America (p = .0002), strange (p = .003), rude (p = .04), willing to blend into 

American society (p = .03). The trait, sneaky, was rated significantly different between both 

immigrants and people (p = .004) and Americans and people (p = .03), whereas “aggressive” 

was only rated significantly different between Americans and immigrants (p = .002). 

As mentioned earlier, we had participants rate “people” first, and then randomized 

whether they rated “Americans” or “immigrants” next. Thus, the ratings for “Americans” 

may have been affected by the rating of a group called “people” beforehand. Given that all 

participants were White Americans, they were most likely thinking of their ingroup when 

rating “people” on the forty traits. However, having to rate a group called “Americans” 

afterwards, may have pushed them to think of this latter group in a slightly different manner, 

altering their ratings for Americans. 

Regardless of the meaning behind these significantly different ratings, all traits were 

rated in the same direction, and thus could be cleanly divided into positive, negative, and 

neutral traits.    

In dividing the traits into negative, positive, and neutral traits, I chose 4.5 as the mid-

point, given that the traits were rated on a 7-point Likert scale. Traits that were rated as lower 
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than 4.5 for all three target groups were labelled “negative” traits and traits rated as higher 

than 4.5 for all three groups were labelled “positive” traits. Traits that did not fit these 

categories for all three traits were labelled “neutral” traits. 

Positive traits comprised Intelligent, Sociable, Loyal to America, Polite, Agreeable, 

Ambitious, Honest, Idealistic, Independent, Easy-going, Modern, Trustworthy, Protective of 

women , Tradition-loving, Hard-working, Healthy, Sophisticated, Willing to blend into 

American society, and Peace-loving, which were then averaged across to create the positive 

trait score. Negative traits comprised Cheaters, Poor, Quick-tempered, Ignorant, Shy, 

Disloyal to America, Superstitious, Strange, Lazy, In poor health, Naive, Stick to their own 

kind, Dependent on government help, Aggressive, Similar, Rude, Sneaky, Materialistic, and 

Sexist, which were averaged across to create the negative trait score. These divisions of 

positive and negative traits were used in the main study when analyzing ratings of 

immigrants and Americans. I created a neutral trait score by averaging over Religious and 

Rich, but I did not include this in any analyses as my primary focus of interest was in how 

negatively versus positively Americans evaluated immigrants. 

Tables 8, 9, and 10 display the positive, negative, and neutral traits with the mean 

scores for each group.  

  



 

 

 

39 

Table 8 

Positive traits 

 

Trait People (M) Immigrants 

(M) 

Americans (M) 

Intelligent 6.27 6.31 6.27 

Sociable 5.77 5.79 5.77 

Loyal to America 5.67 5.90 5.90 

Polite 6.25 6.31 6.15 

Agreeable 5.50 5.48 5.44 

Ambitious 5.88 6.04 6.04 

Honest 6.48 6.52 4.83 

Idealistic 4.83 5.15 6.50 

Independent 5.69 5.71 5.98 

Easy-going 5.46 5.73 5.60 

Modern 4.81 4.96 4.98 

Trustworthy 6.25 6.56 6.35 

Protective of women  5.56 5.27 5.65 

Tradition-loving 5.33 5.00 5.27 

Hard-working 6.42 6.46 6.35 

Healthy 6.19 5.90 6.06 

Sophisticated 5.19 5.35 5.35 

Willing to blend into American 

society 

5.17 5.65 5.35 
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Peace-loving 6.00 6.23 5.96 

 

Table 9 

Negative traits 

Trait People (M) Immigrants 

(M) 

Americans (M) 

Cheaters 1.69 1.58 1.56 

Poor 3.44 3.17 3.17 

Quick-tempered 2.48 1.98 2.19 

Ignorant 2.15 2.10 2.17 

Shy 3.88 3.79 3.79 

Disloyal to America 4.50 1.73 2.04 

Superstitious 3.42 3.31 3.40 

Strange 3.88 3.48 3.60 

Lazy 1.92 1.69 1.96 

In poor health 2.77 2.63 2.71 

Naïve  3.04 3.06 3.08 

Stick to their own kind 3.25 3.44 3.31 

Dependent on government help 2.88 2.63 2.69 

Aggressive 2.21 1.92 2.48 

Similar 4.29 4.23 4.29 

Rude 1.85 1.48 1.77 

Sneaky 2.29 1.92 2.00 
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Materialistic 3.08 3.31 3.35 

Sexist 1.81 1.63 1.79 

 

Table 10 

Neutral traits 

Trait People 

(M) 

Immigrants 

(M) 

Americans 

(M) 

Religious 4.75 4.48 4.83 

Rich 4.50 4.54 4.77 
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