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Abstract 

The “lethal union” of the Uncertainty-Threat Model (UTM) and Integrated Threat Theory (ITT) 

are significant predictors of ethnocentrism or generalized prejudice (McFarland, 2010). Although 

discriminatory acts against minorities increase perpetrator self-esteem (Pratto, Sidanius, 

Stallworth, & Malle, 1994), less is known about the prediction of generalized prejudice by self-

esteem. This prediction, mediated by UTM and ITT, was examined among 331 Amazon 

Mechanical Turk participants. Participants completed six surveys addressing self-esteem, 

generalized prejudice, social dominance orientation, uncertainty threat, right-wing 

authoritarianism, and intergroup anxiety. Self-esteem significantly predicted generalized 

prejudice, but this relationship was mediated by neither UTM nor ITT. Theoretical implications, 

limitations, and future research directions are addressed.  
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Uncertainty Threat, Integrated Threat, and Self-Esteem: A Mediation Model Predicting 

Ethnocentrism 

In 1906, William G. Sumner coined the term “ethnocentrism” to describe one’s 

disposition to hold many prejudices (Adorno, 1950; Sumner, 1906). Ethnocentrism theory states 

that a person who holds a discriminatory belief against a group of people is likely to hold 

discriminatory beliefs against other groups of people as well. This generalization suggested a 

broad root cause for discriminatory beliefs and sparked a need for research. Since the early 

1900s, various researchers have been meticulously attempting to discover the root of 

discrimination and prejudice with two models—the Uncertainty-Threat Model (Jost et al., 2007) 

and the Integrated Threat Theory (Stephan & Stephan, 2000)—emerging as primary 

explanations.  

The Uncertainty-Threat Model (Jost et al., 2007) has predicted individuals’ preference for 

authoritarianism (a preference for laws, norms, and conformity; Whitley, 1999) intrinsically and 

in practice, while social dominance orientation (a belief that one’s own group should dominate 

other groups at the top of the social hierarchy; Sidanius & Pratto, 2004) has been predicted by 

Integrated Threat Theory (Schmitt, 2003). In the last two decades, the dual constructs of right-

wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation have been referred to as the “lethal 

union.” Together, these factors have been known as the key combination of characteristics that 

predict generalized prejudice and ethnocentrism (Adorno, 1950; McFarland, 2010; Sumner 

1906). Both authoritarianism and social dominance orientation predicted all forms of prejudices 

and were by far the most predictive of ethnocentrism (compared to empathy, nurturance, 

masculinity, or femininity; Whitley, 1999) and generalized prejudice toward all groups, 

including non-ethnic groups (McFarland, 2010). 
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 A third potential contributor to the “lethal union” is self-esteem. Self-esteem has been 

identified as a factor in situations of prejudice, including discriminatory acts against minority 

groups (Pratto et al., 1994). Self-esteem has additionally contributed to individuals’ negative 

evaluations of others different from them (Fein & Spencer, 1997). Several scholars have 

speculated that low feelings of self-worth should be improved by authoritarian attitudes and are 

linked to right-wing ideological tendencies and intolerance of others (Abrams & Hogg, 1988; 

Adorno, 1950; Sniderman & Citrin, 1971; Wilson, 1973). Yet, after over 60 years of research, 

the evidence for this prediction remains unclear (Jost et al., 2003; Onraet et al., 2013). Thus, 

while self-esteem presents as a possible additional contributor to the “lethal union,” further 

research of correlation and correlation strength between self-esteem and generalized prejudice is 

needed.  

Uncertainty Threat Model 

 As the first root of generalized prejudice, the Uncertainty Threat Model considers the 

relationship between avoidance of uncertainty and right-wing authoritarianism. This model states 

higher personal needs for order, structure, and closure are positively associated with threat 

variables. Such variables include mortality salience (i.e., fear of death), ambiguity (uncertainty 

avoidance), system instability, and fear of threat and loss (Jost & Napier, 2011).  

Uncertainty Avoidance 

 Uncertainty avoidance is the degree to which individuals feel threatened by ambiguous 

situations (Hofstede & Bond, 1984). Those who experience uncertainty avoidance have created 

values and systems that reinforce avoidance of threat. In other words, strict adherence to rigid 

rules and laws decrease the possibility of spontaneous, uncontrollable, and potentially 

threatening or dangerous events. Thus, authoritarianism provides a sense of security and comfort 



SELF-ESTEEM AND GENERALIZED PREJUDICE 6 

 
 

to individuals that feel threatened by the unknown. Cultures which hold norms and laws high in 

importance are more likely to perceive threat from “unfamiliar groups” and hold authoritarian 

attitudes (Haidt, 2012).  

Authoritarianism   

The first authoritarianism scale (Adorno, 1950) was composed of singular traits that define 

an authoritarian personality, also identified as right-wing authoritarianism. The nine original 

traits are listed below with a brief definition provided (Duckitt, 2015, pp. 255-256): 

• Conventionalism: Rigid adherence to conventional middle-class values 

• Authoritarian Submission: A submissive, uncritical attitude toward authorities 

• Authoritarian Aggression: Tendency to condemn, reject, and punish people who violate 

conventional values 

• Anti-Intraception: Opposition to the subjective, imaginative, and tender-minded 

• Superstition and Stereotypy: belief in mystical determinants of the individual’s fate, 

disposition to think in rigid categories 

• Power and Toughness: Pre-occupation with the dominance-submission, strong-weak, 

leader-follower dimension; identification with power, strength and toughness 

• Destructiveness and Cynicism: generalized hostility, vilification of human nature 

• Projectivity: disposition to believe that wild and dangerous things go on in the world; the 

projection outward of unconscious emotional impulses 

• Sex: An exaggerated concern with sexual ‘goings-on’ 

These characteristics were described as a result of punitive parenting: the individual 

subjected to authoritarian, punitive parents developed anger and hostility. The hostility was then 

repressed and redirected away from parents out of fear, and therefore the individual was 
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submissive to them. In turn, the repressed anger and hostility would find a new, misplaced outlet: 

vulnerable minorities or deviant “out groups” (Adorno, 1950). Much later in the century, 

contrasting research suggested that right-wing authoritarianism was not developed in early 

childhood like previously suggested, but was mostly formed through social learning and personal 

experience, then crystallized in late adolescence (Altemeyer, 1996).   

Later research additionally hypothesized that three of the previous nine traits 

(conventionalism, authoritarian submission, and authoritarian aggression) were still valid in the 

description of right-wing authoritarianism. When testing this hypothesis, future studies revealed 

that the new Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale consisting of conventionalism, authoritarian 

submission, and authoritarian aggression has excellent psychometric properties. Items on the 

new scale were limited only to attitudinal expressions (Altemeyer, 1981), with later research 

confirming that Right-Wing Authoritarianism is a measure of beliefs and attitudes and not 

directly a measure of personality (Altemeyer, 1996). Beliefs and attitudes are difficult to 

quantify, compare, and narrow to a specific “breed” or “type” of person. Although many 

researchers would view this limitation as a set-back, there is use in acknowledging that 

researchers generally believe that people of all personalities around the globe are capable of 

discriminatory acts and prejudiced beliefs. 

 Research has also shown that right-wing authoritarianism is powerfully influenced by 

social-situational factors (Duckitt, 2015). Social threats (such as economic and political crises 

and system instability) significantly increased societal or individual levels of authoritarianism, 

therefore highlighting uncertainty avoidance factors that contribute to the Uncertainty Threat 

Model. When perceived social threats arise, feelings of ambiguity in individuals rise as well, thus 

facilitating fear and increasing the need for order, structure, and stability to mitigate fear 
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(Duckitt). While the Uncertainty-Threat Model addresses an individual’s fear regarding large-

scale systemic issues, it does not address fears related to smaller scale intergroup interactions. 

Integrated Threat Theory explains how fears related to smaller scale intergroup interactions 

contribute to generalized prejudice. 

Integrated Threat Theory 

 Integrated Threat Theory, the second root of generalized prejudice, consists of three 

major components: threats (realistic and symbolic), intergroup anxiety, and social dominance 

orientation (Stephan & Stephan, 2000). Integrated Threat Theory, also known as Intergroup 

Threat Theory (Stephan, 2009), attempts to illuminate the known components of perceived threat 

that lead to prejudice between social groups. The theory applies to any social group (regardless 

of social status) that may feel threatened in some way. Additionally, Integrated Threat Theory 

addresses the concept of a perceived threat rather than an actual threat. Perceived threat includes 

all possible threats that members of an ingroup (i.e., groups to which an individual belongs) 

believe they are experiencing, regardless of whether those threats actually exist, as a result from 

an outgroup (i.e., groups to which an individual does not belong; Hofstede & Bond, 1984). 

Integrated Threat Theory states that individuals within ingroups view individuals within 

outgroups as a threat to their group morals, standards, beliefs, and attitudes. The more important 

group membership is to ingroup members’ sense of personal identity, the more likely ingroup 

members will be to seek out differences between the groups, hold negative stereotypes about 

outgroup members, and believe their group (ingroup) is the best (Stephan, 2016).  

Threats 

A threat is defined as an expression of intention to inflict evil, injury, or damage. The 

threats that outgroup members pose to ingroup members can be broken down into two types: 
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realistic threat and symbolic threat.  Realistic threats are threats that are seen to pose a danger to 

the ingroup’s well-being. They can include direct threats to physical safety or health, threats to 

economic and political power, and threats to the physical existence of the group (Campbell, 

1965). Conversely, symbolic threats rest solely on the ingroup’s perception of the outgroup. 

Symbolic threats include internal perceptions of an outgroup’s beliefs systems, values, and 

morals. Symbolic threats are strongly tied to a group’s sense of identity. Since values are 

important to an individual’s sense of personal identity, individuals strongly reject other groups 

that disagree with their personal values (Esses, 1993). 

 Research has shown that perceived realistic and symbolic threats can lead to increased 

ingroup identification (Moskalenko et al., 2006), authoritarianism (Duckitt & Fisher, 2003), 

social dominance orientation (Morrison & Ybarra, 2008), and power distance (i.e., differences in 

access to resources between social groups; Olivas-Lujan et al., 2004). Thus, threats to an ingroup 

can influence ingroup members’ attitudes, beliefs, and ideologies (Stephen et al., 2009). 

Perceived threat and negative reactions associated with perceived threat may lead to outcomes 

that contribute to the social distance between ingroups and outgroups (Stephan & Renfro, 2016). 

Individual member attempts to alleviate social distance and power struggles between the ingroup 

and outgroup may be stifled and suppressed by intergroup anxiety. 

Intergroup anxiety 

Intergroup anxiety is a social phenomenon referring to anxiety that comes with the 

expectation that interacting with someone from a different group will be a negative experience 

(Stephen & Stephan, 1985). Individuals who experience intergroup anxiety are afraid that they 

will feel uncomfortable, embarrassed, unsafe, or judged, either by members of the outgroup or by 

people of their own ingroup. Potential causes of intergroup anxiety include individual differences 
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such as social dominance orientation and attributional complexity (the extent that an individual 

prefers complex explanations for behavior; Stephan, 2014). Other potential causes include 

negative attitudes and related cognitions such as the tendency to stereotype. Final potential 

contributing factors to intergroup anxiety include individual negative personal experience with 

an outgroup, and situational factors such as linguistic barriers. Potential causes of intergroup 

anxiety have been linked to causes of generalized prejudice (Stephan, 2014).  

Possible consequences resulting from intergroup anxiety include holding negative 

stereotypes, negative expectations, fear, anger, and avoidance of other groups entirely (Stephan, 

2014). Culture has been shown to influence perceived threat between groups through the 

culture’s level of uncertainty avoidance (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Specifically, cultures that 

encourage a social hierarchy are theorized to be more likely to experience social divides such as 

classism, racism, and sexism, often with one group dominating other groups at the top of a social 

hierarchy. 

Social Dominance Orientation 

Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) is a measure of an individual’s support for group-

based hierarchies (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). SDO is an individual’s set of beliefs that describe 

their standpoint on social domination and the degree to which they will strive to gain more power 

and ascend the social ladder (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). SDO reflects a person’s attitude toward 

hierarchies—such as those based on gender, race, ethnicity, social class, religion, sports teams, 

or any other social division—in general, such that people with higher SDO believe that society 

should be structured in terms of inequality, with some groups at the top of the social ladder (i.e., 

possessing more power/ resources) and others at the bottom. SDO also reflects an individual’s 

judgement about whether one’s own group should dominate other groups. For example, men are 
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more social dominance oriented than women (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Researchers have also 

found that prejudice, specifically racism, derives from a socially dominant group’s desire to 

maintain its privileged position and access to resources (Bobo, 1999; Bobo & Fox, 2003). 

 Legitimizing myths are shared cultural ideologies that provide the moral and intellectual 

justification for these intergroup behaviors (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).  Legitimizing myths can 

promote either social inequality or social equality, depending on purpose and context. The 

western ideas of meritocracy (a ruling class) and individual achievement are examples of 

legitimizing myths that produce only an illusion of fairness (Pratto et al., 1994). Thus, 

individuals with higher levels of SDO tend to adopt hierarchy-enhancing roles such as 

meritocracy. Conversely, individual with lower levels of SDO tend to choose hierarchy-

attenuating roles such as civil rights activism (Pratto et al., 1994), reflecting shared ideologies of 

equality. 

Self-Esteem and Control  

Social dominance theory draws on social identity theory and suggests that social-

comparison processes drive individual discrimination. Discriminatory acts (such as insulting 

remarks about minorities) are performed because they increase the individuals’ self-esteem 

(Pratto et al., 1994). Self-esteem is widely built through interpersonal relationships and 

experiences people encounter in their lifetimes and is defined as confidence in one’s own worth 

and abilities (Baumeister, 2003). Self-esteem used to be viewed as only having internal influence 

(James, 1892). Recently, however, research has suggested otherwise: self-esteem has an impact 

on our outward environment as well through our behaviors (Sanitioso et al., 1990).   

For example, threat to an individual’s self-image may lead people to engage in prejudiced 

evaluations of others. These negative evaluations can, and often do, make people feel better 
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about themselves. Prejudice, therefore, can be self-affirming (Fein & Spencer, 1997). Previous 

research demonstrated that providing self-affirmation to an individual before they were exposed 

to an outgroup significantly decreased prejudice behavior compared to individuals who were not 

self-affirmed beforehand (Fein & Spencer, 1997).  

Specifically in past research, the researchers manipulated students' self-esteem by 

providing them false feedback after taking an intelligence test.  At random, half the students 

were told they scored in the top 10% for their university, and half were told that they scored 

below average. Then, students were asked to evaluate a job candidate who was presented as 

either Jewish or Italian. Results showed that individuals who received negative feedback on the 

intelligence test later evaluated the candidate more negatively when they seemed Jewish than 

when they seemed Italian. No difference was found among individuals who received positive 

feedback about their intelligence. More importantly, students who received negative feedback 

about their intelligence showed a rebound in self-esteem after negatively evaluating the Jewish 

candidate; in other words, by devaluing the Jewish candidate, they increased their self-esteem 

(Fein & Spencer, 1997). 

Self-affirmation improves self-control by promoting higher levels (vs. lower levels) of 

mental construal (how individuals perceive, comprehend, and interpret the world around them, 

particularly the behavior or action of others towards themselves) and is related to prevention of 

ego-depletion (Schmeichel & Vohs, 2009).  Self-affirmation therefore holds promise as a mental 

strategy that reduces the likelihood of self-control failure. Fear of losing control (of environment, 

status, or one’s self) is speculated to drive the need for order, structure, traditionalism, 

uncertainty avoidance, and self-affirmation. Engagement with unfamiliar groups or groups with 
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differing morals or views (i.e. engaging in ambiguous situations), could be perceived as 

increasing the likelihood of losing control of one’s environment (Schmeichel & Vohs, 2009).   

 

The Present Study 

 As previously discussed, the “lethal union” is a dual-process model used to describe the 

joint effects of authoritarianism and social dominance, effectively combining Integrated Threat 

Theory and the Uncertainty-Threat Model. The goal of the present study is to examine the effects 

of self-esteem on prejudice through the Uncertainty-Threat Model and the Integrated Threat 

Theory. In other words, the models are expected to be processes by which self-esteem will 

predict generalized prejudice. Thus, the primary hypothesis is that:  

1. Self-esteem is a significant predictor of generalized prejudice.  

This study will additionally test two competing hypotheses:  

2. Uncertainty-Threat Model as a mediating variable of self-esteem is the greatest predictor 

of generalized prejudice when compared to Integrated Threat Theory as a mediating 

variable of self-esteem. 

3. Integrated Threat Theory as a mediating variable of self-esteem is the greatest predictor 

of generalized prejudice when compared to the Uncertainty-Threat Model as a mediating 

variable of self-esteem. 

Method 

Participants 

 Three hundred forty-two individuals were recruited from Amazons’ Mechanical Turk 

voluntarily and were compensated at federal minimum wage (12 cents per minute) for their 

participation in the current study. All participants on Amazons’ Mechanical Turk were required 

to be a Master (a worker with demonstrated accuracy across multiple types of tasks 
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on Mechanical Turk) to participate in the study. When conducting planned analysis, ten survey 

submissions were excluded due to failure of an attention check mid-way through the survey 

administration process, and one was excluded due to failing to provide informed consent, leaving 

331 participants’ data valid for analysis. All participants completed a demographics 

questionnaire (see Appendix H). Ages ranged from 20 to 71 years, with a mean age of 37.24 (SD 

= 11.4). Freshman or sophomores in undergraduate college comprised 1.8% of the sample, 

juniors or seniors comprised 5.4%, graduate students comprised 34%, and 58.7% reported “not 

applicable” to the item asking about class year. Males comprised 62.3% of the sample, females 

comprised 37.4%, and only .3% identified as other. Individuals originating from the United 

States of America (USA) comprised 98.2% of the sample, and 1.8% originated from outside of 

the USA. Individuals having previously lived outside of the USA comprised 19.8% of the 

sample, and 80.2% never lived outside of the USA. Individuals with English as a first language 

comprised 98.8% of the sample, and 1.2% did not speak English as a first language.  

Materials for The Uncertainty-Threat Model 

Uncertainty Avoidance 

The Belief in a Dangerous World Scale (BDW; see Appendix B) is a 12-item measure 

examining chronic beliefs about interpersonal danger and level of fear towards ambiguity 

(Altemeyer, 1988). Responses to assessment items are made on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1-strongly disagree to 5-strongly agree. Items reverse scored include 2, 4, 5, 7, 9 and 12. 

Scores are calculated by adding up all individual item scores, then averaged to a final score. 

Individuals with higher (versus lower) BDW scores tend to perceive life as a fiercely competitive 

and violent struggle, and ultimately believe that others are constantly threatening to harm them. 
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Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was previously reported as .73 (Altemeyer, 1988). In the present 

study, Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .74, indicating good reliability. 

Right-Wing Authoritarianism 

The Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale (RWA; see Appendix C) is a 22-item 

questionnaire used to identify an individuals’ preferences for norms, laws, rules and authority 

(Altemeyer, 2006). Responses to assessment items are made on a 9-point Likert scale ranging 

from -4 to +4 scale, with -4 representing very strongly disagree, 0 representing neutral, and +4 

representing very strongly agree. Items are scored using a scoring scale from 1-9. -4 is scored as 

a 1, -3 is scored as a 2, -2 is scored as a 3 and so on. Items reverse scored include 4, 6, 8, 9, 11, 

13, 15, 18, 20, and 21. Scores are calculated by adding up scaled scores to receive a composite 

right-wing authoritarianism score. The first two items on the scale are not scored, as they are 

“warm-ups” to the -4 to +4 scale. Scores on this assessment range from 20-180, with higher 

(versus lower) scores indicating a higher preference for norms, laws rules, and authority. Low 

scores fall within the range of 20-60, low-medium scores fall within the range of 61-100, 

medium-high scores fall within the range of 101-140, and high scores fall within the range of 

141-180. Individuals who receive a high RWA score tend to prefer strict laws and rules, support 

tough and punitive social control, are higher in prejudice, are more nationalistic, and are more 

socially conservative. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was previously reported as.90 with a scale 

mean of 90 (Altemeyer, 2006). In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .94, 

indicating excellent reliability. 

Materials for the Integrated Threat Theory 

Social Dominance Orientation  
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The Social Dominance Orientation Scale (SDO-7; see Appendix D) is a 16-item 

questionnaire used to identify the participants’ preference for hierarchical group orientations and 

disproval of societal equality among varying social groups (Pratto, 1994). Responses to 

assessment items are made on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1-strongly oppose to 7-

strongly favor. Items reverse scored include 5-8 and 13-16. Scores are calculated by averaging 

all item scores. Higher (versus lower) scores indicate a higher preference for hierarchal group 

orientations and disproval of societal equality. Individuals who acquire higher (versus lower) 

SDO scores tend to believe that society should be structured with high power groups at the top 

and low power groups at the bottom. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was previously reported 

as.93 (Ho et al., 2015). In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .94, 

indicating excellent reliability. 

Intergroup Anxiety 

The Intergroup Anxiety measure (see Appendix E) is a 12-item questionnaire used to 

measure an individuals’ anxiety toward interacting with outgroups (Stephan & Stephan, 1985). 

Responses to assessment items are made on a 10-point Likert scale ranging from 1 I do not feel 

this emotion at all to 10 I feel this emotion extremely. All positive emotions (friendly, safe, 

confident, at ease, trusting, comfortable) are reverse scored and those item scores are averaged 

with the negative emotions item scores. Higher (versus lower) scores indicate greater intergroup 

anxiety. Individuals who experience higher (versus lower) intergroup anxiety hold the 

expectation that interacting with an individual from an outgroup will be a negative experience 

and anticipate that they will feel uncomfortable, embarrassed, unsafe or judged, either by 

members of the outgroup or by members of their own ingroup. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale 
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was previously reported as .91 (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha 

for this measure was .91, indicating excellent reliability. 

Materials for Generalized Prejudice and Self-Esteem 

Generalized Prejudice  

The Generalized Ethnocentrism Scale (GENE; see Appendix F) is a 22-item 

questionnaire used to measure the participants disposition to hold many prejudices (Neuliep & 

McCroskey, 1997).  Responses on assessment items are made on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1-strongly disagree to 5-strongly agree. Of the 22 items, 15 are scored. The other seven are 

included to balance the number of positively and negatively worded items. Items not scored 

include 3, 6, 12, 15, 16, 17, and 19.  Items reverse scored include 4, 7, and 9. Scores are 

calculated by adding item responses together to receive a composite ethnocentrism score. Scores 

above 55 are considered high ethnocentrism. Individuals who receive a high ethnocentrism score 

tend to believe they are better than other individuals for reasons based solely on their heritage 

and hold their own culture as the “standard” to mimic. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 

previously reported as.92 (Duckitt & Sibley, 2007). In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha for 

this measure was .92, indicating excellent reliability.1 

Self-Esteem 

The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE; see Appendix G) is a 10-item questionnaire 

used to measure the participants overall personal self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1965).  Responses on 

assessment items are made on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 3-strongly agree to 0-strongly 

disagree. Items reverse scored include 2, 5, 6, 8, and 9. Scores are calculated by adding up all 

individual item scores to receive a composite self-esteem score. Scores on this assessment range 

                                                           
1 ., “During creation of the survey materials used for this study, anchors for the Generalized Ethnocentrism Scale 

were mistakenly switched (i.e., 1 was strongly agree and 5 was strongly disagree).” 
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from 0-30, with higher scores indicating higher levels of self-esteem. Low scores fall in the 

range of 0-15, medium scores fall in the range of 15-25, and high scores fall in the range of 25-

30. Individuals who receive a low RSE score tend to find more pleasure in others’ misfortunes, 

are overall less physically healthy, more prone to delinquent behavior, more likely to engage in 

discriminatory acts against minorities, and more likely to engage in criminal activities when 

compared to their high RSE counterparts. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was previously 

reported as ranging from .85 to .88 (Rosenberg, 1965). In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha for 

this measure was .87, indicating excellent reliability. 

Procedure 

 After providing informed consent (Appendix A), participants completed six 

questionnaires on an online survey administered via Qualtrics. Questionnaires were administered 

in a randomized fashion. Due to the length of the time it takes to complete surveys (average of 

30 minutes), participants completed an attention check approximately midway through the 

surveys. Upon completion of the measures, participants completed a demographic survey. 

Finally, participants were thanked and debriefed (Appendix I). Participants were compensated at 

federal minimum wage (12 cents per minute) for their time completing surveys. 

Planned Analyses 

The current study performed mediation analysis via multiple regression using Hayes 

(2017) PROCESS macro in SPSS© for statistical analysis of data. The purpose of Hayes (2017) 

regression is to test the independent correlations between the predictor and outcome variable, 

each independent mediator variable to the outcome variable, and finally, the predictor variable to 

each independent mediator variables.  Mediating variables representing the Integrated Threat 

Theory include Intergroup Anxiety and Social Dominance Orientation.  Mediating variables 
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representing the Uncertainty-Threat Model include Right-Wing Authoritarianism and Belief in a 

Dangerous World. The independent variable was Self-Esteem for both mediation models. The 

dependent variable was Ethnocentrism (generalized prejudice). Follow-up Sobel analyses were 

conducted to test whether a mediator carried the influence of an independent variable to a 

dependent variable (Preacher & Leonardelli, 2018). 

Results 

Data analytic strategy 

To test hypothesis 1, that self-esteem is a significant predictor of generalized prejudice, a 

regression of self-esteem on generalized prejudice was conducted in each mediation model. To 

test hypothesis 2, that Uncertainty-Threat Model as a mediating variable of self-esteem is the 

greatest predictor of generalized prejudice when compared to Integrated Threat Theory as a 

mediating variable of self-esteem, Hayes (2017) mediation analyses were conducted for the 

outcome variable (generalized prejudice), with all continuous variables centered. To test 

hypothesis 3, that Integrated Threat Theory as a mediating variable of self-esteem is the greatest 

predictor of generalized prejudice when compared to the Uncertainty-Threat Model as a 

mediating variable of self-esteem, Hayes (2017) mediation analyses were conducted for the 

outcome variable (generalized prejudice), with all continuous variables centered. All results of 

Hayes mediation analyses are shown in Table 1.  

Mediation by Integrated Threat. (See Figure 1) The regression of self-esteem on 

generalized prejudice, ignoring the Integrated Threat mediator, was again significant. The 

regression of self-esteem on the Integrated Threat mediators was partially significant. Significant 

prediction was found for IAS, but not for SDO. Regarding the final mediation analysis, the 

regression of the Integrated Threat mediators on generalized prejudice, holding self-esteem 
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constant, significant overall prediction was found. Specifically, SDO was a significant predictor, 

but IAS was not. Although self-esteem did decrease in prediction of generalized prejudice, the 

indirect effect with IAS as mediator was not statistically significant, IE= -.04, 95%CI = (-.02, 

.01), as confirmed by results of the Sobel test, z’ = -1.29, p = 0.19. Similarly, the indirect effect 

with SDO as mediator was not statistically significant, IE= -.06, 95%CI = (-.33, .22), as 

confirmed by results of the Sobel test, z’ = -0.40, p = 0.69.  

Mediation by Uncertainty-Threat. (See Figure 2) The regression of self-esteem on 

generalized prejudice, ignoring the Uncertainty-Threat mediators, was significant. The regression 

of self-esteem on the Uncertainty Threat mediators was not significant. Significant prediction 

was not found for BDW, nor for RWA.  Regarding the final mediation analysis, the regression of 

the Uncertainty-Threat mediator on generalized prejudice, holding self-esteem constant, 

significant overall prediction was found. Specifically, RWA was a significant predictor, but 

BDW was not. Rather than self-esteem ceasing to predict or decreasing in prediction of 

generalized prejudice, self-esteem’s predictive value increased. However, the indirect effect with 

RWA as mediator was not statistically significant, IE = .19, 95% CI = (-.09, .48), as confirmed 

by results of the Sobel test, z’= 1.24, p = .21. Similarly, the indirect effect with BDW as mediator 

was not statistically significant, IE = .0007, 95% CI = (-.0497 to .0481), as confirmed by results 

of the Sobel test (Preacher & Leonardelli), z’= .04, p = 0.97. 

Exploratory Analyses. Because partially significant results did not support previous 

literature, an exploratory analysis using Spearman’s correlation coefficient was conducted to 

assess the relationship between individual variables of the Uncertainty-Threat Model and the 

Integrated Threat Theory. All correlations are provided in Table 2. A strong significant positive 

association emerged between SDO and RWA. A moderate significant positive association 
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emerged between SDO and IAS. A weak significant positive association emerged between SDO 

and BDW. A weak significant positive association emerged between BDW and IAS. A weak 

significant positive association emerged between IAS and RWA. A moderate significant positive 

association emerged between RWA and BDW.  

Discussion 

 The current study tested the hypotheses that self-esteem would predict generalized 

prejudice, and that either the Uncertainty-Threat Model or Integrated Threat Theory would best 

mediate this relationship. Analyses generated three main results. First, self-esteem significantly 

and positively predicted ethnocentrism in the regression of each model, supporting the primary 

hypothesis. However, the direction of the relationship does not align with previous literature, 

which may bring attention to the difference between trait self-esteem and state self-esteem. 

Previous literature, such as Fein and Spencer’s (1997) self-affirmative effect of prejudice on self-

esteem, provided an example of state self-esteem. State self-esteem is expressed when 

individuals talk about experiences that “threaten self-esteem” or “boost self-esteem.” For 

example, a person might say their self-esteem was significantly boosted after being promoted or 

their self-esteem plummeted after going through a divorce (Brown & Marshall, 2006). 

Conversely, the present study examined trait self-esteem, a relatively unchanging personality 

variable that represents the way people generally feel about themselves, and which has been 

shown to be stable throughout adulthood (Brown & Marshall, 2006).  

Further research exploring state self-esteem may also account for additional variance 

beyond the small amount of variance (i.e. R2 = .02) predicted by trait self-esteem in the present 

study. It may be possible that the effect of self-esteem is conditional: when state self-esteem is 

manipulated to be lowered (via negative feedback), individuals may tend to express prejudice in 

an effort to rebound state self-esteem. In contrast, when trait self-esteem is stable at a high level, 
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individuals may tend to express prejudice. The discrepancies between prejudice expression in 

trait self-esteem and state self-esteem bring into question whether a state self-esteem effect may 

differ for individuals with higher versus lower trait self-esteem. The literature explored in the 

current study suggests that individuals with high trait self-esteem and low (through 

manipulation) state self-esteem would be most likely to express prejudice. This hypothesis 

stemming from past literature and the current study would be a valuable direction for future 

research. The Self-Esteem Stability Scale (SESS; Altmann & Roth, 2018) provides insights into 

short-term fluctuations in levels of self-esteem and may be useful in the measurement of state 

self-esteem for future research. 

Finally, through Hayes (2017) regression, Integrated Threat Theory was only partially 

significant in predicting generalized prejudice. Social dominance orientation was significantly 

correlated to generalized prejudice, but intergroup anxiety was not. Additionally, the 

Uncertainty-Threat Model was partially significant in predicting generalized prejudice, with 

right-wing authoritarianism significantly correlated to generalized prejudice, but belief in a 

dangerous world (uncertainty avoidance) was not. These partially significant results do not 

support previous literature that asserts each model is composed of two variables that are 

significant predictors of ethnocentrism.  As predicted in the current study, the significant positive 

relationship between social dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, and generalized 

prejudice is consistent with previous known literature (McFarland, 2010). The significant 

positive relationship between intergroup anxiety, uncertainty avoidance and generalized 

prejudice shown in previous literature (Pratto et al., 1994; Stephan, & Stephan, 1985) was not 

supported by the results of the current study and was not consistent with predicted outcomes.   
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Further exploratory analyses were conducted to explore possible explanations for the 

discrepancy between previous literature and the current study. A strong, positive correlation was 

identified between social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism but was not 

identified between any other variables. The significant correlation between social dominance 

orientation and right-wing authoritarianism supports the results of the mediation analysis 

conducted in the current study and suggests that these constructs share a consistent predictive 

connection further solidifying them as roots of generalized prejudice. The non-significant 

correlations identified between all other variables additionally supported the results of the 

mediation analysis conducted in the current study but are again not consistent with previous 

literature. However, the researchers speculated (as no data exist to support this explanation) that 

the inconsistent non-significant results may have been influenced by occurrence of the COVID-

19 pandemic and lead-up to a national presidential election. Specifically, we wonder if the 

relationships between belief in a dangerous world, intergroup anxiety, and ethnocentrism 

“washed out” due to historically-based shifts in individuals’ interactions with others in general 

(and with outgroups in particular) due to the pandemic, while the relationships between social 

dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, and ethnocentrism remained strong due to 

the polarizing nature of the political climate at the time of data collection. 

Limitations 

The findings’ generalizability is limited by several factors. Average time to complete all 

surveys was approximately 30 minutes, creating potential for participant fatigue. In online survey 

responses, fatigue effects become significantly more pronounced around the 20-minute mark 

(Galesic & Bosnjak, 2009). Respondents who experience fatigue and boredom may be less and 

less willing to invest the effort needed for good quality answers, and instead become focused on 
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finishing the survey (Galesic, & Bosnjak). To mediate the potential negative effects of survey 

fatigue, future researchers may consider implementation of a five-minute break halfway through 

the surveys (Rees, Wiggins, Helton, Loveday, & O'hare, 2017). 

Self-esteem is shaped by the thoughts, relationships, and experiences of individuals, and 

is a part of a broader constellation of other self-related emotions and cognitions (Whitesell et al., 

2009). The current study operationalized self-esteem specifically as trait self-esteem, therefore 

limiting the potential for other identifiable connections that may be partially responsible for 

generalized prejudice to be made (e.g., state self-esteem, domain specific self-esteem, self-

confidence, self-efficacy). Some factors may be more likely candidates for future research 

examining the roots of generalized prejudice than others. Other recent research has also shown a 

significant positive correlation between the Dark Triad traits of personality (Machiavellianism, 

narcissism, psychopathy) and prejudice (Żemojtel-Piotrowska et al., 2020). Narcissism is a 

personality trait characterized by a sense of superiority and a desire for respect and admiration 

from others. A common belief in psychology is that narcissism represents a form of excessive 

self-esteem. Psychologists have previously defined narcissism as “an exaggerated form of high 

self-esteem,” “inflated self-esteem,” and “defensive high self-esteem (Brummelman et al., 2016). 

In contrast, research is lacking in areas such self-confidence, domain specific self-esteem, and 

generalized prejudice. Researchers may benefit expanding on recent research regarding prejudice 

or filling in the gaps of literature currently unexplored. 

A final limitation may have emerged from accidentally reversing response options on the 

Generalized Ethnocentrism Scale. Due to the switch in anchors, participants may have answered 

low, but scored high (i.e. a participant may have read an item and intended to disagree so 
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responded “1,” which was actually “strongly agree). It is possible that participants may have 

missed the switch, therefore increasing variance in data analysis.  

Conclusions 

In the current study, right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation 

remained the largest contributors to generalized prejudice. Nonsignificant results for intergroup 

anxiety and uncertainty avoidance conversely, the failure of intergroup anxiety and uncertainty 

avoidance as predictors may further underscore previous literature showing that right-wing 

authoritarianism and social dominance orientation seem to be the key variables to the “lethal 

union” (Jost et al., 2007; Stephan & Stephan, 2000). Additionally, intergroup anxiety and 

uncertainty avoidance are speculated to have been influenced by uncontrollable environmental 

stimuli (i.e. the COVID-19 pandemic). Specifically, in the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic 

when the questionnaires were administered, the United States population may have been more 

inclined to view themselves as a nation united against an uncontrollable threat and less likely to 

view themselves in terms of more specific identity groups at odds with each other, potentially 

lowering scores for intergroup anxiety and uncertainty avoidance. Self-esteem as a root of 

generalized prejudice was supported, although it was only responsible for approximately 2% of 

the variance in generalized prejudice. To fully understand the dynamics of personality-related 

constructs surrounding self-related emotions, self-related cognitions, and their contributions to 

generalized prejudice, further research is required. 
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Appendix A  

Informed Consent 

 

The Department of Psychology supports the practice of protection for human subjects 

participating in research. The following information is provided so that you can decide whether 

you wish to participate in the present study. You should be aware that even if you agree to 

participate you are free to withdraw at any time, without penalty. 

 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to examine individuals’ attitudes, beliefs, and 

behavior related to social issues, self-evaluation and interpersonal reactions.  

 

Participation: In an online research session, you will complete six surveys in a random 

order. This study is expected to take approximately 30 minutes to complete.  

 

Benefits and rights: You may learn about psychological topics and research process 

through your participation and may gain insight into your own feelings and beliefs. You 

will earn monetary compensation equal to that of federal minimum wage for your 

participation.  

 

Expected risks: No risks are anticipated. However, if any questions or interactions 

arouse strong emotions, you may choose to not answer the question(s) or stop 

participating at any time without explanation or penalty. 

 

Extent of confidentiality: Your responses will be anonymous. At no time will your 

personal data be accessible. Your name and identity will not be associated in any way 

with the research findings—once your responses are entered into a secure statistical 

program, data will be examined in aggregate, such that no individual's responses will be 

traceable from the products of this work, such as journal articles and presentations.  

 

Do not hesitate to ask any questions about the study at any time. Thank you for your 

participation!  

 

Sincerely, 

Piper Cottingham 

Principle Investigator, Department of Psychology, Washburn University 

Jericho M. Hockett, Ph.D.,  

Supervising Faculty Member, Department of Psychology, Washburn University, (785) 670-1964 

 

IRB Information: 

IRB Number: #20-15 

IRB Address/Contact: 

Mike Russell, Ph.D. (IRB Director), Washburn University, irb@washburn.edu 

Terms of participation: I understand this project is research and that my participation is 

solicited but completely voluntary. I also understand that if I decide to participate in this study, I 

may withdraw my consent at any time, and stop participating at any time without explanation, 
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penalty, or loss of benefits to which I may otherwise be entitled. I also understand that I will 

receive $0.12 per minute for up to 30 minutes in exchange for participation. By proceeding, I 

verify that I have read and understand this consent form, and willingly agree to participate in this 

study under the terms described.  

Please retain a copy of this consent form for your records. 
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Appendix B 

Belief in a Dangerous World Scale (BDW) 

For each of the following statements, please indicate how much you agree with the statement. 

Please provide a rating from 1 to 5, using the following scale: 

 

 1_______________2_______________3_______________4_______________5 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree/disagree         Agree       Strongly Agree 

  

______ 1. It seems that every year there are fewer and fewer truly respectable people, and more 

and more persons with no morals at all who threaten everyone else 

______ 2. Although it may appear that things are constantly getting more dangerous and chaotic, 

it really is not so. Every era has its problems, and a person’s chances of living a safe, untroubled 

life are better today than ever before.  

______ 3. If our society keeps degenerating the way it has been lately, it’s liable to collapse like a 

rotten log and everything will be in chaos. 

______ 4. Our society is not full of immoral and degenerate people who prey on decent people. 

News reports of such cases are grossly exaggerated and misleading.  

______ 5. The end is not near. People who think that earthquakes, wars, and famines mean god 

might be about to destroy the world are being foolish.  

______ 6. There are many dangerous people in our society who will attack someone out of pure 

meanness, for no reason at all. 

______ 7. Despite what one hears about “crime in the street”, there is probably not anymore now 

than there ever has been. 

______ 8. Any day now, chaos and anarchy could erupt around us. All the sign are pointing to it. 

______ 9. If a person takes a few sensible precautions, nothing bad will happen to them. We do 

not live in a dangerous world.  

______ 10. Every day, as our society becomes more lawless, a person’s chances of being robbed, 

assaulted, and even murdered go up and up. 

______ 11. Things are getting so bad, even a decent law-abiding person who takes sensible 

precautions can still become a victim of violence and crime. 

______ 12. Our country is not falling apart or rotting from within.  
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Appendix  C 

Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale (RWA) 

 

Write down a -4 if you very strongly disagree with the statement. 

Write down a -3 if you strongly disagree with the statement. 

Write down a -2 if you moderately disagree with the statement. 

Write down a -1 if you slightly disagree with the statement. 

 

Write down a +1 if you slightly agree with the statement. 

Write down a +2 if you moderately agree with the statement. 

Write down a +3 if you strongly agree with the statement. 

Write down a +4 if you very strongly agree with a statement. 

 If you feel exactly and precisely neutral about an item, write down a “0”. 

Important: You may find that you sometimes have different reactions to different parts of a 

statement. For example, you might very strongly disagree (“-4”) with one idea in a statement, but 

slightly agree (“+1”) with another idea in the same item. When this happens, please combine 

your reactions, and write down how you feel on your balance (a “-3” in this case). 

 

____ 1. The established authorities generally turn out to be right about things, while the radicals 

and protesters are usually just “loud mouths” showing off their ignorance. 

____ 2. Women should have to promise to obey their husbands when they get married. 

____ 3. Our country desperately needs a mighty leader who will do what has to be done to 

destroy the radical new ways and sinfulness that are ruining us.  

____ 4. Gays and lesbians are just as healthy and moral as anybody else. 

____ 5. It is always better to trust the judgement of the proper authorities in government and 

religion than to listen to the noisy rabble-rousers in our society who are trying to create doubt in 

people’s minds.  

____ 6. Atheists and others who have rebelled against the established religions are no doubt 

every bit as good and virtuous as those who attend church regularly. 

____ 7. The only way our country can get through the crisis ahead is to get back to our 

traditional values, put some tough leaders in power, and silence the troublemakers spreading bad 

ideas. 
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____ 8. There is absolutely nothing wrong with nudist camps. 

____ 9. Our country needs free thinkers who have the courage to defy traditional ways, even if 

this upsets many people. 

____ 10. Our country will be destroyed someday if we do not smash the perversions eating away 

at our moral fiber and traditional beliefs.  

____ 11. Everyone should have their own lifestyle, religious beliefs, and sexual preferences, 

even if it makes them different from everyone else.  

____ 12. The “old-fashioned ways” and the “old-fashioned values” still show the best way to 

live. 

____ 13. You have to admire those who challenged the law and the majority’s view by protesting 

for women’s abortion rights, for animal rights, or to abolish school prayer. 

____ 14. What our country really needs is a strong, determined leader who will crush evil, and 

take us back to our true path. 

____ 15. Some of the best people in our country are those who are challenging our government, 

criticizing religion, and ignoring the “normal way things are supposed to be done.” 

____ 16. God’s laws about abortion, pornography and marriage must be strictly followed before 

it is too late, and those who break them must be strongly punished. 

____ 17. There are many radical, immoral people in our country today, who are trying to ruin it 

for their own godless purposes, whom the authorities should put out of action.  

____ 18. A “woman’s place” should be wherever she wants to be. The days when women are 

submissive to their husbands and social conventions belong strictly in the past. 

____ 19. Our country will be great if we honor the ways of our forefathers, do what the 

authorities tell us to do, and get rid of the “rotten apples” who are ruining everything. 

____ 20. There is no “ONE right way” to live life; everybody has to create their own way. 

____ 21. Homosexuals and feminists should be praised for being brave enough to defy 

“traditional” family values.  

____ 22. This country would work a lot better if certain groups of troublemakers would just shut 

up and accept their group’s traditional place in society.  
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Appendix D 

Social Dominance Orientation Scale (SDO-7) 

 

Instructions: Show how much you favor or oppose each idea below by selecting a number from 1 

to 7 on the scale below. You can work quickly; your first feeling is generally the best. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

  

 

 

____ 1. Some groups of people must be kept in their place. 

____ 2. It’s probably a good thing that certain groups are at the top and other groups are at the 

bottom. 

____ 3. An ideal society requires some groups to be on top and others to be on the bottom. 

____ 4. Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups. 

____ 5. Groups at the bottom are just as deserving as groups at the top. 

____ 6. No one group should dominate in society. 

____ 7. Groups at the bottom should not have to stay in their place. 

____ 8. Group dominance is a poor principle.  

____ 9. We should not push for group equality. 

____ 10. We shouldn’t try to guarantee that every group has the same quality of life. 

____ 11. It is unjust to try to make groups equal.  

____ 12. Group equality should not be our primary goal.  

____ 13. We should work to give all groups and equal chance to succeed. 

____ 14. We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups. 

____ 15. No matter how much effort it takes, we ought to strive to ensure that all groups have the 

same chance in life. 

____ 16. Group equality should be our ideal.  

Appendix E 

Intergroup Anxiety Scale 

Strongly 
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Oppose 

Slightly 

Oppose 
Neutral Slightly 
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Somewhat 
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Strongly 
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Instructions: If you were the only member of your ethnic group and you were interacting with 

people from a different racial or ethnic group (e.g. working on a project with them), how would 

you feel compared to occasions when you are interacting with people from your own ethnic 

group? Please rate each emotion on the following scale: 

 1 (I do not feel this emotion at all) --- 10 (I feel this emotion extremely) 

____ 1. Comfortable 

____ 2. Trusting 

____ 3. Friendly 

____ 4. Confident 

____ 5. Safe 

____ 6. At ease 

____ 7. Apprehensive 

____ 8. Uncertain 

____ 9. Worried 

____ 10. Awkward 

____ 11. Anxious 

____ 12. Threatened 
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Appendix F 

Generalized Ethnocentrism Scale (GENE) 

 

Instructions: In the space provided to the left of each item, indicate the degree to which the 

statement applies to you by marking whether you (5) strongly agree, (4) agree, (3) are neutral, 

(2) disagree, or (1) strongly disagree with the statement. There are no right or wrong answers. 

Some of the statements are similar. Work quickly and record your first response.  

 

____ 1. Most other cultures are backward compared to my culture. 

____ 2. My culture should be the role model for other cultures. 

____ 3. People from other cultures act strange when they come into my culture.  

____ 4. Lifestyles in other cultures are just as valid as those in my culture. 

____ 5. Other cultures should try to be more like my culture. 

____ 6. I’m not interested in the values and customs of other cultures. 

____ 7. People in my culture could learn a lot from people of other cultures. 

____ 8. Most people from other cultures just don’t know what’s good for them.  

____ 9. I respect the values and customs of other cultures. 

____ 10. Other cultures are smart to look up to our culture.  

____ 11. Most people would be happier if they lived like people in my culture.  

____ 12. I have many friends from other cultures. 

____ 13. People in my culture have just about the best lifestyles of anywhere. 

____ 14. Lifestyles in other cultures are not as valid as those in my culture. 

____ 15. I’m very interested in the values and customs of other cultures. 

____ 16. I apply my values when judging people who are different. 

____ 17. I see people who are similar to me as virtuous.  

____ 18. I do not cooperate with people who are different. 

____ 19. Most people in my culture just don’t know what is good for them.  

____ 20. I do not trust people who are different. 

____ 21. I dislike interacting with people from different cultures. 

____ 22. I have little respect for the value and customs of other cultures.  

Appendix G 



SELF-ESTEEM AND GENERALIZED PREJUDICE 40 

 
 

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE) 

 

Below is a list of statements dealing with your general feelings about yourself. Using the space 

provided to the left of each item, please indicate the degree to which the statement applies to you 

by marking whether you (3) strongly agree, (2) agree, (1) disagree, or (0) strongly disagree with 

the statement. 

 

____ 1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 

____ 2. At times I think that I am no good at all.  

____ 3. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 

____ 4. I am able to do things as well as most other people.  

____ 5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of.  

____ 6. I certainly feel useless at times.  

____ 7. I feel that I’m a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others. 

____ 8. I wish I could have more respect for myself.  

____ 9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 

____ 10. I take a positive attitude toward myself.  
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Appendix H 

Demographics Questionnaire 

1. What gender do you identify with? 

Male ________  Female_______ Other________ 

2. How old are you? __________ 

3. Is English your first language? 

Yes______ No______ 

4. Have you ever lived outside of the USA? 

Yes______ No______ 

5. What is your student status? 

Freshman______ Sophomore______ Junior______ Senior_____  

Graduate_____Not Applicable_____ 

6. Country of Origin 

USA _______ Other_______ 
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Appendix I 

 

Debriefing Document: 

• Purpose of the study: 

o The research study you completed was conducted to identify a relationship between self-esteem 

level and level of ethnocentrism, otherwise known as generalized prejudice.  

o Surveys measured level of social dominance orientation, level of intergroup anxiety, level of 

right-wing authoritarianism, level of perceived threat, level of prejudice, and level of self-esteem.  

o The surveys given to you by the researcher were given in a random order. 

• There is no identified causal relationship between self-esteem and ethnocentrism. Having high or 

low self-esteem does not cause one to have any particular level of ethnocentrism. 

 

If you have concerns about your mental health, self-esteem, or attitudes regarding ethnocentrism, 

click this link to locate mental health services near you: https://findtreatment.samhsa.gov/ 

 

Thank you for your participation! 

  

https://findtreatment.samhsa.gov/
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Table 1 

Mediation Analysis via Multiple Regression  

Dual-Process Model t p b F df p R² 

Uncertainty Threat Model        

Step1    8.16 1,331 .005 .02 

RSE on GENE 2.86 .005 -.65     

Step 2        

RSE on BDW 1.77 .078 .02 3.12 1, 331 .078 .0093 

RSE on RWA 1.25 .213 .82 1.55 1,331 .213 .0047 

Step 3    94.97 3,329 < .0001 .46 

RWA on GENE -14.11 < .001 .02     

BDW on GENE -.04 .9714 -.04     

Integrated Threat Theory        

Step 4    7.99 1,331 .005 .02 

RSE on GENE -2.83 .005 -.64     

Step 5        

RSE on IAS -2.51 .0126 -.08 6.29 1,331 .0126 .02 

RSE on SDO -.40 .6916 -.01 .16 1,331 .6916 .0005 

Step 6    109.21 3,329 < .0001 .50 

SDO on GENE -15.12 < .0001 -6.01     

IAS on GENE -1.51 .1324 -.49         

Note: Mediating variables representing the Integrated Threat Theory include Intergroup Anxiety 

and Social Dominance Orientation.  Mediating variables representing the Uncertainty Threat 

Model include Right-Wing Authoritarianism and Belief in a Dangerous World. The independent 

variable was Self-Esteem for both mediation models. The dependent variable was Ethnocentrism 

(generalized prejudice). Follow-up Sobel analyses were conducted to test whether a mediator 

carried the influence of an independent variable to a dependent variable (Preacher & Leonardelli, 

2018). 
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Table 2 

Spearman Bivariate Correlations Among the Independent Variable, the Dependent Variable, and 

Mediation Variables 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Generalized Prejudice --      

2. Self Esteem .19** --     

3. Social Dominance Orientation .62** .29** --    

4. Right-Wing Authoritarianism .64*** .09 .67** --   

5. Intergroup Anxiety .27** .46** .43** .27** --  

6. Uncertainty Avoidance .37** .12* .36** .49** .23** --  

Note: *p < .01 **p < .001 ***p < .0001 
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Figure 1. Mediational analysis results of the current study. The bold terms are the independent 

variable (self-esteem), the dependent variable (generalized prejudice), and the mediator 

(Integrated Threat Theory). Terms in parentheses are the measures that were used to assess each 

variable. It was proposed that self-esteem (a) mediated by the Integrated Threat Theory (b) 

would be the greatest predictor of generalized prejudice (c).  
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Figure 2. Mediational analysis results of the current study. The bold terms are the independent 

variable (self-esteem), the dependent variable (generalized prejudice), and the mediator 

(Uncertainty Threat Model). Terms in parentheses are the measures that were used to assess each 

variable. It was proposed that self-esteem (a) mediated by the Integrated Threat Theory (b) 

would be the greatest predictor of generalized prejudice (c).  
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