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ABSTRACT

The past 10-15 years has seen an increasing field of research in human-computer interaction (HCI) and more specifically, humanized agents known by many names, agent, avatar, model, character.  The list goes on.  Humanized agents whose role specifically is to facilitate learning, the pedagogical agent, has been of particular empirical interest.  Their features, such as voice, facial expression, gesture, affect have all been investigated to determine which combination of which features in the computer-based environment are most facilitative to which kind of learners.  

This study was interested in looking at humanized agents as models of behavior.  Considering Bandura’s theory of social modeling and taking into account the theories behind HCI, how and how well can agents’ behavior effectively influence participants’ behavior?  In addition, this study sought to contribute to the affective learning domain and spark new interest in what is traditionally known as a difficult thing to change as well as a poorly measured construct.  

In order to combine both these ideas, this research investigated the effects of ethnicity and message content on affective outcomes in a computer-based learning environment.  Specifically, ethnicity was represented by computer-based models’ nativeness and non-nativeness (as it pertains to culturally-related content), and message content was represented by three levels: common membership, mutual differentiation content and value neutral content.  A 2x3 factorial design was used to determine significant effects on attitudes toward persons of Arab descent and perceptions of computer-based models.  Models, in the form of two dimensional animations, acted as peers representing one of two ethnicities and engaged in dialogue, representing one of three message content levels.    This research was conducted within Bandura’s (1977, 1986) social learning and Tajfel (1978) and Turner’s (1975, 1985) social identity theoretical frameworks.  
Results indicated there were no overall significant main effects in attitudes toward Arabs or perception of models between students viewing native or non-native models and common membership or mutual differentiation message types.  In addition, there were no overall significant main effects in attitudes toward Arabs or perceptions of models between students who viewed the treatment conditions and value neutral message control conditions.
Results did show a significant difference in attitudes toward Arabs for two single dependent variables between students viewing the non-native model delivering the common membership message and students viewing the non-native model delivering the value-neutral message.  Students viewing the non-native model delivering the common membership message reported more positive attitudes when hypothesizing themselves to be on a crowded bus with Arabs or when hearing that an Arab student received financial aid.  In addition, there was a significant difference between students viewing the common membership message and the mutual differentiation message and the value neutral message.  Students viewing one of the two treatment messages perceived the model to be more competent than students viewing the model delivering the value neutral content.  In addition, there was a significant difference between students viewing the non-native model delivering either the common membership message or the mutual differentiation message and the non-native model delivering the value neutral message content.  Students viewing the non-native model delivering either the common membership message or the mutual differentiation message perceived the non-native model as keeping their attention significantly greater than students viewing the non-native model delivering the value neutral message.
These results seem to indicate that participants may have perceived the non-native model more similar to themselves and when viewing the non-native model delivering the common membership message, students’ perceptions of similarity were only more greatly verified.  Subsequently, the non-native model delivering the common membership message more greatly influenced students’ positivity in their reported attitudes and perceptions than when he delivered the value neutral message.  Mean trends did indicate; however, when compared to the native model, students indicated the native model influenced positivity in their reported attitudes more so than students viewing the non-native model.  Although more data are needed to clarify and strengthen the impact of these results, these findings have practical and theoretical implications when using models for attitude change and in informal computer-based learning environments.
CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION


The following section will first describe the general context of the research problem, issues related to the problem and provide a research gap.  Next, it will discuss the purpose of the study and the research questions followed by the significance of the study.  
General Context of the Problem

The research problem of this study concerns the effects of ethnicity and cognitive factors on college students’ attitudes and perceptions toward persons and models of other cultures.  The theoretical framework of this research is two-fold; it is based both in Bandura’s (1977, 1986) social learning theory as well as Tajfel (1978) and Turner’s (1975, 1985) social identity theory.  While both of these theories have implications for learning with regard to cognitive skills, they also hold promise for affective development, a domain much neglected in the educational research.

The affective domain is an integral component to learning and its characteristics have long served as a challenge to developing and measuring objectives specific to attitude construction.  Instructional objectives rarely include affective components addressing motivation, emotional development, attitudes toward learning and the environment, other peers or instruction, and levels of subsequent satisfaction.  Yet, affective development is inherent to knowledge construction as an outcome to instruction.  Furthermore, the affective domain is an integral part of socialization and socio-cognitive development as well as development of self-concept.  
Taxonomies for the affective domain have been offered in the past.  Krathwohl, Bloom and Masia (1956) developed a series of five phases, the former three of which have some empirical support and validity (Martin & Briggs, 1986).  This taxonomy emphasizes a description of how attitudes are hierarchically developed without providing instructional means (Martin & Reigeluth, 1999).  Martin and Briggs (1986) also offered an affective domain taxonomy including a larger scope of affective constructs, e.g., self-development and sub-constructs,  and goal categories for affective outcomes, such as attitudes toward education and learning (category one), values and ethics requiring cognitive development and decision-making skills (category two) and goals related to interest and motivation (category three).  Other taxonomies and models have been offered as well, all addressing broad ranges of affective constructs and instructional implications for learning (Martin & Reigeluth, 1999).

Martin and Reigeluth (1999) offer a model describing dimensions of affective development and instructional design implications, two in particular of which can be applied to this study –  instructional methods and personal focus of the curriculum.  The authors suggest that the former, instructional methods, can teach affective development both directly or indirectly with ‘direct’ referring to techniques specifically designed for intervention, e.g., contingencies of reinforcement and role-playing and ‘indirect’ referring to more informal, less planned environmental supports such as modeling and context (Gagne, Wager, Golas, & Keller, 2005; Martin & Reigeluth, 1999). The latter design implication, personal focus of the curriculum, directs instructional emphasis on intrapersonal versus interpersonal skills.  The latter of these two, interpersonal skills, addresses cognitive and affective influences involved with relationship development with others.  This focus, interpersonal development, is the focus of this research.
Modeling has been cited as one of the most effective strategies in teaching attitudes and is an indirect form of teaching behavior through what is referred to as social cognitive or social learning theory (Driscoll, 2000; Gagne et al., 2005; Martin & Briggs, 1986).  Human modeling extends beyond the adage, “monkey see, monkey do” to state that individuals model their behavior by what they witness as a result of direct consequences or consequences they expect.  The effect of learning behavior through modeling is said to occur through cognitive and motivational processes of selecting and attending the behavior they observe, symbolically encoding and storing the information in memory and then retrieving the information as needed (Bandura, 1977).  

Henderson (1996) contends that “instructional design and instructional designers do not exist in a vacuum, nor are they neutral” in her article addressing cultural perspectives of instructional multimedia design.  While her argument primarily asserts a “multiple cultural” approach to interactive multimedia design, her perspective embodying the idea that “instructional design is socially and culturally constructed” rings true for any objective to which instruction is designed to meet (Henderson, 1996, 85).  When considering how learning is to be achieved, cultural values and ideologies of the learner is a mediating influence of not only instructional design, but other variables associated with instructional design:  the educational context, other learners, instructional techniques and activities, choice of objectives and the instructor or facilitator of learning. 
In a ‘multiple cultural’ context, social learning applies directly to the shaping of an individual’s thoughts and understanding to cultural expectations and sensitivities of others perceived different from the individual’s self.  As the need and motivation for understanding perspectives of different ‘others’ or, others of an out-group, in an educational context where affective outcomes are not addressed, informal strategies such as modeling for learning are more likely to occur.    

Mediating prerequisites of successful interaction between in-group to out-group, or, intergroups, are perceived equal status, opportunities for acquaintance and friendship as well as cooperative interdependence.    Without these prerequisites, the learning atmosphere is in jeopardy with regard to communication, understanding and motivation.  The literature has identified how prejudiced and biased affective and behavioral manifestations in the learning environment can lead to stereotype threat (Steele, 1992); distrust and absence of credibility among teacher/student interactions (Sandhu, 1994); absence of authenticity and relevance attributed to instruction (Sandhu, 1994); and failed expectations between academic achievement and community affiliations (Kovach & Hillman, 2002; Ogbu, 1992).  With regard to the latter and from an individual perspective, academic achievement during late adolescence is strongly predictive of a future achievement and socioeconomic status (Kovach & Hillman, 2002).  Furthermore, quality of social and academic identification strongly predicts motivation and level of task involvement (Arroyo & Zigler, 1995; McInerney, Hinkley, Dowson, & Van Etten, 1998; Wentzel, 1989, 1993).  
The aforementioned findings predict, at a minimum, inverse relationships between prejudice and communication on multiple individual and group levels and to a greater extent, inhibiting influences of individual and group learning outcomes and societal statuses.  This prediction leads the discussion to a second design strategy suggested by Martin and Reigeluth (1999):  interpersonal development as a personal focus of the curriculum. 



 Social psychology research offers two divergent trends of thought advocating solutions for interpersonal as well as intergroup relations:  the contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954) and social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978; Turner, 1975, 1985).  The contact hypothesis asserts that increased interpersonal contact across social groups increases the likelihood for greater intergroup knowledge, assumed to decrease ignorance; greater social awareness, assumed to decrease stereotype and prejudice and greater cooperation and equal status among members, assumed to decrease ethnic hierarchies and tensions.  Lastly, increased interpersonal contact across groups is suggested to promote greater perceived similarity, which is assumed to increase interpersonal and intergroup attraction and group assimilation.  


Social identity theory is comprised of two intergroup affective and behavioral approaches:  social categorization and social comparison.  Social categorization posits that categorization is a natural extension of social information processing.  Its presupposition originated with Allport’s (1954) seminal work regarding prejudice and cognitive tendencies to classify stimuli such that when presented with a stimulus, a number of related traits are retrieved from long term memory.  This process aids the limited capacity of short term memory (Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2001).  That is, people tend to categorize others based on attributes, e.g., race, ethnicity, gender, age and social class (Stephan, 1999).  Social comparison (Festinger, 1954) theory states that people often evaluate their opinions and abilities by referring to the opinions of others.  

The outcome of this convergence of social categorization and social comparison is two premises:  individuals organize their social world with reference to categorization and individuals judge themselves as part of that categorization lending to perceived distinctions between themselves and members of their in-group and members outside their group (Brewer, 1999).  These perceived distinctions in turn become positive evaluations of one’s in-group status in comparison with other groups, subsequently considered out-groups, as a result of individuals’ need to achieve a sense of positive self-image.  Results of social categorization and comparison lead to or perpetuate thought processes such as stereotypes, prejudice and intergroup bias.   

Generally, adult learning interventions addressing multicultural barriers or stereotype influences and advocating new knowledge and skills are conducted as diversity training programs, structured, multicultural activities or take place as an orientation topic and/or through introductory courses or workshops in college and work settings (Chang, 2001).  Furthermore, types of instructional activities are well demonstrated to promote equal status and opportunity as well as emphasize unique ethnic contribution to group goals and achievements.  However, these approaches only explain to a low degree how biased attitudes reduce and how communication content affects change in attitudes and behavior.  The instructor’s or learners’ ethnicity and subsequent effects on learning outcomes are often recorded as environmental factors or collateral findings.

As an educational tool for social cognitive development, the role of the computer-based learning environment has recently received increasing educational and technological empirical attention (Kim, 2004).  Specifically, computer-based environments blended with anthropomorphized interfaces
 have received a plethora of review as a subsequent and natural extension of a series of studies conducted by Nass and colleagues (Nass & Steuer, 1993a, 1993b; Reeves & Nass, 1996).  These investigations established evidence suggesting that while people interact with computers, commonly referred to the human-computer interaction, they apply social attributes, rules and expectations to those interactions.  A divergent trend of study includes the development of a host of constituents attributed to anthropomorphic interfaces referred to as agents.  These agents socially relate to users to establish trust, credibility and believability.  Within the learning environment, ‘pedagogical’ agents adopt corresponding constituents that personify the roles of actor and model while facilitating learning through operationally defined personas and social interaction.  


While pedagogical agents enhance cognitive and affective development, their social learning influence as models and subsequent influence on attitudes remains a largely open field of study.  Existing studies investigate the effects of agent features such as gender and race on learning outcomes and attitude change.  For example, a series of studies conducted by Baylor (2005) explored the effects of variables ethnicity, gender, realism and image on attitudes and found what may become trends in human-agent interactions.  With regard to the ethnicity of agents, participants approached agents of like ethnicity with greater feelings of affiliation and motivation toward the task.  Gender, when combined with an expert, mentor or motivator instructional role appeared to have significant impact on perceived credibility, competence and expert-ness when embodied by either a male agent or female agent.  Male agents in the expert role were perceived as more credible and expertlike than female agents. Stereotypical image, varied by attributes of attractiveness or ‘geekiness’, also had significant impact on participants’ attitudes.  Those participants who viewed the attractive model were more likely imitate that model’s beliefs and self-efficacy.
Few studies have examined the influence of using stereotypical ethnic appearance on attitudes toward the members of the ethnic group in question.  This study examines the effects of ethnicity on attitudes and perceptions of computer-based models (CBM).  More specifically, it examines the nativeness of the model as it relates to the cultural content he represents and asks whether nativeness or non-nativeness of the model indicates a greater difference in attitudes toward diversity.  Additionally, this research examines message type and its effects on attitudes as well.  Does the type of dialogic perspective toward a multicultural interaction have an effect on one’s perceptions toward the represented cultural group?  Lastly, this study investigates an interaction between both variables.  That is, does the type of stereotypical ethnic appearance combined with dialogic approach significantly affect attitudes toward the model and his culture?  Findings that demonstrate how these variables affect attitudes toward diversity provide valuable knowledge for instructional and communications designers.  They introduce a new tool that is based in social cognitive and comparison theoretical frameworks and can be used for attitudinally biased informational messages toward multicultural interactions.

Purpose of the Study

 
The purpose of this study is to examine the effect of ethnicity and message content on attitudes and perceptions of computer-based models.  Specifically, the effects of modeling membership to one shared identity group (common membership) versus modeling simultaneous membership to one shared group identity and personal identity (mutual differentiation) will be investigated.  In addition, the appearance of the message deliverer, defined by nativeness as it relates to the ethnic content versus non-nativeness (and therefore, is not related to the ethnic content) will be explored.  
Research Questions

The major research questions to be addressed in this investigation are as follows:  

1) What are the effects of ethnicity on attitudes among college-level students?

2) What are the effects of message content on attitudes among college-level students? 
3) What are the effects of ethnicity and message content on attitudes among college-level students?
4) What are the effects of ethnicity on college-level students’ perceptions of computer-based models?
5) What are the effects of message content on college-level students’ perceptions of computer-based models?
6) What are the effects of ethnicity and message content on college-level students’ perceptions of computer-based models?
Importance of the Study
Martin and Reigeluth (1999) present a review of taxonomies for affective development as well as considerations for the instructional designer.  Among these considerations are instructional guidelines by which curricula addressing intrapersonal and interpersonal values, beliefs, attitudes, self-development and other components of affective development can be designed.  The first of many contributions this study is expected to contribute relates to two of these guidelines, personal focus of the curriculum and instructional methods.  Personal focus asks the question, for what kind of development is this instruction designed, intrapersonal development or interpersonal development?  Second, the instructional methods guideline reserves implications for the type of instructional activities, direct or indirect delivery.  Direct delivery refers to activities held within the traditional classroom and with clearly stated objectives and goals.  Indirect delivery refers to instructional methods engaged in non-traditional environments where learning still occurs and where objectives and outcomes are not so clearly defined.  This study is expected to contribute greater knowledge to both instruction designed for interpersonal development learned within a non-tradition learning environment (indirect instructional method delivery). 

In addition, multimedia research has addressed how agents can be used as computer-based models but much exploration needs yet to be done in terms of how their influence affects social cognition.  Features such as gender, affect, ethnicity, level of interaction and believability have been investigated to determine their effects on learner retention, transfer and attitude.  These studies generally compare agents delivering a message directly to the learner; this study uses agents as models engaging in dialogue as modeled behavior for cognitive process observation and learning.  None of the currently existing investigations using agents have assigned the roles of modeling and delivering information pertaining to group membership as operationalized in this study.
The impetus for choosing content pertaining to Middle Eastern versus Western culture was motivated by recent tensions associated with terrorism and the Middle East as well as hostile acts toward American Middle Easterners whose appearance was mistaken for or associated with terrorists.  Five years later, Americans still lack cultural knowledge, sensitivities and empathy toward this ethnic group.  Furthermore, research involving Middle Easterners and general attitudes and biases remain largely unexamined.

CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Social Cognitive Theory

Social cognitive theory, previously referred to as social learning theory, is concerned with how social and emotional influences, environmental variables and cognitive processes determine learned behavior.  While there are many different social influences of behavioral change, i.e., perceived accomplishment, vicarious experience, persuasion and emotional arousal, the basic social learning process involves learning a behavior through witnessing or expecting a certain consequence as a result of engaging in that behavior (Bandura, 1977; Martin & Briggs, 1986).  Cognitive processes interpreting observation are said to occur through symbolic processes, wherein the observer witnesses the behavior and encodes it in memory.  In turn, the individual then remembers, anticipates or expects certain consequences as a result of encoding what he has witnessed.  There are several strategies for internalizing observed behavior by way of learning the consequences that follow it (Martin & Briggs, 1986).

One strategy is to imitate observed behavior and directly receive its consequences.  Second, one can learn by witnessing someone else receiving the consequences.  Third, one can learn about behavior and its consequences through mediated sources.  Lastly, one can learn behavior through experiencing positive or negative emotions, i.e., vicarious arousal, as a result of being associated with the observed behavior (Martin & Briggs, 1986).  Bandura (1986) states that individuals commonly display emotions while receiving awarding or punishing consequences.  Information about a model’s emotional state is not only communicated through nonverbal cues, such as facial and gestural expression, but through what the model says and the context in which the experience is situated.  
Each of these strategies, except the first, is associated with types of vicarious experiences (Bandura, 1986).  For example, the modeling experience or effect includes the opportunity to expect consequences as a result of imitating a model’s behavior.  In the case of imitating behavior through only being aware of consequences through mediating sources, the observer is assumed to have vicariously learned the behavior as a response facilitation effect.  A response facilitation effect prompts a behavior that is similar to the model’s behavior but not exactly the same.  For example, admired models, such as actors or politicians, engaging in altruistic behaviors such as volunteering for a literacy campaign, may prompt other behaviors considered as altruistic but not necessarily in the form of volunteerism. 
There are other vicarious experiences as well, where behavior can be determined as an effect of witnessing negative consequences or by observing no negative consequences in a situation where negative consequences are expected.  The former regards what is known as the inhibitory effect, where certain behaviors are avoided as a result of observing punishment and the latter pertains to the disinhibitory effect, where behaviors are determined as a result of no negative consequences occurring where one might expect there would be.  An example would be engaging in shoplifting or rioting after witnessing someone else engage in the behaviors without paying the penalty of a negative consequence. 

Early research in social learning was primarily concerned with how behavior was vicariously learned as a result of any of these experiences through human observation and was primarily behavioral.  However, in recent years, researchers have turned their focus to cognitive processes said to underlie observation and influence determined behavior as well as how cognitive processes themselves can be modeled and vicariously learned.  An example of the former is research investigating motor skill acquisition and how cognitive processes during observation versus during physical practice might be similar (Blandin, Lhuisset, & Proteau, 1999).  An example of the latter pertains to how reasoning and decision making can be modeled to help students solve ill-structured problems in constructivist learning environments (Jonasson, 1999).
Gioia and Manz (1985) presented a theoretical discussion with regard to how cognition can be linked to observed behavior in organizational management settings.  They assert that observed behavior is cognitively determined by “acquiring, developing, or altering cognitively-held scripts for behavior” (Gioia & Manz, 1985, pg. 528).  Scripts are defined as a type of schema an individual uses to organize social information or situations.  
Vicariously learning behavior is said to involve several cognitive sub-processes:  attention, retention, motor reproduction and motivation subprocesses (Bandura, 1977).  An individual attends by selecting a model and a behavior, retains his observations in memory through visual representations or symbolic coding and reproduces these representations in similarly cued situations.  The extent to how well these representations are learned and enacted, depend on motivational subprocesses.  

There are two types of symbolic coding used to retain observation information:  descriptive codes and rule codes, the former describing the behavior modeled and the latter identifying principles associated with the behavior (Decker, 1980).  Bandura (1986) would define rule codes as conceptions, or “guides for the production of organized patterns of behavior” (pg. 110).  Other theorists, however, described this activity as schema formation; knowledge structure consisting of a set of rules individuals use to organize social information and determine their responses (Taylor & Crocker, 1981).  

A script is a type of schema that can be static or dynamic in nature and is generally defined as contextual knowledge that guides and governs behavior as well as interprets and helps predict sequences of others’ behaviors (Taylor & Crocker, 1981). Since script formation is socially learned, it can be influenced in a variety of ways: from our personal experiences, from information sources such as our interactions with others and media and our affective reactions to environmental variables.
Stemming from Tulving’s (1972) conceptions of episodic memory, a type of information processing that retains descriptive information of observed events, episodic script formation can be seen as a schema designed to help recall observed behavioral episodes.  These behavioral episodes are internalized with semantic knowledge which can then facilitate generalized scripts.  An example can be seen with the formation of stereotypes, a type of script.  If a hypothetical, elementary-aged student is witnessed to engage in teasing or name-calling a member of a particular group, observers will also witness subsequent consequences.  Two possible consequences are the absence of punishment or presence of reinforcement.  In this case, the hypothetical teacher in this case fails to reprimand the child and does not intervene but some students laugh at the offense.  Observers will learn the behavior of name-calling as an inhibitory effect of observation.  The observers attend to the action and retain information pertaining to the description of action (episodic encoding) as well as the associated circumstances.  Rules surrounding the name-calling content are semantically encoded and knowledge is constructed with regard to how to guide their own responses in future interactions with both the target, in this case, as well as the antagonist.  If the name-calling behavior is reinforced across people and situations, a simple script with regard to categorizing the target is formed.  This categorization evolves with generalization to other individuals attributed with the same or similar features as the target.

The discussion regarding how behavior is vicariously learned will now pause to review and clarify two assumptions.  First, early research in social learning theory has typically referred to behavior such as motor responses.  Recent theoretical discussion and research expands to include cognitive processes and verbal behavior or dialogue (Gagne & Briggs, 1979; Jonasson, 1999; McKendree, Stenning, Mayes, Lee, & Cox, 1998; P. G. Zimbardo, Ebbeson, & Maslach, 1977).  Dialogue can be seen as an expression of any cognitive representation, including explicitly stated cognitive mental models and attitudes, and does not pertain to the acquisition of language.   Second, the term ‘observation’ was assumed to refer to actions and consequences observers ‘see’ with the naked eye.  With regard to dialogue, does observation still mean the same thing?  The nature of vicarious learning includes cognitive processes such as ‘expecting’ and ‘anticipating’ and ‘predicting’ consequences not seen.  The traditional meanings of both ‘behavior’ and ‘observation’ must be broadened to focus on what is truly being learned using cognitive processes assumed to underlie vicarious learning and with respect to dialogue.

Dialogue
There are several dialogic behaviors that occur within naturalistic settings through which observational learning can occur.  A few are:

· Gossip

· Storytelling

· Educational discourse and

· Cognitive-behavioral therapy

Baumeister, Zhang and Vohs (2004) concede that gossip is a cultural strategy of observational learning.  The authors assert that there are four main functions of gossip: to maintain or strengthen an existing relationship between speaker and listener, to enable the listener to learn more about the target, to harm the target and lastly, it is a means that enables listeners to learn about social rules, norms and other guidelines within the listener’s verbal community.  Gossip, similar to storytelling, communicates principles and actions that verify as well as violate those principles.  While the authors do not negate some truth to stereotypes of gossip as being “idle or malicious” , they also provide empirical evidence confirming the latter function of gossip, as a learning tool for internalizing inferences made about social rules and how to function within a community (Baumeister, Zhang, & Vohs, 2004, pg. 115).  For example, gossip has been seen as a way to learn rules within a corporate setting and obtaining information that would otherwise not be mentioned “in front of the boss” (Baumeister et al., 2004, pg. 115; Kelly, 1985).  Ayim (1994) demonstrated with an analysis of the role of gossip in corporate culture that many people in the upper echelons of management rely on gossip as a means of obtaining information that would otherwise be difficult to obtain.  

Gossip can also be seen as social control where it can be used as a “policing” strategy.  Wilson, Wilczynski, Wells, and Weiser (2000) investigated through two experiments how individuals apply rules with regard to gossip as a behavior.  Participants were instructed to read stories pertaining to scenarios where gossip occurred, and various motives as to why the information was relayed.  Participants who read that self-serving reasons were the motive of the gossip judged the gossiper significantly more harshly than those who were told that the gossip occurred as a warning to others about rule violations and thus, violations to social norms (Baumeister et al., 2004).  Furthermore, those in the story that did not pass on the gossip when it was a warning were also harshly judged as not having passed on valuable information.

There are several hypotheses with regard to the reinforcing value of engaging in gossip behavior.  First, it is presented in narrative form to communicate social rules and norms within one’s community.  Second, it generally pertains to information that is relevant to the listener (McAndrew & Milenkovic, 2002).  Third, it is presented in a manner that constrains the likelihood of confirmation.  If gossip is not challenged within the next speaking turn, the probability of challenge in the future is minimal (Eder & Enke, 1991).  Furthermore, since it is often shared as personal disclosure, information shared in this manner is considered rare and therefore more valuable (Miller, 2002).  Fourth, the structure of gossip involves a “shared and collaborative experience that encourages hearers to elaborate and thus contribute to the story” (Baumeister et al., 2004, pg. 117).   Fifth, the teller may simply wish to relay important information.  The authors present several examples, one of which is a parent’s wish to influence his child’s playing in the street by transmitting information regarding another child’s behavior and subsequent consequences.  In this way, the child has learned valuable information pertaining to negative consequences as a result of playing in the street.  Lastly, while the listener learns about social norms, likewise the teller has the opportunity to express superiority in his position of having already known the inferred social norms (Shapiro, 1987).
Baumeister et. al. (2004) conducted a study asking students a variety of questions pertaining to their gossip behavior.  Results indicated that typical gossip stereotypes are not entirely accurate.  While generally the gossip pertained to familiar people within the participants’ social context, 15% pertained to people the participants never met.  Furthermore, nearly 64% stated that the information they obtained from gossip in which they recently engaged was useful with regard to how to conduct their future behavior.  This is contrary to the typical belief that gossip is valued for malicious or idle purposes.  It is conceivable to perceive gossip as a learning strategy in which the listener learns how to function, guided about rules and social norms received through information sources.
Another dialogic learning strategy is educational discourse.  Gallimore and Tharp (1990, pg. 195-197) state:

“Formal schooling is a place where the child is drawn into unique modes of social interaction and thinking…From kindergarten to graduate seminars, the small discussion group where text and personal understanding can be compared, discussed and related is the prime opportunity for this unique social interaction…We may characterize the task of schooling as creating and supporting instructional conversations…By this means, teachers learn to teach, researchers learn to discover, and all learn to become literate” 
Higher education is a “community of inquiry” where educational discussion is the social aspect “most reliable for the generation of higher order thinking” (Lipman, 1991).  Lipman’s (1991) perspective on higher education is that it should contain activities that go beyond the content to include discussion and reflection, critical thinking and judgment as well as inquiry (McKendree et al., 1998).
How is educational discourse a viable observational learning tool?  McKendree et al (1998) presents dialogue as a means to observe the construction of knowledge and conceptualization of explicitly stated knowledge.  Beyond the simple transmission of facts, dialogue provides the opportunity to “juxtapose new ideas” and realize a consequence or derivation which hadn’t before been considered (McKendree et all, 1998, p. 115).   The authors assert a “logic model of dialogue” where the goal of discussion is to collaboratively construct a shared body of assumptions where speakers offer new assumptions or deduce assumptions as consequences of sharing assumptions (McKendree et al, 1998, pg. 114).  Learners observe new understanding as a result of both participating in and observing others explicitly apply rules to generate new inferences.  Furthermore, observing versus participating in dialogue is suggested to have comparable value.  By passively observing dialogue, the learner is not burdened with defending his position in a negotiation and is thereby relieved of additional cognitive load.   Cognitive processing resources are freed to focus on the content and process of the negotiation.  In addition, repeated exposure to processes associated with executive control, such as assessing and self-regulation, are considered as models of behaviors associated with these processes so that students can learn them over time (Derry & Murphy, 1986).  
There are other cognitive processes within the educational milieu in which observational learning occurs.  Reasoning and decision making are two processes in which learners can infer similar strategies and practice from observations of expert models.  Parker and Hess (2001) used vicarious learning and scaffolding as a means to teach participants how to engage in classroom discussion.  Activities which were specifically included were comprised from a structured process of selecting text for the purpose of focused inquiry through discussion.  This structured practice was considered to be a means of “shared inquiry” through which learners could observe and experience shared understanding of the text topic (Parker & Hess, 2001, pg. 275).  
Lastly, another context within which observational learning of cognitive processes can be internalized is cognitive-behavioral therapy (Hoffman & Pasley, 1998).  Cognitive behavioral therapy is a clinical practice involving cognitive restructuring.  During this process, individuals share an understanding about thoughts, feelings and behaviors as well as their consequences.  Hoffman and Pasley (1998, pg. 198) state that it is the therapist’s task “to help clients come to understand how they construct and construe reality” through use of their own personal schemas.  A goal is determined between client(s) and therapist whereby course of treatment is decided.  Thoughts and feelings are made explicit during treatment that might not ordinarily be obvious to the client.  The authors provide the example where a conscious thought, “She can’t tell me what to do” is made explicit, wherein the therapist can employ Socratic questioning to narrow and identify underlying assumptions.  Again, through explicit reasoning and deduction, an individual can observe cognitive processes by which he himself or another (i.e., depending on the number of clients within session) can apply to similarly cued situations and generalize to other thoughts, feelings and behaviors.
Having addressed ways in which observational learning can be established through dialogic methods in a variety of contexts, discussion will now turn to other factors important to behavioral and cognitive change with regard to modeling.

Model and Content Characteristics
Two characteristics associated with effective modeling for behavioral and cognitive change are the perceived source of the message and message content features.  Early research investigating attitude development included Hovland’s attitude and persuasion research.  Hovland et. al.’s (1953) learning theory model, asserted that individuals learn or change attitudes with factual or nonfactual information (Shrigley and Koballa, 1992).  His approach addressed findings that were essentially summarized by a phrase made earlier by Laswell (1948):  “Who says what to whom and with what effect”.  This model originally emphasized a stimulus-responses approach engendering the speaker with a point of view (stimulus) and audience responses rewarded by agreement (response).  

Aristotle introduced, with his conception of ethos, three characteristics the source must have in order for individuals’ attitudes to change: intelligence, character and goodwill (Cooper, 1932, pg. 92).  Hovland’s early research in persuasion and subsequent research have confirmed these characteristics as those a speaker must have to be persuasive in changing attitudes.  The attributes a speaker must have in order to be effective are perceived attractiveness, power and credibility, the latter attribute being comprised of both perceived level of expertise and trustworthiness (Shrigley and Koballa, 1992).  Other research has extended these attributes to include how they vary with gender.  Kenton (1989) concluded that even when men and women “are equally experienced and competent, men will tend to rank higher on the expertise dimension, often because of higher expectations for women” (pg.152-153).  Though women might be ranked higher in other areas of source characteristics such as perceived goodwill, with regard to expertise, prestige and self-presentation, men will overall be perceived as more credible (Kenton, 1989).
With regard to message content, several types of messages have been investigated for their effectiveness as persuasive arguments.  Variables whose relationships have been explored in terms of attitudinal influence include:

· Belief-laden messages

· One sidedness versus two-sidedness of a message

· Anecdotal messages

Belief-laden messages refer to messages containing strong opinions presenting reasonable arguments advocating a particular viewpoint toward a particular topic.  Examples of how well belief-laden messages are effective with attitudes can be seen in science education literature.  Experiments concerning topics such as energy conservation, chemistry, science and computers were conducted with, mostly, preservice teacher populations.   Later inquiries extended to varying the sex of the presenter to investigate effects attitudes with specific genders.  For example, Weeks (1988) investigated the effects of using a female educator presented as credible, prestigious and intelligent with regard to computer use to present a message concerning computers and their usefulness. 

One-sidedness versus two-sidedness messages were comprised of presenting either one perspective of an argument versus two perspectives of an argument.  Hovland et. al. (1953) recruited US military participants to determine what effect a message concerning morale would have varying these two approaches.  They found that participants’ level of education significantly interacted with how positively an effect a particular approach had on attitudes.  More educated participants preferred two-sided arguments versus one-sided arguments.  Likewise, the reverse was true for less educated participants.  However, research findings in this regard vary – level of education with regard to the topic of study does not always play a significant role (Koballa, 1984).  In these instances, participant interest or strength of opinion may take precedent when determining effects on attitudes.

Lastly, research findings indicate that emotionally-laden information can have a greater effect on attitudes and be more valued by recipients than hard evidence (Hamill, Wilson, & Nisbet, 1980).  Koballa (1986) investigated preservice teacher attitudes on different approaches to teaching science using both anecdotal data versus statistical data.  Anecdotal data had greater effect on attitudes and were also retained longer than statistical data.  It is interesting to note the similarities between the learning outcomes of both gossip and anecdotal data.  Information presented more informally, associated with a social context and perhaps associated with a sense of self-disclosure can have greater impact on attitudes than information presented more formally and based on data.

To summarize what has so far been discussed to achieve effective modeling and observational learning of cognitive processes pertains to three areas:  the circumstances surrounding the information, the source of the information and the type of the information itself. With regard to circumstances, effective modeling of cognitive processes can occur within both educational and social environments.  Learning can occur whether one is passive and just observing or an actively participating.  The source of the information must be perceived as credible, associated with a type of status, whether it be related to power, expertise of the information and attractiveness or perceived similarity to that of the learner.  The message content can refer to many types of information; those messages appealing to emotion or revealing the source’s attitudes, or how well the argument is presented seems to enhance the effect of the message.  However, all of these features pertain to face-to-face interaction and observation.  Do they change when using modeling within a computer-based environment? 

Models in a computer-based learning environment

Anthropomorphic agents are three dimensional, life-like graphics that are programmed to serve many functions in many domains.  Agent technology is applied in industrial applications such as manufacturing (Parunak, 1987); commercial applications in electronic commerce (Chavez & Maes, 1996); medical applications such as patient monitoring (Hayes-Roth, Hewett, Washington, Hewett, & Seiver, 1995)and healthcare (Huang, Jennings, & Fox, 1995) and entertainment applications such as games (Wavish & Graham, 1996).  Pedagogical agents (Johnson, Rickel, & Lester, 2000) are educational metaphors resulting from the aggregate effects of animated interface agents (Hayes-Roth & Doyle, 1998)and knowledge-based learning environments (Carbonell, 1970).  Their primary role is to facilitate learning within computer-based learning environments.

Much research has been conducted to extend Nass and colleagues (Nass & Steuer, 1993a, 1993b; Reeves & Nass, 1996) original work regarding the nature of users’ social interaction with computers and subsequent social expectations and rules they apply.  Empirical investigations exploring the Human-Computer Interaction (HCI) and pedagogical agent presence have produced learning trends resulting from animation, voice and image effects (Atkinson, 2002; Baylor & Ryu, 2003; Craig, Gholson, & Driscoll, 2002; Lester & Stone, 1997; Moreno, Mayer, Spires, & Lester, 2001; Nowak & Blocca, 2003); interactional effects (Moreno et al., 2001) gestural effects (Baylor, Kim, Son, & Lee, 2005; Craig et al., 2002; Link, Kreuz, Graesser, & Group, 2001); gender differences (Baylor, 2005; Baylor & Kim, 2003a); differential perceptions of agent persona attributes (Baylor, 2002, 2005; Baylor & Kim, in press); agent ethnic interaction with participant ethnicity (Baylor, 2005; Baylor & Kim, 2003a; Lee & Nass, 1998); and emotional and self-efficacy effects (Baylor, Warren, Park, Shen, & Perez, 2005; Warren, Shen, Park, Baylor, & Perez, 2005).  Table 2.1 summarizes these trends in pedagogical agent effects on learning outcomes.

Table 2.1.  Pedagogical Agent Features and their Effects on Learning Outcomes

	Pedagogical Agent Features and Their Significant Effects on Learning Outcomes

	The presence of:

Animation, Voice and Image (Atkinson, 2002; Baylor & Ryu, 2003; Craig et al., 2002; Lester & Stone, 1997; Moreno et al., 2001; Nowak & Blocca, 2003)
	· Increases perceived agent credibility

· Increases recall and transfer

· Increases comprehension

· Increases cognitive engagement

· Increases motivation

	The presence of:

Interactional Effects (Moreno et al., 2001)
	· Increases motivation

· Increases persistence



	The presence of:

Gesture/Expression (Baylor, Kim et al., 2005; Craig et al., 2002; Link et al., 2001)
	· Increases positive affect

· Significant predicts participants’ ratings

	The appearance of:

Male Gender in Expert Roles (Baylor, 2005; Baylor & Kim, 2003a)
	· Increases motivation
· Increases self-regulation
· Increases self-efficacy


	The appearance of:

Persona Attributes (Baylor, 2002, 2005; Baylor & Kim, in press)
	· Has significant interactions with gender

· Male motivator agents perceived more knowledgeable

· Greater perceived self-efficacy with female agents

· Has significant interactions with pariticipant ethnicity



	The appearance of:

Ethnicity (Baylor, 2005; Baylor & Kim, 2003a; Lee & Nass, 1998)
	· Increases positive affect

· More greatly facilitates learning in same ethnic participants
· More greatly satisfies learners


	The presence of:
Message Delivery/Affect (Baylor, Warren et al., 2005; Warren et al., 2005)
	· Decreases or increases frustration

· Increases self-efficacy



Hayes-Roth and Doyle (1998) assert that individuals are “so fundamentally social that they do not restrict their social models to other human beings” (pg. 205).  People apply social rules in terms of intimacy, friendship and learning to animals and inanimate objects as well.  Further consideration of this insight leads to detailed examination as to what behaviors, cognitions and affect constitutes social interaction.  Even further, what kinds of social interaction constitute intimacy, friendship and learning such that agents as metaphors can act like humans? 


Recent research has focused more in terms of agent persona and representation as models.  In regard to models within the realm of pedagogy, social roles would extend to instructor roles, such as motivator, mentor and expert.  Model gender and ethnicity interacting with model roles has yielded interesting results similar to that found in face-to-face learning research.  For example, agents actings as male motivator models are perceived as more intelligent, knowledgeable and expert-like than female motivators (Baylor, 2005; Baylor & Kim, 2003b).  In addition, students working with male models demonstrate greater self-regulation, self-efficacy and greater satisfaction from learning.  In terms of ethnicity, students working with African American models represented in the role of mentor or motivator demonstrated greater self-efficacy.  Furthermore, students working with African American models represented in the role of expert demonstrated greater concentration and focus during learning (Baylor & Kim, 2004).  


There are multiple factors to consider when assessing learning or affective outcomes with computer-based models in instructor roles, just as there are multiple factors to consider when assessing outcomes with human instructors, namely learner and environmental characteristics.  For example, not all cases reveal greater self-efficacy when working with male models.  In some cases, students’ perceptions of female models have been demonstrated to be a greater influence on self-efficacy (Baylor & Kim, 2004).  Likewise, student ethnicity can affect perception toward specific model features.  In summary, learner characteristics can play a large role in determining the effectiveness of observational learning from models presented in computer-based learning environments.

Pedagogical agent research is theoretically driven by learning theorists such as Dewey and Bandura.  The interest theory of learning (Dewey, 1913)suggests that interest, communication and learning outcome improve with instruction containing social cues, such as facial expression, voice, and body language.  Throughout students’ development, many figures, e.g., parents, teachers, can embody these social cues in the form of human modeling to teach in the cognitive and affective domains (Bandura, 1977; Gagne et al., 2005).  Bandura (1997) states that perceived attribute similarities between a computer-based models and the student such as gender and ethnicity can enhance performance achievement and feelings of competency and self-efficacy.  In addition, computer-based models engendering similar attributes may be perceived by learners as more competent and personable, two traits eliciting feelings of confidence and supporting goal oriented behavior.  

The research has presented theoretical discussion and evidence supporting the role social cognition plays in observational learning and how computer-based models and message content characteristics influence the quality of the information learned in both face-to-face and computer-based learning environments.  How can observational learning of cognitive processes and social cognition be applied to settings where optimal interaction is the outcome itself?     

Intergroup Contact:  Theory, Research and Generalization


Early social psychology research introduced frameworks for race relations, bias and conflicts, one of which contains Allport’s contact conditions (1954) for relations between groups, or intergroup contact.  The contact hypothesis asserts that increased contact across groups increases the likelihood for generalized intergroup knowledge, social awareness, perceived cooperation and equal status among members and promotes greater perceived similarity.  As greater similarity is perceived, interpersonal and intergroup attraction are assumed to increase.  As the initial dimensions, e.g., knowledge, also increase, other issues such as ignorance, stereotypes and prejudice and ethnic hierarchies are assumed to decrease.  Much research has been conducted to decrease these variables leading to intergroup tensions and to determine the nature of the optimal contact interaction. The contact hypothesis and its implications for achieving successful intergroup communications and understanding persists today to be one of the more effective strategies for positive cross-cultural relations.

Recently, a more formal contact theory has been formulated, referred to as the intergroup contact theory (Pettigrew, 1998).  The intergroup contact theory stays true to Allport’s original conditions; however, it also acknowledges problems of past research and weaknesses of the theory.  For instance, a problem of past research is the logical observation that if prejudiced people avoid intergroup contact, research may then be vulnerable to selection bias, an empirical limitation involving distortion of findings by the way data is collected for the sake of supporting the researcher’ beliefs.  In addition, Pettigrew (1998) discusses a weakness not originally addressed by Allport, which is the failure to address processes within the contact interaction.  He asserts that contact alone will not increase positive relations, but rather the conditions outside and inside the contact situation are crucial for success of not only the interaction itself but also for generalization to future interaction.  Processes that have been addressed by historical empirical research include:  learning new knowledge about another group, changed behavior, e.g., developing acceptance, establishing emotional ties and changing perspective about one’s ingroup.  Varying degrees of these processes and others, discussed later in this section, are hypothesized to play major roles in generalizing positive attitudes and behavior to other perceived outgroups.

There are different ways at how generalization, stemming from a positive contact situation, might occur as suggested by Pettigrew (1998):  across situations, from an individual to his group and third, to other outgroups.  In other words, an interpersonal contact situation might generalize thoughts, feelings and behaviors to the same individual in other situations, from the individual to others like him in his group or third, to other groups like his considered to be ‘out-groups’, groups considered different from one’s own group.  Brewer and Miller (1988) took a slightly different approach at developing a generalization analysis but each typology shares one type of generalization in common – generalization of a differing social group deriving from the initial contact to other members representing his group.


Several models, as well as possible mediating variables, have been investigated with regard to predicting which processes under which contact conditions not only predict positive intergroup communication and understanding but also generalize to other members of the same group.  Two models, which will be discussed here, the Common Ingroup Identity Model (CII) and the Mutual Intergroup Differentiation (MID) model, are two types frameworks out of many developed for organizing cognitive processing.  These two models are among the few, however, that discuss implications for generalization and how mediating variables add or subtract to establish optimal contact (Miller, 2002). 


When considering the findings of studies investigating the applicability of the CII model or MID model, several considerations must first be acknowledged:  mediating variables leading to optimal contact situations as evidenced in the empirical literature, such as perceived equal status and prior experience, the methodology and dependent variables used to examine the existing conditions under which the model was explored and more recently, the ethnicity of the participants.  Since the very definition of what comprises an ‘optimal’ contact situation is different for everyone and since the dynamics with the contact are subject to the people and conditions involved, these additional issues must be considered when establishing the contact situation or predicting the outcome.   
Mediating variables to the contact situation

Several mediating variables prior to any contact situation have been found to have a significant influence on positive outcomes such as improved attitudes toward outgroup members and their groups.  Such variables include:

· perceived equal status upon arriving to the contact (Brewer & Kramer, 1985), 
· the nature of previous interactions with other outgroup members (Pettigrew, 1997) and
· supportive institutional or societal norms outside of which the contact is established
(Landis, Hope, & Day, 1984).  
Variables within the actual contact itself that lead to positive outcomes are the functionality of the contact(Sherif, Harvey, White, Hood, & Sherif, 1961) and the behavioral (Pettigrew, 1998), emotional (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2000) and cognitive factors (J. Dovidio, Gaertner, & Kawakami, 2003; Kawakami, Dovidio, Moll, Hermsen, & Russin, 2000) underlying the contact situation.


Empirical findings, in terms of variables prior to the contact situation, narrow the gap between current conditions in which intergroup contact occurs and optimal conditions in which intergroup contact could occur.  What researchers now know is that if all representing group members perceive equal status before and within the contact situation and have prior experience or friendships with members representing other groups, there is a greater likelihood of positive attitudinal outcomes for all groups involved toward each other and future contact situations. In addition, a positive outcome is more likely if these variables exist within an environment that supports them as a norm.  For example, when investigating predictors of commitment to a university, minority students who did not feel they were equal members or that the university norms supported equal status reported less feelings of commitment (J. Dovidio, Gaertner, & Kafati, 2000).

With regard to behavioral, emotional and cognitive aspects (see Figure 1) within the contact situation, researchers have a better understanding of how to facilitate a positive outcome and help generalize the positive outcome to other members of the perceived outgroup as well as other outgroups.  For example, concerning behavioral aspects, the contact situation must be a behaviorally positive interaction indicating intergroup acceptance.  If intergroup acceptance is established, these feelings can lead to dissonance reduction and further generalize to future situations.  Dissonance reduction, discussed later in this study, would occur if an individual held previous negative cognitions regarding an outgroup member and subsequently had a positive experience with the outgroup member.  The individual would seek to reduce his anxiety by changing his attitudes and beliefs about the outgroup member and possibly others like him.  

In addition, research has investigated how emotion plays a role within the contact situation.  Individuals’ previous experiences with outgroup members, or previous intergroup interactions, can facilitate either negative or positive expectations toward future interactions.  Negative prior experiences create negative expectations (Plant & Devine, 2003).  In turn, negative expectations predict different levels and types of anxiety.  For example, Plant (2004) found that though participants’ reported anxiety predicted their desires to avoid future interracial interactions, the type of anxiety that was experienced differed across participant populations.  Some were anxious of being perceived as biased while others were anxious of being the target of bias.  Anxiety typically leads to avoidance and can strengthen stereotypes, promote distrust and disrupt future communications (J. F. Dovidio, Gaertner, Kawakami, & Hodson, 2002; Hyers & Swim, 1998; Plant & Devine, 2003).  
[image: image49.wmf]
Figure 1.  Mediating variables within the contact situation.

Empathy or more positive expectations toward future intergroup experiences, on the other hand, can reduce negative emotion and increase positive intergroup attitudes (Batson et al., 1997; Finlay & Stephan, 2000; Plant & Devine, 2003).
Lastly, cognitive factors can positively affect the contact situation through at least two known processes: learning new information and social representation, with this latter process serving as the underlying concept on which models such as the CII and MID are founded.  Social representation refers to how any group or groups or individuals are perceived with regard to social categorization and comparison.  People categorize themselves as being members of an in-group or an out-group and evaluate their group differently than other groups, in which case intergroup bias can occur.  For example, individuals generally feel more positive toward their group versus another group to which they are not members (Otten & Moskowitz, 2000).  It is suspected that this is because people know more about their own group, consider themselves more homogeneous than heterogeneous and are more attracted to their own members (Park & Rothbart, 1982).  In addition, individuals are more helpful and empathic toward their perceived similar in-group members than members of an out-group (J. Dovidio, 1984; Flippen, Hornstein, Siegel, & Weitzman, 1996).  
Learning new information can reduce prejudice through dispelling stereotypes while social representation corresponds to three processes in which the CII and MID models vary: decategorization, recategorization and mutual intergroup differentiation (J. Dovidio et al., 2003; Wolsko, Park, Judd, & Bachelor, 2003).  Decategorization de-emphasizes group boundaries and emphasizes more personalized contact.  For instance, evaluating someone by de-emphasizing membership to a rival university and emphasizing evaluation by personal characteristics would be an example of decategorization.

Recategorization is a process on which the CII model is primarily theorized.  It emphasizes changing the perspective of two people from different group memberships to that of being members of a larger group defined by commonly shared attributes.  While distinct identities are not denied, the focus is primarily on membership at a different level where shared commonalities are advocated.  For example, a university’s population is comprised of several ethnicity groups - they are separate and different; however, they are all members of the same team, or school.  The focus of being part of the same team or school would be an example of recategorization from separate, distinct groups to unify as one group and is emphasized through cooperative tasks and common goals.
The Common Ingroup Identity Model (CII)
The Common Ingroup Identity (see Figure 2) model starts with the initial contact of two individuals, where one individual categorizes the outgroup individual in one of four ways.  He can categorize him as a member of his group, an ingroup member, or he can categorize him as a member outside his group, an outgroup member.  Both of these categorizations have implications in terms of bias toward the outgroup member or generalization toward others perceived like him.  If the individual is categorized as an ingroup member, he is a recipient of positive, ingroup bias; if he is categorized as an outgroup member, he is a recipient of negative, outgroup bias.  
A third way to categorize according to CII model is for the ingroup member to re-categorize both himself and the other person as members of only one group which is suggested as superior processing for generalization to other outgroup members.  As previously mentioned, distinct identity is not to be denied, but rather de-emphasized.  When revisiting the events that occurred in the Sherif et. al. (1961) Robbers Cave study, Gaertner et al. (2000) recognized that one strategy for reducing bias was to transform campers’ perceptions of themselves as two groups to one group toward a common goal.  

A final way to categorize as a strategy to reduce bias is for the ingroup member to de-categorize himself and the other as each belonging to no group at all.  In the case of decategorization, as previously mentioned, the outgroup member is perceived as his own individual and not as a representative of his group.  Through this method, the individual’s group boundaries are stripped, such that the individual is judged based on his own merit (Brewer & Miller, 1984).
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Figure 2.  The Common Ingroup Identity Model of Gaertner and Dovidio (2000).

With regard to generalization, the CII model advocates that attitudes are most likely to improve and generalize when recategorizing occurs.  During the recategorization process, four aspects and their variations should be considered:  personalization, decategorization, salience and typicality.  To personalize is to respond to others in relation to oneself.  How similar or different is this other person from me?  A second way to personalize is through self-disclosure.  Self disclosure infers several factors that promote or are essential to positive interaction.  It can promote trust, familiarity and interpersonal attraction.  It can reduce anxiety and depending on the nature of the disclosure, can promote empathy.  Through these and other collateral effects, self-disclosure personalizes responding between one individual and another.  During recategorization, the degree of personalization is very high.  

Decategorization is natural outcome that occurs when two individuals of two separate groups come together as one. Though distinctness is not denied, it is also not emphasized, thereby transforming boundaries from two groups to one group.  Decategorization occurs at a low degree during recategorization, because the very nature of recategorizing is to blend and then de-emphasize boundaries that facilitate perceived similarity.
Salience refers to the extent an individual identifies with his group and how that identification influences the thoughts and behaviors of others toward himself and others in his group (Miller, 2002).  There are several ways to affect salience.  For example, one way is to draw attention to intergroup differences or associate group membership with a negative or positive evaluation.  In either of these ways, members within the group, who are evaluating, unify and become more salient within their group and the group that is being evaluated equally unifies and becomes more salient within its group.  Naturally, salience must be low during recategorization because if two groups were equally salient, transformation to one group is unlikely to occur.  

Lastly, to be perceived as a group representative is to infer that one is a typical representative of an outgroup.  In order for recategorization to be successful, individuals from either group or all groups involved are considered as less typical of their native groups and more similar to one group.  Thus, during the recategorization process, typicality is also low.
Mutual Intergroup Differentiation Model
Mutual intergroup differentiation (MID) is another type of social representation and cognitive model explaining and predicting how intergroup attitudes improve and generalize to other outgroup members (See figure 3).  In this model, the emphasis is mildly different; however, its philosophical orientation and practical implications are largely different from that of the CII model.

[image: image2] Figure 3.  Hewstone’s and Brown’s (1986) contact model of generalization effects.
The emphasis of the MID model is to simultaneously regard the individual as both a distinct identity and a member of the larger group sharing commonalities with other members of that group.  In this way, any one individual has a dual identity, one which maintains a distinct or subgroup identity and one that maintains a larger group identity.  Using the example of a university student, the MID perspective focuses on any given student’s identity as both a student representing the College of X and the University of Y simultaneously as opposed to placing heavy emphasis on membership to the university alone.  
The CII model originates from earlier theories of assimilation, and is otherwise known as the melting pot theory where boundaries of all groups are said to blur or assimilate in such a way that separate individuals are said to transform as one identity (Hornsey & Hogg, 2000a).  The MID model, on the other hand, represents the theory of multiculturalism, or a multicultural mosaic, where all individual identities are recognized while simultaneously making up a larger group (Hornsey & Hogg, 2000a).  With regard to what is known as identity threat, individuals’ identities are said to be threatened when assimilating to one group; however, this threat is non-existent within the MID model.  A challenge to the MID model is that maintenance of a separate identity distracts from reaching a common goal.  Using the metaphor underlying the CII model, ‘we are all distinct identities but playing on the same team, in the case of the MID model, all ‘distinct identities’ must strive to work toward common goals for not only their preservation but the preservation of all others.
Within the contact situation and the MID model, the four aspects of personalization, decategorization, salience and typicality also apply. In order to generalize positive regard to other members of an outgroup, initial contact between two individuals is suggested to have low degrees of personalization, high levels of decategorization, high salience and high typicality.  When low personalization exists within the MID model, issues like how similar and dissimilar each are from one another is de-emphasized on a personal level.   In addition, decategorization must occur in moderate to high degrees.  In order to maintain both memberships harmoniously, the individual is recognized as a member of two or more groups – boundaries are satiated to the point of de-emphasis.  Unlike the CII model, MID claims that generalization occurs when high category salience is recognized, both to distinct identities and to a larger group identity where commonalities are shared.  An example of how high salience can lead to bias reduction and increased cooperation can be seen on tasks that emphasize complimentary and equal roles achieving a common goal.  Deschamps and Brown (1983) engaged two groups of students, enrolled in art and science classes, to perform complimentary but equal task roles to raise money.  Bias increased when groups were assigned to similar roles, but reduced when groups were assigned different roles.  Lastly, typicality must be high.  In order for positive attitudes to generalize to other outgroup members, the initial representative must ordinarily typify perceptions of his group.
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Figure 4.  Common Membership versus Mutual Differentiation Generalization
Which model is better for intergroup communications and generalization (as presented in Figure 4)?  How would these social representations, common ingroup identity and mutual intergroup differentiation be represented in dialogue?  The distinctions lie with the variability of the four aspects: personalization, decategorization, group salience and perception of group representation, i.e. typicality.  
Research Findings
The four previously mentioned aspects are not commonly addressed in research as isolated variables.  However, much research has been devoted to both the CII and MID models and singular variables such as perceived equal status, friendships, etc.  With respect to the models, attending to methodologies and interpretation of the results yields findings that support both models.  However, what is often the case, is that treatment tasks are impractical or abstract definitions of bias are measured.  For example, when advocating the CII model, researchers will rely on laboratory or hypothetical situations where cooperation must be imagined.  
Gaertner, Mann, Dovidio, Murrell and Pomare (1990) tasked several small groups to problem solve surviving in the wilderness.  The conditions were varied to emphasize different categorizations of groups and found that cooperation interaction facilitated positive out-group evaluations.  In this case and others, bias is significantly found to reduce.  How are we able to generalize these conditions to real life intergroup communications?  Additionally, bias was not specifically defined in terms of locus.  Was ingroup favoritism reduced or were negative outgroup evaluations reduced?  In most empirical research, one or the other type bias is reported but rarely are both identified and measured or reported (Ramadhar, Choo, & Poh, 1998).

Hornsey and Hogg (2000c) varied the two models, CII and MID, with humanities and math-science students to investigate bias reduction.  In both conditions, students were asked to participate in designing a park.  In the CII condition, students from both colleges were told that sometimes they were able to see problems that trained professionals cannot.  They were asked to provide their input that would later be aggregated with input from trained professionals.  In the MID condition, students’ college orientation was more pronounced.  One way this was achieved was by telling the students that they were interested in comparing evaluations from the two different colleges to see how they were different.  Following this comparison, all evaluations would be compared with those of town planners.  To measure bias, there were several items assessing perceived salience, bias toward the outgroup (which in this case was the other participating college) and leadership preference evaluations.  The results indicated that students in the CII condition exhibited more within group bias than those in the MID group. That is, students from humanities and math-sciences reported bias toward each other in the CII model, but significantly less in the MID model where all groups were both recognized to be distinct and as one group.  How bias was situated, as ingroup favoritism or outgroup negative evaluation, was not reported.
Within the CII  and MID research, personalization, decategorization, group salience and typicality may be noted or inferred as part of the social representation process or contact situation.  For example, an aspect inherent in the mediating variable of prior outgroup friendships is most likely to contain a high degree of personalization or de-emphasis of boundaries, i.e., decategorization.  Another example can be seen in Gaertner et. al.’s (1990) survival task.  When problem solving survival in the wilderness, it is easy to see how decategorization might have played a role.  Survival tactics, skills and resources an individual has to offer is much more likely to elicit evaluation based on personal merit as opposed to group membership.  In addition, there might be a high degree of personalization and little need for salience – at least in terms influencing others’ behavior in a hypothetical survival task.  A challenge to research regarding both models is the isolation and operationalization of these aspects as research variables.

When considering what can be found in the research with regard to these four aspects, the results sometimes overlap but also vary.  Tropp (2003) investigated the effects prejudice has on those who are the victims of prejudice.  She found that not only did victims associate negative emotions with the prejudiced individual, those feelings generalized to expectations of future contacts with both the individual and the group he represented.  This is an example of how one individual’s behavior can influence others’ behaviors and thoughts through group evaluation.  A likely outcome or antecedent, as mentioned previously, is high salience, which in this case, was negatively achieved.  The author notes that high degrees of decategorization and personalization may be ways to reduce both feelings of prejudice and negative expectations toward future events.


Judd, Park, Yzerbyt, Gordijn and Muller (2005) queried the extent to which individuals attributed evaluative bias to others in their group and perceived outgroups.  In other words, to what extent do we think others in our group are biased and individuals from another group are biased toward us?  What was found was that participants in the study attributed more bias to others, both in their group and outgroups, then to themselves.  This finding directly speaks to the role of decategorization.  What need would there be to attribute bias at all if personal merit, as opposed to group boundaries, comprised the criteria for the evaluation?


Lastly, Wolsko, Park, Judd and Bachelor (2003) investigated how contact affected group evaluations and perceived group variability, i.e., heterogeneity.  They found that individuals only perceived group variability  as a function of an outgroup member’s ability to disconfirm his group stereotype and how well he typified the group.  Typicality was seen as necessary to change people’s perceptions with regard to how different individuals can be within a group.

Both CII and MID models prescribe a formula including various degrees of each of these aspects.  When exploring the research, findings vary in such a way that their sum does not equal either model’s prescription.  For example, when isolated, high degrees of decategorization, personalization and typicality can all be seen as effective in reducing bias.  Yet, the CII models calls for only a high degree of personalization and low degrees of decategorization and typicality.  The MID models asserts that intergroup generalization can best occur when degrees of personalization are low and decategorization and typicality are high.  While all aspects have been noted intermittently throughout the research, they have not, together as a whole, been investigated as they represent each model.  Given the nature of methodologies thus far employed, it is not hard to imagine why not.  Even in hypothetical situations, these aspects are difficult to capture and maintain so that they accurately represent a model.  Within dialogue, however, the proposed treatment of representing these aspects as they represent the CII and MID models, may be possible.  In addition, within scripted human modeling, where other variables such as gestural communication can be controlled, these aspects may be better teased out and defined.  Lastly, human modeling in a social situation where discussion often ensues and is a natural environmental event between two individuals representing two cultures, can be reasonably generalized to other such events.  It is expected that though personalization is an important factor in generalizing attitudes toward other cultures, the mutual intergroup differentiation model, which prescribes a low degree of personalization, will elicit greater attitudinal influence within the methodology of human modeling and dialogue.
Attitudes
Considering for a moment the examples of how a stereotype or a belief with regard to the dangers of playing in the street can be learned, the principles of social cognition apply equally to attitudes.  Attitude, with regard to social learning, is also a behavior (B. L. Martin & Briggs, 1986).  More specifically, the attitude construct consists of four components:  affective responses, cognitions, behaviors and behavioral intentions.  Each component is interrelated with each other, forming a framework or mental representation by which the attitude is developed (Simonson & Maushak, 1996).  Affective responses constitute evaluation or preference of the attitudinal object, driven by an individual’s emotional responses.  Cognitions contribute knowledge and comprehension of the object.  Behaviors manifest as overt actions directed toward the object and behavioral intentions constitute probability of an individual acting toward the object. 

There are several theories postulating the mechanisms and processes involved with attitude change, some of the earliest of which are consistency theories.  One of the more common and intensely researched consistency theories is cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957).  Cognitive dissonance occurs when concurrent cognitions are discrepant with one another.  It is a tension that increases as two cognitions are increasingly discrepant.  For example, the two cognitions, “I don’t like Arab Americans” and “I have many friends that are Arab Americans” are two beliefs that cause dissonance.  As beliefs become more salient, greater tension or dissonance is likely.  Dissonance motivates the individual to change an existing belief or environmental conditions as well as seek new information to facilitate cognitive tension reduction.   

Cognitions and attitudes do not always synonymously and positively develop in the same direction.  While cognitive growth persists, affective growth may actually be hindered.  This inverse learning may be a foundation on which stereotypical behavior and bias are practiced.  Consider the example pertaining to stereotype development.  If an individual learns in an environment where knowledge about certain non-member attributes are biased, ignorant or otherwise incomplete (cognitive component), his interest or attitude toward non-members may wane or even perhaps develop an inverse relationship with cognitive development.  If cognitive processes are associated with emotion, preference versus avoidance (affective component) may be established.  The more salient his commitment, the more likely he will be biased against members of out-groups.  Behaviors include the individual’s experience with non-members, how often he has spent time with them and the type of subsequent experiences he has had.  Behavioral intentions, shaped by the quality of prior experiences, refer to the likelihood of acting toward non-members in the future regardless if the individual acts upon these behaviors in the future.  The implication of behavioral intentions is that learning new attitudes may or may not manifest in observable performance.  Attitudes, structured by mental representation, form cognitive relationships, which in turn can serve as an antecedent event for predisposing an individual to engage in future actions (Simonson & Maushak, 1996).

Learning Conditions for Attitude Development
Learner populations and environments relevant to this study are adult higher education and training environments.  Research stemming from these audiences and environments represents a host of relatively common methods employed to train diversity education and prejudice reduction in the classroom.  These diversity initiatives generally take the form of activities and exercises to teach cooperative learning and conflict resolution (Sharan, 1980; Slavin & Madden, 1979); diversity training programs or courses (Nagda & Zuniga, 2003; Washburn, Manley, & Holiwski, 2003); cognitive retraining activities (Devine & Monteith, 1993; Stangor, Thompson, & Ford, 1998) and workshops and discussions about racial issues and cross-racial socialization (Astin, 1993a; Hurtado, 1996; Milem, 1994).  In addition, these initiatives include both traditional, e.g., lecture, and exploratory approaches to cognitive, behavioral and affective learning.  However, this review of attitudinal learning conditions will focus primarily on cognitive and affective learning.  

Gagne (1977) speaks of both internal and external conditions pertaining to all domains of skill development, i.e., intellectual, cognitive, verbal, attitude and motor.  With regard to attitude, two internal, prerequisite conditions are necessary for optimal attitude development: a learner’s internalization of concepts and information of which the attitude is to be formed.   The internalization of concepts requires the learner to possess knowledge about the attitude object, the source of message delivery and the circumstances surrounding the object and source.  The internalization of information requires the learner to possess social knowledge of the attitudinal concepts.  Given an example of bias development, the concept development would include possessing knowledge about what is an outgroup member (attitudinal object), the source of information regarding the outgroup member (source of message delivery) and associated environmental and group attributes characterizing the outgroup member (circumstances).  In addition, the learner would also have to possess a certain amount of information regarding how others view the attitudinal object, i.e., outgroup member, the message source and associated circumstances.

External conditions facilitating attitude development include a varying set of techniques depending on how the attitude is to be learned.  With regard to modeling, Gagne (1977, 1996) suggests six techniques:

· Establish credibility of the source

· Stimulate the learner’s prior knowledge

· Communicate a preferred course of action

· Demonstrate or infer reinforcing consequences for engaging in the preferred

course of action.    

· Provide a learning environment supporting the desired attitude
· Repeat or expose the learner to repeated message deliveries

These conditions are based on what research has already confirmed is necessary for effective observational learning of attitudes.  The model must be credible and seen in a positive light. Knowledge of existing conditions must already be present.  Understanding the social rules surrounding how to follow or avoid violating the objectives, e.g., social norms, reasoning, decision-making, etc., must be communicated.  The consequences must be seen as beneficial to the learner.  The learning must occur in an environment that supports the social norm and lastly, the learning must be facilitated with practice or repeated exposure.


This study’s suggested treatment includes all of these conditions.  As presented in the next section, Methodology, treatment will include a computer-based learning module presenting an informal, social environment in which two models will engage in a series of discussions representing two different types of messages.  Credibility will be measured with both validation and post-test instruments.  Prior knowledge and preferred courses of action are communicated through discussion and reinforcing consequences are inferred with each of the message types.   

Summary
Aggregating the implications of these theories and their approach toward learning with social psychological theories such as social identity and the contact hypothesis yield an undeniably interesting combination in terms of investigating how people would apply expectations, stemming from intergroup relational factors, toward models.  In addition, considering the flexibility and the amount of learner control in a computer-based environment, investigating the negation of stereotypes and intergroup bias with modeling on student affective and learning outcomes warrants equally significant attention.  Aforementioned mediating variables such as personalization, friendships, levels of ingroup salience, cooperation and perceptions of equal status can be represented to investigate how to address ethnically related issues and learner and environmental characteristics.   Acknowledging the agent metaphor as a shared likeness to that of interaction with a human being and investigating the effects of modeling in informal, social climates and intergroup dynamics are worthy fields of investigation that can greatly contribute to learning theory and social cognitive processes within the learning environment as well as social psychology theory.
The major research questions to be addressed in this investigation are as follows:  

1) What are the effects of ethnicity on attitudes among college-level students?
2) What are the effects of message content on attitudes among college-level students?
3) What are the effects of ethnicity and message content on attitudes among college-level students?
4) What are the effects of ethnicity on college-level students’ perceptions of computer-based models?
5) What are the effects of message content on college-level students’ perceptions of computer-based models?
6) What are the effects of ethnicity and message content on college-level students’ perceptions of computer-based models?


RESEARCH QUESTION #1: (ethnicity/ attitude)

What are the effects of ethnicity on attitudes among college-level students?

The research hypothesis that will be used to address this research question is as follows: 
1.1.  College-level students who view the native model will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the non-native model.
Desforges et. al. (1991) investigated cooperative tasking and its effects on participants’ emotions and generalized attitudes toward typical vs. atypical mental patients.  Results indicated that stereotypes were reduced and positive feelings were more likely to generalize with typical vs. atypical patients in a cooperative task.  It is expected that participants in this study will apply similar cognitive evaluation processes with the Middle Eastern model than with the Caucasian model.  That is, the typical native model representing Middle Eastern ethnicity will generate more generalized positive affect and attitudes than the atypical Caucasian model. It is expected that this result will occur as a result of viewing the typical Middle Eastern model meeting the stereotypical expectations of participants, engaging in positive, respectful dialogue, more so then when viewing the atypical Middle Eastern model.

   
Nass and colleagues (Nass & Steuer, 1993a, 1993b; Reeves & Nass, 1996) suggest that within the Human Computer Interaction, individuals apply social rules and expectations toward computers.  An individual’s observation of prejudiced attitudes in a media context will adopt societal stereotypes and evaluate his choices under the influence of subsequent consequences, social comparison and judgment.  These stereotypes include physical features constituting racial, social constructs such as ‘Middle Eastern’ and ‘Caucasian’ ethnicity.  It is expected that participants viewing a computer model having perceived Middle Eastern physical features and placed in a positive setting will challenge prior learning about societal stereotypes.  The aforementioned positive setting would consist of contextual factors including modeled supportive norms and positive communication and friendship in respectful dialogue.  As a result, participant responses should reflect more positive perceptions toward the more stereotypical model than those participants who view a computer model whose physical features disrupt Middle Eastern stereotypes.  It is hypothesized that individuals viewing the native ethnicity condition will significantly influence self-evaluation of one's reactions in conceived personal and social situations as described by the Situational Attitude Scale (Sergent et al., 1992) and the Attitudes Toward Arab/Muslims Scale (Plant, Butz & Doer, 2006). 
RESEARCH QUESTION #2: (message content type/ attitude)

What are the effects of message content  on attitudes among college-level students? 

The research hypotheses that will be used to address this research question are as follows:

2.1.  College-level students who view the mutual differentiation content will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the common membership content.

2.2.  College-level students who view either the common membership or mutual differentiation content will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the value neutral content.

It is expected that participants viewing mutual differentiation content as opposed to content representing one membership, i.e. common membership, will influence more positive attitudes as indicated by SAS and ATAM responses.  Social identity theory infers that stressing similarities between groups threatens distinct cultural identities and subsequently, intergroup, or between group, relations (L. M. Brown & Lopez, 2001).  Supporting this theory, prior research has investigated the effects of emphasizing membership to a larger, shared group in addition to maintaining distinct identities and found a greater reduction of in-group bias (Hornsey & Hogg, 2000b).  In support of this, other research has demonstrated that emphasizing common membership content alone can increase ingroup bias thereby exacerbating intergroup conflicts or creating intergroup antipathy (R. Brown & Abrams, 1986).


The complexities of intergroup relations are affected by many variables other than perceived commonalities and distinct identities.  For example, there are other mediating factors that may increase or decrease the effects of perceived membership to a larger group, such as school.  One of these factors is individual characteristics, such as ethnicity.  When assessing predictions for institutional commitment, Dovidio, Gaertner and Kafati (2000) found that Caucasian individuals preferred common membership conditions while minority group members preferred mutual differentiation conditions that preserved their distinct ethnic identity.  This study is an example where all individuals perceive a common goal, institutional commitment, but perceptions of how the individual’s ethnic group is represented affects their degree of commitment.  

In this study, participants’ commitment to an institution to which they are members is not what is being investigated.  Participants are not observing models performing complimentary roles to achieve a final goal, such as commitment; they are observing models communicating and teaching one another about each other’s cultures.  As a result, a change in participant’s attitudes toward another culture, as a result of new information and modeled thoughts, feelings and behavior, is the dependent variable.  In this case, ethnic and racial identity is central to each model’s self-concept and esteem; abandoning these aspects in favor of common membership are unlikely to be dismissed (J. Dovidio et al., 2000). 

In addition, the mutual differentiation model supports intergroup, between group, generalization while the common membership model supports interpersonal generalization.  The common membership model highlights high degrees of personalization which, in this case, will be effective for increasing feelings of similarity on an interpersonal level.  The SAS and ATAM measure participants’ responses to intergroup contact situations and openness to interpersonal situations between persons of two distinct ethnicities.  High degree of personalization, as found with the common membership perspective, is hypothesized to not work in favor of intergroup generalization; the more similar the native model is perceived to the participant, the less similar he will be perceived from his group, understood as ‘Middle Easterners’.  A high degree of perceived similarity challenges the tenets of social identity theory.

RESEARCH QUESTION #3: (ethnicity x message content type / attitude)

What are the effects of ethnicity and message content on attitudes among college level students?

The research hypotheses that will be used to address this research question are as follows:

3.1.  College-level students who view the native model and mutual differentiation content will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the non-native model and common membership content.

3.2.  College-level students who view the native model with either the common membership or mutual differentiation content will report more positive attitudes than students who view the native model or non-native model and the value neutral content.

It is expected that attitudes of participants viewing the native computer-based model will be enhanced by an interaction with mutual differentiation content.  That is, when participants view the native model discussing the mutual differentiation approach, attitudes will be more positive than those of participants viewing the native and common membership condition.  

In addition to reasons stated for the previous two research questions outlining the ethnicity and message content variables singularly, a supplemental reason is offered.  Smith and Tyler (1996) varied group identities, American and Caucasian, and investigated the effects of identification on attitudes toward affirmative action policies.  The findings suggested that individuals who strongly identified with being American supported affirmative action policies for reasons of fairness.  Though those individuals who strongly identified with being white also supported affirmative action policies, they did so for a different reason.  Individuals who strongly identified with being white more than being American supported affirmative action policies as they were of instrumental value for themselves.  Thus, it seems that in Smith and Taylor’s (1996) study, the identity of being American elicited support for reasons associated with patriotism whereas identity of being white elicited support for reasons associated with ethnic preservation.  

The dialogue content in this study elicits associations more so with national identities rather than racial identities. More specifically, the dialogue compares and contrasts two types of nationalisms and cultural practices and how they co-exist, either with the emphasis of both cultures having many similarities, ie, common membership, or having distinct identities as well as similarities, ie, mutual differentiation.  Given that the mutual differentiation emphasizes greater tolerance for individual distinction than common membership, it is expected that emphasis on co-existence in the mutual differentiation condition will elicit greater feelings of tolerance than of preservation.  In turn, tolerance will be more associated with acceptance of differences as well as similarities rather than similarities alone. An interaction with native representation is expected to only enhance the positive attitudes than already expected for the mutual differentiation condition.

RESEARCH QUESTION #4:  (ethnicity / perceptions)
What are the effects of ethnicity on college level students’ perceptions of computer-based models? 

The research hypothesis that will be used to address this research question is as follows:

4.1.  College-level students who view the native model will report more positive perceptions than students who view the non-native model. 

The message source must possess certain perceived attributes to have effective influence on attitudes.  The source must be seen as credible, expert-like and trustworthy.  In addition and as a general rule, the more similar a model is to his audience, the more influential he is likely to be (Bandura, 1986).   Though he may not be seen as similar by the participants, the native model in this study is anticipated to meet participants’ expectations of a Middle Easterner’s appearance, voice and behavior with regard to cultural practice and therefore be a more credible and expert-like source of information on Middle Eastern practices.  Validation results (as presented in the Instruments section) indicate that the native model is highly perceived as Middle Eastern while the non-native model is highly perceived as Caucasian.  The non-native model is anticipated to disrupt participants’ views of what a Middle Easterner’s appearance, voice and behavior should look like.  As a result, it is hypothesized that participants will view the native model as more expert-like as well as trustworthy and credible than the non-native model.  

RESEARCH QUESTION #5: (message content type / perceptions)

What are the effects of message content on college level students’ perceptions of computer- based models?
The research hypotheses that will be used to address this research question are as follows:

5.1.  College-level students who view the common membership content will report more positive perceptions of computer-based models than students who view the mutual differentiation content. 

5.2.  College-level students who view the common membership content will report more positive perceptions than students who view the value neutral content.
The Common Ingroup Identity Model approaches generalization of positive attitudes from an interpersonal approach (J. Dovidio et al., 2000).  When one member or group (in-group) perceives a member from another group (out-group) as similar and more typical of the in-group and less representing of the out-group, the CII model hypothesizes that positive attitudes will extend to not only that out-group member, but other members of the individual’s outgroup as well. This hypothesis is strongly supported when there is a perceived common goal to work toward.  With regard to this study, there is no overtly stated common goal.  However, because of the high degree of personalization involved with the CII model, participants will view the computer-based model with this content in a more personable, intimate way.  It is likely he will be seen as more similar and friendlier than a computer-based model that is less personal (as under the mutual intergroup identity model).  

The Agent Persona Instrument (Ryu and Baylor, 2005) measures perceived, personal attributes such as how facilitating a computer-based model is with regard to learning, how credible he is perceived, how human-like and how engaging he seems in terms of his expressiveness, enthusiasm and friendliness.  Due to the nature of the variables the API measures, it is expected that participants will perceive the computer-based model emphasizing common membership as more positive than than the computer-based model expressing mutual differentiation.

RESEARCH QUESTION #6: (ethnicity x message content / perceptions)

What are the effects of ethnicity and message content on college level students’ perceptions of computer- based models?
The research hypotheses that will be used to address this research question are as follows:

6.1.  College-level students who view the native model and common membership content will report more positive perceptions than students who view the native model and the mutual differentiation content.

6.2.  College-level students who view the native model with the common membership content will report more positive perceptions than students who view the native model or non-native model and value neutral content.

It is expected that the characteristics of the CII cognitive model combined with the native computer-based model will have a greater effect on perceptions of computer-based models than the MID cognitive model combined with the native computer-based model.  As previously stated, the CII model emphasizes a high degree of personalization and feelings of similarity between the outgroup member and the ingroup member.  In addition, a message source must be seen as expert-like and trustworthy as well as similar to have the greatest effect on attitudes.  In addition, the non-native computer-based model should disrupt both Middle Eastern and Caucasian stereotypes and even more greatly enhance the interaction between the CII model and source nativeness.

CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY


The following section will first discuss the research variables, operational definitions, and provide a review of the research questions.  The research variables section presents the independent and dependent variables, and the operational definitions section lists definitions for both the research variables and other concepts introduced in this study.  The research questions are summarized by a listing the major questions and their subsequent hypotheses.  A participant and materials description, as well as a procedures subsection will follow the research question and hypotheses summary.

Independent Variables
A mediated presentation was designed to manipulate two independent variables, ethnicity and message content, across six conditions (as presented in table 3.1).  Ethnicity was represented by two levels, nativeness, representing a computer model depicting stereotypical Middle Eastern features and non-nativeness, representing a computer-animated model depicting stereotypical Caucasian features.  Message content was represented by three levels, common membership content (CM), mutual differentiation content (MD) and neutral content (NC).   Both independent variables were held constant by two value neutral conditions, one condition containing non-native models and value neutral content, and one condition containing native models and value neutral content. Following is a description of each variable as it was investigated in the research.



    Table 3.1.  Independent variables across conditions.
	
	
	Ethnicity

	
	
	Native
	Non-native

	Message Content
	Common Membership 
	Native Common Membership

(NaCM) 
	Non-native Common Membership

(NoCM) 

	
	Mutual Differentiation
	Native Mutual Differentiation

(NaMD)
	Non-native Mutual Differentiation

(NoMD)

	
	Value Neutral
	Native
Value Neutral (NaVN)
	Non-native
Value Neutral (NoVN)


a.  Ethnicity was represented by two levels, native, Middle Eastern ethnicity and non-native, Caucasian ethnicity.

Native representation (Middle Eastern) 
Native representation in this study refers to representation by a speaker depicting stereotypic, physical features associated with persons of Middle Eastern descent.  The speaker representing nativeness (as presented in Appendix A) will transmit message content, varied by two treatment levels, with a Caucasian listener. Ethnicity in this study refers to physical features as a social construct that is shared by a collective and assumed to be associated with the characterization of cultural practices, ethnic identity and majority or minority status (Phinney, 1996).  Thus, it is assumed that the physical features representing nativeness was associated with cultural practices, ethnic identity and status specific to ethnic group labels, grouped as Middle Eastern culture.  This assumption was validated using facial features and measuring perceptions of ethnicity and other variables based on physical features alone.  These results can be found under the Individual and Content Validation subsection.

Non-nativeness representation (Caucasian)  
Non-native representation in this study refers to representation by a speaker, depicting stereotypic, physical features associated with persons of Caucasian descent.  The speaker representing non-nativeness (as presented in Appendix A) will transmit message content, varied by two treatment levels, with the same Caucasian listener shown in the native representation level.    Ethnicity definition and assumptions referring to correspondence between physical appearance and characterization of cultural practices, ethnic identity and majority or minority status (Phinney, 1996), as stated in the native representation level, applies to this level as well.  Thus, it is assumed that the Caucasian speaker’s physical appearance was associated with cultural practices, ethnic identity and status specific to its ethnic group label, Caucasian and/or European/American culture.  As with the native level, this assumption was also validated using facial features and measuring perceptions of ethnicity and other variables based on physical features alone.  These results can be found under the Individual and Content Validation subsection.  

b.  Message content


Message content was represented by three levels, common membership, mutual differentiation and value neutral content.

Common Membership Message Content  
Common membership content (as defined in the Operational Definitions section and represented by scripts and idea units listed in Appendices D and E, respectively), emphasizes features within Gaertner and Dovidio’s (2000) model, the Common Ingroup Identity Model (CII).  The CII model is a social representation of the cognitive process where individuals recategorize themselves from claiming membership identity of different groups to that of claiming membership to a larger, shared group identity.  The metaphor, ‘We are all distinct identities playing on the same team’ adequately describes the representation this model embodies (Hornsey & Hogg, 2000a).  Characteristics of this model, as well as other models, include personalization, decategorization, category salience and typicality (Miller, 2002).  (See operational definitions).  Common membership content was represented in idea units comprised of specified degrees of these characteristics (see Appendix E).  Specifically, common membership content contained high personalization, low decategorization, low category salience and low typicality.

Mutual Differentiation Message Content 
Mutual differentiation content (as defined in the Operational Definitions section and represented by scripts and idea units listed in Appendices D and E, respectively), emphasizes features within Hewstone and Brown’s (1986) model, the Mutual Intergroup Differentiation Model.  The MID model is a social representation of the cognitive process where individuals simultaneously recognize themselves as both distinct identities and sharing a larger group identity.  As compared to the metaphor used to describe the Common Ingroup Identity model, ‘We are all distinct identies playing on the same team,’ a metaphor primarily emphasizing distinct goals as well as a mutually shared goal would be accurate.  On the surface, this difference is slight; however, the theoretical orientations as well as implications for how a contact situation between two distinct ethnic groups should be structured within each model clearly diverge.  The same characteristics of personalization, decategorization, category salience and typicality are present in the MID model as well.  However, the degree of each characteristic is different.  Specifically, mutual differentiation content contained low personalization, moderate to high decategorization, high category salience and high typicality (Miller, 2002). 

Value Neutral Message Content  
Value neutral message content (as listed in Appendix D), contained a simple greeting between the two models which served as a control to the treatment content. 

Dependent variables

There are two dependent variables:  attitude and perceptions of computer-based models.  Following is a description of each variable as it was investigated in the research.
Attitude  
Attitude is defined as an evaluative disposition toward some object based upon cognitions, affective reactions, behavioral intentions, and past behaviors…that can influence cognitions, affective responses, and future intentions and behaviors” (P. Zimbardo & Leippe, 1991). It’s impact, therefore, was examined in terms of participants’ evaluative dispositions toward Arabic persons and based upon cognitions and affective reactions as perceived in social situations presented on the Situational Attitude Scale (Sergent, Woods, & Sedlacek, 1992; P. Zimbardo & Leippe, 1991) and the Attitudes Toward Arabic/Muslims Scale (Plant, Butz & Doer,  2006).  Both scales measured whether the message content affected the positivity or negativity of students’ attitudes toward Arabs or Muslims.


The Materials section later in this chapter provides a detailed description of both instruments.  Appendices H and I shows the completed versions of both the SAS and ATAM. 

Perceptions of Computer-Based Models

Perceptions of computer-based models were examined using an adaptation of the Agent Persona Instrument (Ryu & Baylor, 2005).  The Agent Persona Instrument (API) is comprised of four factors as presented in Appendix J:  facilitating learning representing attributes such as promoting reflection, interest and relevance; credibility representing qualities such as perceived intelligence, usefulness and helpfulness; engaging representing behaviors such as degree of expressiveness, enthusiasm and friendliness and human-like showing qualities reflecting perceived natural movement, emotion and personality. These four factors, represented by twenty-five items total, are subscales of two reliable and valid constructs constituting the psychometric structure of the ‘agent persona effect’:  informational usefulness and affective interaction. Informational usefulness and affective interaction resemble perceived attributes of a human teacher’s role as well as identify an attribute unique to human-computer interaction, human-likeness.


The Materials section later in this chapter provides a detailed description the API.  Appendices H and I shows the completed versions of both the SAS and ATAM.


Table 3.2 presents a display of independent and dependent variables across treatment as was investigated in the study.  

Table 3.2.  Display of Independent and Dependent Variables across Conditions.
	
	Message Content Independent Variable

	
	Treatment level #1
	Treatment level #2
	Treatment level #3

	
	Common Membership Content
	Mutual Differentiation Content
	Value Neutral Content

	Ethnicity Independent Variable
	Treatment level #1
	Native Representation
	· Attitude 

· Model Perception
	· Attitude 

· Model Perception
	· Attitude 

· Model Perception

	
	Treatment level #2
	Non-native Representation
	· Attitude 

· Model Perception
	· Attitude 

· Model Perception
	· Attitude 

· Model Perception


Operational Definitions
Independent Variables
a.  Stereotype - “an oversimplified mental image of…some category of person, institution or event which is shared…by large numbers of people…” (Stallybrass, 1977).
b.  Message content -  Refers to verbal transmission of information relating to common membership and mutual differentiation content characteristics as presented in the following explanation:

1.  Common membership- refers to a recategorization approach to any contact situation between persons of two or more distinct ethnicities.  This approach is believed to reduce intergroup bias by transforming individuals’ distinct, separate group membership to emphasizing “one more inclusive group” where members’ separate boundaries are eclipsed by boundaries of a larger group. (J. Dovidio et al., 2003; Hornsey & Hogg, 2000a).  An example of this approach can be illustrated by the perspective that though a school may consist of separate ethnic groups, they together as a whole represent one school and one common identity.

2.  Mutual differentiation content- refers to maintaining individuals’ distinct identities while simultaneously maintaining that the same individuals also belong to a larger identity or group.  An example of this cognitive approach is the perspective that all members of the same team each have complimentary roles toward the same goal (J. Dovidio et al., 2003).  In this way, individuals share commonalities within a larger group (i.e., toward the same goal) but maintain their distinct, individual identity with a separate but complimentary role that contributes to the common goal.
Dependent Variables

c.  Attitude – “An evaluative disposition toward some object based upon cognitions, affective reactions, behavioral intentions, and past behaviors…that can influence cognitions, affective responses, and future intentions and behaviors” (P. Zimbardo & Leippe, 1991).

d.  Persona – refers to the degree of perceived informational usefulness and affective impact attributed to a computer model as measured by the Agent Persona Instrument (API) (Ryu & Baylor, 2005).  These two constructs are determined by four factors:  degree of facilitative learning, credibility, engagement and human-likeness.

Related Concepts

e.  Decategorization  - refers to stripping the individual of category boundaries such that he/she is not perceived as a representative of a group but is perceived and recognized for his/her individual distinction.  When decategorization occurs, the individual is then judged upon his/her personal merit and not by group membership that may be associated with negative bias and stereotype (Brewer & Miller, 1984).  An example of decategorization is the observation that someone may be hard-working and have a good work ethic without necessarily associating that with membership to a group that is positively or negatively stereotyped as hard-working people.

f.  Intergroup Bias - refers to relationships between two groups where members from on group make observations of another group’s behavior and attributes behavior as characteristic of that group thereby creating an ‘in-group’ and ‘out-group’.  Members from one group tend to evaluate more favorably toward their own group and less favorably toward the ‘out-group’. (Gaertner, Mann, Murrell, & Dovidio, 1989; League, 1998).

g. Personalization – refers to “processing information about others” as ”it is compared to the self” (Miller, 2002).  It involves both self-disclosure and social comparison.  An example of personalization  between one individual and another is the sharing of a memory, personal event, experience or feeling which is then perceived by the other individual as intimate and compared to his/her own experiences or feelings.  Intimate information is considered to be less frequently discussed and subsequently more valued (Petty & Mirels, 1981).
h. (category) Salience – refers to the degree of influence a group representative has on the behavior and thoughts of others, within the same group, such that feelings of group membership increases or decreases.  The perceived salience of an individual is affected by his/her perceived degree of differences or similarities from others within a group.  Examples of how group or category salience increase or decrease is making people aware of differences between two groups or associating group membership with positive and negative evaluations. (Tajfel,1978).
i.  Typicality – refers to the degree to which an individual’s behaviors, attitudes and thoughts are thought to characterize the group they represent.  For example, a group can be associated with a specified physical appearance, cultural practice, religion, value, ethic or belief as well as behavior and thought.  To typify a group is to be perceived as highly representing the group’s characteristics.

Participants


Participants were recruited from an undergraduate population having been enrolled or required to enroll in one of two university-wide, required computer literacy courses.  This course is compulsory for most colleges in the university system.  A total of 119 students participated across six conditions but only 116 were included in data analysis.

Participants in this population included 58 males (50%) and 58 females (58%).  Participants’ average age was 19.76 years (SD=1.81) and their grade level in school ranked at 2.49
 (SD=1.16).  Reported ethnicities were 74 White/European (63.8%), 20 Black/African (17.2%), 13 Hispanic/Latino (11.2%), 3 Asian (2.6%) and 6 Other (5.2%).  

The required sample size was estimated by using pre-determined alpha, effect size and power.  The sample size was determined using Cohen’s guidelines (Cohen, 1988), with a power level of 0.8 and large effect size of .40 at alpha level .05.  Using the G*Power (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang & Buchner, 2007) program, which is a general power analysis program, the minimum required sample size was 90.  There were 116 participants in this investigation, ranging from nineteen to twenty per cell.

Materials

Model Ethnicity

Appearance 
Actors for the Middle Eastern model and two Caucasian models were recruited from a pool of undergraduate and graduate students at a local university.  Recruitment procedures included soliticing faculty from several colleges within the university where it was thought students might be interested in volunteering for a paid photo shoot.  Criteria for Middle Eastern model selection were males who were or appeared to be in their early 20’s, had Middle Eastern complected skin and dark colored hair.  Criteria for Caucasian model selection were also males who were or appeared to be in their early 20’s, but had Caucasian complected skin and light colored hair.  Criterion for both ethnicities was based on published articles documenting Arab and Anglican cultural and physical stereotypes (Shaheen, 1980).  Three Middle Eastern complected males and three Caucasian complected males were selected for a photo shoot.  The photo shoot consisted of each actor signing a consent form, posing in conversational stances, receiving a $50 payment and participating in a debriefing session.  Conversational stances consisted of each dark skinned actor pairing with a light skinned actor in a series of gestures that would appear they were engaged in a conversation to any observer.   

Validation

The model validation procedure involved developing six types of one instrument, each presenting the same set of items but with only one of the six actors’ front facial and side profiles (see Appendix L).   The questionnaire items pertained to students’ perceptions of truth or reality of features such as ethnicity, gender and age (Polkinghorne, 1988).  In addition, the assessment included items representing model characteristics, mentor-like qualities and personal identification on a 5-point scale (1=Strongly Disagree, 5=Strongly Agree).  Examples such as perceived attractiveness, persuasiveness and competence represent model characteristics.  Items assessing how interesting or intelligent a model appears represents mentor-like features and friendliness, attractiveness and group membership, (e.g., this individual is someone with whom I could be friends) represent perceived identification. The face validation results determined 3 out of 6 models to be used for treatment and control conditions (as presented in figure 5).
Participants for face validation were recruited from an undergraduate computer literacy population.  Seventy-five undergraduates were randomly assigned to one of six models.  There were significant differences for perceived ethnic descent, improving upon knowledge and friendliness for three models (as presented in table 3.3). Undergraduates perceived model one to be significantly more Middle Eastern (M=3.83, SD=.84) than models two and three (M=1.67, 2.17, SD=.65, 1.1 respectively).   Models two and three were significantly perceived more Caucasian (M=4.69, 4.33, SD=.48, 1.1 respectively) than model one (M=2.00, SD=1.1).  In addition, model one was perceived to improve knowledge about cultural practices and beliefs (M=3.92, SD=.67) significantly more than model two (M=3.00, SD=1.0).  Model two was perceived as significantly more friendly (M=3.46, SD=.52) than model three (M=2.75, SD=.62).  Model one represented ethnicity level, nativeness.  Model two represented ethnicity level, non-nativeness and model three represented the listener model for all conditions.

Table 3.3.  Descriptive statistics for Model 1, Model 2, Model 3.
	Model
	
	Caucasian descent
	Middle Eastern descent 
	Improve my knowledge 
	How friendly
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Model 1
	Mean

N

SD
	2.00

12

1.128
	3.83

12

.835
	3.92

12

.669
	2.75

12

.866
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Model 2
	Mean

N

SD
	4.69

13

.480
	1.67

12

.651
	3.00

13

1.00
	3.46

13

.519
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Model 3
	Mean

N

SD
	4.33

12

1.155
	2.17

12

1.115
	3.17

12

.835
	2.75

12

.622


	Randomly Assigned Models

	
	Left profile
	Center
	Right profile

	Model 1
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	Model 2
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	Model 3
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	Model 4
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	Model 5
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	Model 6
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Figure 5.  Model Faces and Validation Results.

Voice


Actors for the Middle Eastern vocal style and two Caucasian vocal styles were also recruited from a pool of undergraduate and graduate students at a local university.  The recruitment procedure for voice was the same as the model recruitment.  It included soliticing faculty from the same colleges within the university where it was thought students might be interested in volunteering for a paid voice recording.  Criteria for Middle Eastern voice selection were males who were or sounded to be in their early 20’s and demonstrated Middle Eastern accents.  Criteria for Caucasian voice selection were also males who were or sounded to be in their early 20’s, but had demonstrated Western accents or no accent.  One student with a Middle Eastern accent and three students with Western accents were selected for a vocal recording.  In addition, one student whose native language was English and could imitate a Middle Eastern accent was selected for a vocal recording totaling five students but six vocal recordings.  The vocal recording session consisted of each actor signing a consent form, recording a 15 second phrase, receiving a $5 payment and participating in a debriefing session.  The phrase was, “I am a student majoring in education.  I have a lot of different hobbies and interests.  I have a brother and a sister and my family and I have lived in America all our lives.”


Validation

The voice validation procedure involved developing one instrument and recruiting participants to rate their perceptions of truth or reality of features such as ethnicity, gender and age (Polkinghorne, 1988).  In addition, the assessment included items representing voice characteristics, mentor-like qualities, and personal identification, on a 5-point scale (1=Strongly Disagree, 5=Strongly Agree).  Examples such as ease of comprehension and persuasiveness represent voice characteristics.  Items assessing how competent or intelligent a model appears represents mentor-like features and friendliness and group membership, (e.g., this individual is someone with whom I could be friends) represent perceived identification. 

Participants for voice validation were recruited from an undergraduate computer literacy population.  Thirty-two participants were randomly assigned to one of six voices.  Results were analyzed by following a ranking system with one ranking most important attributes to 
consider and five ranking least important attributes to consider:

1.  How likely voices were perceived as from Caucasian and Middle Eastern descent. 
2.  How easily understood the voice was perceived.
3.  How competent or how likely they were perceived to improve knowledge.
4.  The likelihood of being friends or how friendly they were perceived. 
5.  How interesting or persuasive they were perceived.

The attribute, persuasiveness was included as least important because high competence was considered to be perceived as potentially persuasive. 
The largest mean differences indicated that participants perceived as strongly having a Middle Eastern accent (M=4.33, SD=.516), was most easily understood (M=4.33, SD=.516), most competent (M=4.17, SD=.408), most friendly (M= 3.33, SD =.516) and most interesting (M= 3.83, SD=.408) was the actor AJ (see table 3.4). This actor’s voice was selected to represent the ethnicity level, nativeness or the Middle Eastern model.  The largest mean differences indicating that participants perceived as strongly having a Caucasian accent (M=4.33, SD=.516), was most easily understood (M=5.00, SD=.00), most competent (M=4.00, SD=.632), most friendly (M= 3.83, SD =.408) and most interesting (M= 3.17, SD=.983) was the actor J (see table 3.4).  This actor, who was also the same actor AJ, was the one student who could speak both Middle Eastern and Western vocal styles.  This actor’s voice was selected to represented the ethnicity level, non-nativeness. The second largest mean differences indicating that participants perceived as strongly having a Caucasian accent (M=4.33, SD=.516), was most easily understood (M=5.00, SD=.00), most competent (M=4.00, SD=.632), most friendly (M= 3.83, SD =.7.53) and most interesting (M= 2.83, SD=.753) was the actor Ch (see table 3.4).  This actor’s voice was selected to represent the listener model.

Table 3.4. Selected Voices and Validation Results.

	Model
	
	Caucasian

Descent
	Middle

Eastern

Descent
	Easy to Understand
	Persuasiveness
	Interesting
	Competent
	Improve my knowledge
	How friendly
	N

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AJ
	Mean

SD
	1.50

.548
	4.33

.516
	4.33

.516
	3.50

.548
	3.83

.408
	4.17

.408
	4.00

.632
	3.33

.516
	6

	Ch
	Mean

SD
	4.33

.516
	1.83

1.169
	5.00

.000
	3.67

.516
	2.83

.753
	4.00
.632
	3.50

1.049
	3.83

.753
	6

	J
	Mean

SD
	4.33

.516
	1.83

.753
	5.00

.000
	4.00

1.095
	3.17

.983
	4.00

.632
	4.00

.894
	3.83

.408
	6


Scale ranges from 1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree


Message Content

Scripts
Message content for the module storyboards are presented in Appendix D.  There were two different scripts across four conditions, one representing the common membership content level and the other representing the mutual differentiation content level.  In addition, a value neutral script was written and comprised a brief 20 second greeting.  Thus, a total of three scripts were represented across six conditions.  Content for the treatment script content was obtained through two sources, interview data and anthropological research and literature. Interviews were conducted with subject matter experts, faculty and students, describing their cultures as influenced by Middle Eastern culture and/or by Western culture, i.e., the United States.  Interview questionnaire content (as presented in Appendix K) was comprised using Hofstede’s (2001) five dimensions of culture and other aspects of culture found in anthropological resources.  

Validation

Message content validity for the treatment conditions was determined by assessing the degree to which script content represented one of the two models, the Common Ingroup Identity model or the Mutual Intergroup Differentiation model.  Specifically, the content was validated in terms of four aspects:  degree of personalization, decategorization, salience and typicality (see Operational Definitions).  As with the face and voice validation, a computer literacy undergraduate population was recruited to determine findings.
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Table 3.5.  ANOVA Results for Message Content Validation.

	Source
	df
	MS
	F
	Sig.

	Total Personalization
	1
	34.381
	9.711
	.003

	Total Salience
	1
	24.381
	4.408
	.042

	Total Typicality
	1
	.381
	.220
	.642

	Total Decategorization
	1
	22.881
	7.387
	.010


 Forty-two undergraduates were randomly assigned to one of six scripts.  A univariate test revealed significant main effects for total personalization, F(1,40)=9.711, p=.003; total salience, F(1, 40)=4.408, p=.042; and total decategorization, F(1,40)=7.387, p=.010.  Students who read the common membership scripts perceived them to contain a significantly higher degree of personalization than those students who read the mutual differentiation scripts.  Likewise, students who read the common membership scripts perceived them to contain a significantly higher degree of salience and lower degree of decategorization than those students who read the mutual differentiation scripts.  Total typicality indicated no significant difference between the two levels, F(1,40)=.220, p=.642.  However, the mean for the mutual differentiation scripts was higher than the mean for the common membership scripts indicating that students perceived a higher degree of typicality in the mutual differentiation script content (M=3.00, SD=.78).

Pretest

To ensure that participants across conditions had similar prior experiences with persons of other ethnicities and had similar exposure to current events, a brief group equivalence pretest was administered prior to beginning the study (see Appendix B).  This questionnaire included items such as, “How often have you had an opportunity to have social contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent in general?” and “How often do you read or keep in touch with global news?”


The measure was examined by three reviewers who provided feedback on wording, length, structure and relevant content.  Recommendations for modifications were incorporated to improve face validity and overall content arrangement.

Attitude

Situational Attitude Scale (SAS)
The SAS scale used for this study (Appendix H) was adapted  from the SAS scale (SAS-Arab) used by Sergent, Woods and Sedlacek (1992) measuring white university students’ attitudes toward persons of Arab descent.  Research prior to Sergent, Woods, and Sedlacek (1992) indicates that a representative sample of Americans felt several types of negative stereotypes toward Arabs (Slade, 1981).  Some of these stereotypes described Arabs as “barbaric and cruel”, “treacherous and cunning” and “warlike and bloodthirsty”. The scale used in this study was administered as a post test to determine effect on attitudes and how they generalize to Arabic individuals in hypothetical social situations from the intervention.

Ten hypothetical, personal and social situations comprise the SAS measure, each representing instances where perceived race has been a significant determinant in individuals’ reactions (Sergent et al., 1992).  An example of a social situation presented on the SAS is, “A new (Arab) person joins your social group”. Each situation is followed by ten semantic differential scales measuring degree of positive and negative feelings and attitudes toward the experience, such as surprise, anger, safety, threat, hate and comfort level.  Scale ranges include a lower level of ten, representing severely negative attitudes to fifty, representing most positive attitudes.  Thus, participants’ bias was determined by the extent to which they qualify their hypothetical experiences using valenced descriptors.  Several SAS tests have been developed to measure attitudes toward Arabs (Sergent et al., 1992); women (Minatoya & Sedlacek, 1983); Hispanics (White & Sedlacek, 1987); older people (Peabody & Sedlacek, 1982) and people with physical disabilities (Stovall & Sedlacek, 1983).  


Reliability measures as reported by Sedlacek, Woods and Sedlacek (1992) ranged from .71 to .91, with a median of .84.  Test-retest reliability estimates for a few examples of the many, various adaptations of the form assessing attitudes toward racial and ethnic groups such as Hispanics (White & Sedlacek, 1987), Jews (Garson & Sedlacek, 1992), persons with disabilities (McQuilkin, Freitag, & Harris, 1990), older persons (Schwalb, Sedlacek, & Jones, 1990) and women (Minatoya & Sedlacek, 1983) have performed in the .70 to .89 range.  Validity was explained in terms of significant mean differences, at the .05 level using MANOVA, in negative directions as compared to a neutral form of the SAS. Neutral refers to items identical in wording with the absence of a stimulus word, Arab.  For example, item 1 on the SAS – Arab form states, “You are standing on a very crowded bus surrounded by many Arab people”.  The item identical to this statement on a neutral form would state, “You are standing on a very crowded bus surrounded by many people”.  Mean differences between the neutral form and Arab form are reported at 32.98 with a standard deviation of 5.6 versus 34.35 with a standard deviation of 7.1, respectively.

ATAM Instrument  
The Attitudes Toward Arabic/Muslims Scale (ATAM) outlined in Appendix I includes eighteen hypothetical, social and professional situations (( = .91).  Participants are required to respond by agreeing or disagreeing, on a scale of 1 through seven, with perceptions or beliefs embedded within the situation.  For example, two items state, “It is likely that Arabic/Muslim people will bring violence to where they live,” and “Arabic/Muslim people have been viewed more negatively than they deserve since September 11”.  Composite scores are termed as participants’ degree of positivity of attitude versus their negativity of attitude toward Arabics/Muslims.

Agent Persona Instrument
The scale used for this study was the Agent Persona Instrument (Ryu and Baylor, 2005) measuring perceived agent persona as defined by four factors representing informational usefulness and quality of affective impact on learning (as presented in Appendix J).  Research prior to the development of the API used measurements listing similar factors, that is, factors founded in perceived ability and personality as well as human-likeness.  However, they are measurements lacking reliability and validity data or do not encompass all the subscales as listed in this instrument (Ryu and Baylor, 2005).

Informational usefulness and affective interaction resemble perceived attributes of a human teacher’s role as well as identify an attribute unique to human-computer interaction, human-likeness.  As such, the API (Ryu & Baylor, 2005) is a measure founded from both user rating measures and exemplar human teacher characteristics reviews.  Previous user ratings measured perceived degrees of helpfulness, human-likeness, engagement and usefulness in a variety of task-oriented settings.  Teacher characteristics were composed of two main factors, ability perspective and personality perspective, and were defined by an array of attributes including, but not limited to, performance that facilitates effective learning, content relevance, experience, knowledge, friendliness and enthusiasm (Beishuizen, Hof, Putten, Bouwmeester, & Asscher, 2001).  


Mentor characteristics are not unlike teacher characteristics when comparing perceived knowledge.  The distinction is made between mentor and instructor with motivational support and guidance in addition to knowledge (Beishuizen et al., 2001).  The role of a mentor emphasizes support and guidance in addition to knowledge while instructor-like qualities do not deny this distinction but emphasize other qualities, e.g., knowledge and experience.  The adaptations made to the API for this research include changing the terminology from ‘instructor’ to ‘mentor’ and the word ‘agent’ to ‘individual’.  The term ‘individual’ is thought to better represent the real-life digital depictions of models and it is expected that participant responses will rate human-likeness of these depictions with strong agreement. 


Measuring persona in the likeness of human teacher characteristics, taking into account mediating human-computer interaction effects, assumes that subsequent learning in a computer-based learning environment can be likened to subsequent learning in a face-to-face learning environment.  The main speaker in this study, as represented by either a native or non-native computer model, is consistent throughout all conditions and was rated by participants in terms of persona perception.  It was expected that persona perceptions would be significantly different between the native and non-native treatment levels.  For example, it was hypothesized that the native speaker would be rated with overall more positive persona (i.e., more facilitative, credible and engaging) than the speaker in the non-native level.  In addition, it was expected that the native level combined with either of the message content levels would receive more positive ratings when compared to the speakers in the value neutral conditions.
Test-retest reliability measures of API factors, represented as facilitating learning, credibility, level of engagement and human-likeness, for prior reports and Ryu and Baylor (2005) range from .82 to .97.   The API has been used to measure persona effect as a dependent variable for validating the effectiveness of agent roles in facilitating learning and motivation (Baylor & Kim, 2003b); investigating the effects of learner/agent gender and ethnicity on perceived outcomes (Baylor & Kim, 2003a; Baylor, Shen, & Huang, 2003); the effects of voice, animation and static image (Baylor, Ryu and Shen, 2003(Baylor & Ryu, 2003); effects of affective and motivational impact on math anxiety (Baylor, Shen, & Warren, 2004) and effects of nonverbal, i.e., gesture, on attitude and learning outcomes (Baylor, Kim et al., 2005).
Instructional  CD-based application 

Model and background appearances were developed using .jpg files (see tables 3.6 and 3.7, respectively) and 2D character design tool, Crazy Talk.  In addition, multimedia software, Macromedia Flash and Adobe Photoshop as well as recording software, Sound Forge, were used to develop the final scenarios used in the instructional module (see table 3.8).  Once developed, the module was placed within a CD-ROM application.  Communicative features such as gesture, facial expression and physical features such as age and gender, were held constant to eliminate confounding effects.

Table 3.6.  Model .jpg files

	Native model
	Non-Native model
	Listener model
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Table 3.7.  Background .jpg files
	Dorm room background
	Rec room background
	Pool room background
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Table 3.8.  Instructional Module Scenarios
	Dorm room scenario
	Rec room scenario
	Pool room scenario
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Module Design 

The chain of events for the study’s administration consisted of eleven separate components:  a) a pretest, b) an introductory primer page, c) three scenarios during which the computer-based models and script content were presented,  d) an exit page directing participants to the post-tests, e) three post-tests, SAS, ATAM and API, f) a debriefing page and g) a resources page outlining several internet and paper-based resources on the study content and its theoretical foundations (see Figure 3.6).  Both introductory and debriefing scripts are located in Appendices C and F, respectively.  

The pretest, the SAS and the ATAM were held constant across all conditions.  The API was altered slightly for the value neutral conditions as some of the items did not apply to the value neutral content.  The introductory page was held constant across all treatment conditions and changed slightly for the value neutral condition to better reflect value neutral content (see Appendix D for scripts).  The three scripts, common membership, mutual differentiation and value neutral, were represented among six conditions and presented by an alternated combination of models depending on the condition. The scenes in which all models and scripts were presented remained constant across all conditions and the debriefing page remained constant across all conditions.  The three scenes held constant across all conditions were:  a dorm room background, a living area background and a recreational area background.

Scripts and models represented common membership content and native ethnicity (condition #1); mutual differentiation content and native ethnicity (condition #2); common membership content and non-native ethnicity (condition #3); mutual differentiation content and non-native ethnicity (condition #4); no content and native ethnicity (condition #5); no content and non-native ethnicity (condition #6).  To stimulate and maintain attention to the entire message content in each condition, each script was broken down into 3 discussions, each occurring within a scenario appearing to take place over time.  To provoke a sense of passing time, each of three discussions (within each script) faded in and out across three contexts with the same computer-based models re-appearing.    
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Figure 3.6.  Study Administration Flowchart.

Procedure
The process by which participants were recruited for the study was similar to that of validation recruitment.  All participants in the validation studies were recruited from one of two required, university-wide computer literacy courses.  As a result, many colleges in the university were represented by those participants.  An analysis was conducted to determine those colleges represented by the greatest number of participants. These included, but were not limited to the colleges of Business, Economics, Communications, Social Science and Political Science.  

Chairs and faculty from those colleges were contacted via email regarding the study and to inquire about opportunities to present a brief synopsis of the study to class members.  Once time and dates were set, the researcher gave a five-minute presentation summarizing key components of the study.  It consisted of the researcher introducing herself, the college and department she was representing and her general area of research interest.  She then gave a brief address pertaining to the activity’s objectives, their roles as potential participants and what was expected of them.  Specifically, this address included:  

· a brief summary of what they would see and hear, e.g., two fictional characters learning 


about cultural diversity, 
· a description of their roles as participants evaluating an instructional activity for future

undergraduate populations,  

· how long they could expect the study to last, 

· the content on the consent form, ie., their rights pertaining to their participation, the
conditions of receiving compensation and 

· exit procedures, e.g., they were paid $12 for their participation and thanked for their time

and efforts.  
The setting for this study was located in a reserved, computer-assisted classroom at a local university.  The classroom held thirty-two computers and one main console (see Figure #).  
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Figure 7.  Computer-Assisted Classroom Setting.

As participants arrived they were placed in the order of the seating and condition chart for that day.  As can be seen in Figure #, seating was arranged for every other computer so that at no time were participants sitting next to each other.  In addition, each computer was assigned to one of three conditions, one condition per day.  There were two reasons making computer assignment necessary.  

The first reason for computer assignment was due to browser memory.  Each condition had a separate URL at which participants completed post-tests for that condition.  After the first participant of the day typed in the URL, the browser would remember the URL and subsequent participants would often click the already- present URL.  To avoid having participants click the wrong URL (as would be the possible case had there been different conditions presented on the same computer on the same day), each computer was assigned to one condition per day. The second reason was to avoid possible proctor bias.  Following an assignment gave all conditions relatively equal exposure to participants so that one or a couple of conditions did not receive a significantly greater number of participants.  

Once a participant was seated, he or she was asked to complete a coded pretest and informed consent form and to raise their hands when they were done.  Once finished with the pretest and consent form, participants were directed to put on their headphones and to view their randomly assigned condition.  At the end of each condition, an exit page appeared directing the participant to enter a specific URL where they were to complete the next phase in the study, completing the post-tests.   Once they were finished with the last page of the last post-tests, a debriefing page appeared where the researcher, in Crazy Talk format, narrated the debriefing statement (see Appendix F).   Volunteers were paid $12 dollars upon completion and thanked upon their exit of the room.    

Data Analysis
This study used a 2 Ethnicity Type (Native or Non-native) X 3 Message Content Type (Common Membership, Mutual Differentiation or Value Neutral) factorial design.  Descriptive statistics were reported to provide overall mean scores for each research question. Preliminary analyses were conducted to detect missing data and problematic observations as well as test assumptions of sample size, independence, normality, linearity, homogeneity of variances and multicollinearity.

Attitude


This variable was measured with a semantic differential scale, the Situational Attitude Scale (SAS), and a Likert scale, the Attitudes Toward Arabs/Muslims Scale (ATAM).  The SAS comprises ten individual, situational items and the ATAM comprises eighteen items as one composite score to total eleven measures.  There were five hypotheses for this dependent variable:

· Hypothesis 1.1:  College-level students who view the native model will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the non-native model.

· Hypothesis 2.1:  College-level students who view the mutual differentiation content will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the common membership content.
· Hypothesis 2.2:  College-level students who view either the common membership or mutual differentiation content will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the value neutral content.
· Hypothesis 3.1:  College-level students who view the native model and the mutual differentiation content will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the native model and the common membership content.
· Hypothesis 3.2:  College-level students who view the native model with either the common membership content or mutual differentiation will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the native model or non-native model and the value neutral content.
Hypotheses 1.1, 2.1 and 2.2 were tested with a one-way Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) procedure to determine the effect of ethnicity and message content type on participants’ attitudes toward Arabs in ten hypothetical situations (SAS) and attitude and beliefs toward Arabs (ATAM).   Hypotheses 3.1 and 3.2 were tested with a two-way Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) procedure to determine interaction effects between ethnicity and message content type on participants’ attitudes and beliefs toward Arabs.
Model Perception

This variable was measured with the Agent Perception Instrument (API), consisting of four subscales, facilitating learning, human-like, competence, and engaging.  There were five hypotheses for this dependent variable:

· Hypothesis 4.1:  College-level students who view the native model will report more positive perceptions than students who view the non-native model.
· Hypothesis 5.1:  College-level students who view the common membership content will report more positive perceptions than students who view the mutual differentiation content.
· Hypothesis 5.2:  College-level students who view the common membership content will report more positive perceptions than students who view the value neutral content.
· Hypothesis 6.1:  College-level students who view the native model and the common membership content will report more positive perceptions than students who view the the native model and mutual differentiation content.
· Hypothesis 6.2:  College-level students who view the the native model with the common membership content will report more positive perceptions than students who view the native model or the non-native model and value neutral content.
Hypotheses 4.1, 5.1 and 5.2 were tested with a one-way Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) procedure to determine effect of ethnicity and message content toward participants’ perceptions of the computer-based models.   Hypotheses 6.1 and 6.2 were tested with a two-way Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) procedure to determine interaction effects between ethnicity and message content type on participants’ perceptions of the computer-based models used in this study.

CHAPTER IV

RESULTS
With regard to the research design shown in Figure 1, a total of ten research hypotheses were determined to examine the effects of ethnicity and message content type on participants’ attitudes toward Arabs and perceptions of computer models.  After a discussion of group equivalence test results and preliminary data analyses, the results section will report findings for each hypothesis sequentially, categorized by the dependent variables, attitude and model perception.  

Types of analyses
This study was designed as a 2x3 randomized, factorial design.  Participants were not randomly selected from an entire undergraduate population, but volunteered from a population enrolled in or required to enroll in a computer literacy course.  As described in Procedures under the Methodology Section, students were randomly assigned to conditions based on their entry into the classroom.  In addition, condition assignment to computers followed a three-day rotation schedule so that any one computer was assigned a different condition each day until the third day after which the rotation for that computer was repeated.  Therefore, it was assumed that the level of prior knowledge and previous experience with other cultures would be spread evenly among conditions, having an equal effect.  

Two-way between group multivariate statistical analyses (MANOVA) were conducted to verify group equivalence in item response across conditions as well as to determine effects of participant gender, ethnicity and school year on pretest items.  Two-way between group MANOVAs were conducted to determine effects of ethnicity and message content type on attitudes and two-way between group ANOVAs were used to determine effects of ethnicity and message content type on model perceptions. 
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Figure 8.  Research Design.
Group Equivalence Test
Participants completed a group equivalence pretest (see Appendix B) prior to viewing the study to verify group equivalence in item response across conditions. Since variables such as prior friendship and positive experiences with persons of other ethnicities can significantly alter a person’s attitudes toward persons of other ethnicities, these questions were presented to also determine their prior experience and friendship with persons of other ethnicities as well as prior knowledge of global and current news (Plant & Devine, 2003).  Prior friendship and experience with other cultures were measured with six items; knowledge of global and current events was measured with one item (see table 4.1).  

Table 4.1.  List of pretest measures and items.

	Pretest Measure
	Item

	Prior friendship and experience with other cultures
	How often do you have you had an opportunity to have social contact with FSU students outside your ethnicity?

	
	If you have had social contact with FSU students outside your ethnicity, how positive were your experiences?

	
	How likely are you to be in contact with students outside your ethnicity for personal, e.g., friendship, reasons?

	
	How often do you have you had an opportunity to have social contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent in general?

	
	If you have had social contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent, how positive were your experiences?

	
	How likely are you to be in contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent for personal, e.g., friendship, reasons?  

	Prior knowledge of global and current news
	How often do you read or keep in touch with global news?


Prior Friendship and Experience with Other Cultures.  A two-way MANOVA was conducted using all pretest items measuring prior friendship as dependent variables and ethnicity and message content type as the independent variables.  There were no significant statistical differences for the main effects of ethnicity, F(7, 104) = .603, p = .75, Wilks’ Lambda = .96, partial eta squared = .04; or message content type, F(14, 208) = 2.14, p = .01, Wilks’ Lambda = .76, partial eta squared = .13, on any of the pretest dependent variables identifying prior friendship.  There was a statistically significant mixed effect for item one, F(2, 110) = 4.71, p = .01, Wilks’ Lambda = .86, partial eta squared = .07.  A simple effects test identified students, who viewed the non-native model and the common membership message condition, had significantly more contact with persons outside their ethnicities than students who viewed the native model and common message condition.  Appendix B displays the pretest items and scale ranges.  Appendices M and N display the Box M and Levene’s results, respectively.     Appendix O displays the descriptive statistics and MANOVA across independent variables, ethnicity and message content type.
Prior Knowledge of Global and Current Events.  A one-way MANOVA was conducted to determine any significant differences among groups on prior knowledge of global and current events.  There were no significant differences (See Appendices M through O).
Preliminary Data Analysis
Missing Data Analysis

There were four occurrences where participant data was removed from the sample.   A participant in the Native/Mutual Differentiation (NaMD) condition had previously participated in the study thereby confounding his data in this condition.  The second participant, who was randomly assigned to the Non-native Value Neutral (NoVN) condition, did not complete the pretest or demographics items.  Both participants’ data was removed from analysis.  The next two participants, randomly assigned to the Native Value Neutral (NaVN) and Non-native Mutual Differentiation (NoMD) conditions respectively, identified their majors to be in Music.  Since this major was not representative of participants sampled in the validation studies, their data was removed from consideration.  

The distribution of cases (participants) across conditions is shown in table 4.2.

Table 4.2.  Frequency and Percentage of Valid Cases.

	Condition
	Valid

	
	N
	Percent

	Native/Mutual Differentiation (NaMD)
	20
	17.2

	Non-native/Mutual Differentiation (NoMD)
	19
	16.4

	Native/Common Membership (NaCM)
	19
	16.4

	Non-native/Common Membership (NoCM)
	20
	17.2

	Native Value Neutral (NaVN)
	19
	16.4

	Non-native Value Neutral (NoVN)
	19
	16.4

	Totals
	116
	100.0


Case Analysis 

Two main statisticals methods were used in this study, multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA).  Two-way MANOVA was used to analyze the dependent variable, attitude, and two-way ANOVA was used to analyze the dependent variable, model perception.  Before conducting MANOVA and ANOVA, it is necessary to check for both univariate and multivariate outliers for the dependent variables.  Univariate outliers are cases containing extreme scores with respect to the mean for any single variable while multivariate outliers are extreme scores with the respect to the mean in several dependent variables.  It is common practice to define outliers as scores plus or minus three standard deviations from the mean.  

In this study, eleven dependent variables were used to construct attitude and seven dependent variables were used to construct model perception.  The SAS contains ten hypothetical situations for which each situation constitutes a single variable for a total of ten single variables and the ATAM is a cumulative score, constituting the eleventh single variable for attitude.  The API consists of four subscale cumulative scores, each constituting one of the four single variables constructing model perception.  These subscales are:  Facilitating Learning, Human-Likeness, Competence and Engaging.  For hypotheses pertaining to the value neutral conditions, the subscale, Facilitating Learning, was not used.  However, three items within the Facilitating Learning subscale were used instead.  This was due to the inapplicability to the other items in the Facilitating Learning subscale to the value neutral conditions.  Therefore, a total of eighteen single variables were used to construct two main dependent variables.  Case analyses were conducted to detect both univariate and multivariate outliers for both dependent variables.  Table 4.3 displays the list of major dependent variables and the single variables constructing them.
Table 4.3.  List of Main Dependent Variables and Single Variables.

	Main dependent variable
	Measure
	Single Variables

	Attitude
	SAS
	Item 1 Crowded Bus

	
	
	Item 2 Going on Vacation

	
	
	Item 3 Boarding a Plane

	
	
	Item 4 Buying a Used Car

	
	
	Item 5 Divorced Fathers

	
	
	Item 6 Religious Service

	
	
	Item 7 Cheating on an Exam

	
	
	Item 8 On-Campus Demonstration

	
	
	Item 9 Financial Aid

	
	
	Item 10 Social Group

	
	ATAM
	Positivity of Attitude

	Model Perception
	API
	Facilitating Learning

	
	
	     Item one:  The individual kept my attention.

	
	
	     Item two:  The individual was interesting.

	
	
	     Item three:  The individual was enjoyable.

	
	
	Human-Likeness

	
	
	Competence

	
	
	Engaging


Identification of univariate outliers for attitude.  Case analyses were conducted for the eleven single variables constructing the dependent variable, attitude.  First, an initial visual inspection of boxplots and histograms for the single variables was conducted to determine extreme scores.  Two univariate outliers were identified in SAS item seven.  A z-score transformation was performed to determine if either outlier fell minus or plus three standard deviations from the mean.  One univariate outlier was identified as falling three standard deviations above the mean based on z-score inspection. The original average score was 440 (z-score = 3.70).  The case was included in the Non-native Common Membership (NoCM) condition.  To address the unrepresentativeness of the value, biasing attitude outcome, it was adjusted by truncation process in which it was assigned a value two standard deviations from the mean.  Therefore, the original value of the case was adjusted from 440 to 368.
Identification of multivariate outliers for attitude.  First, an initial visual inspection of boxplots and histograms for the single variables was conducted to determine if there were any extreme scores with respect to several single variables.  One multivariate outlier was identified in SAS items five, six, nine and ten as well as the cumulative ATAM score.  A z-score transformation was performed to determine if the outlier fell minus or plus three standard deviations from the mean.  All outliers, with the exception of SAS item six, were identified as falling three standard deviations above or below the mean based on z-score inspection. The original average score for SAS item five was 100 (z-score = -4.10); SAS item nine, 100 (z-score = -4.00); for SAS item 10, 120 (z-score = -3.49); and for the cumulative ATAM score, 30 (z-score = -3.21).  The cases were included in the Native Common Membership (NaCM) condition.  To address the unrepresentativeness of the values, biasing attitude outcome, they were adjusted by truncation process in which they were assigned values two standard deviations from the mean.  Therefore, the original values of the case were adjusted from 100 to 229 (SAS item five) 100 to 238 (SAS item nine), 120 to 228 (SAS item ten) and 30 to 52 (ATAM score).

Identification of univariate outliers for model perception.  Case analyses were conducted for the four single variables constructing the dependent variable, model perception.  First, an initial visual inspection of h boxplots and histograms for the single variables was conducted to determine extreme scores.  Three univariate outliers were identified in API subscale, Competence.  A z-score transformation was performed to determine if any of the outliers fell minus or plus three standard deviations from the mean.  None of the outliers were identified as falling three standard deviations above or below the mean based on z-score inspection. No adjustments were made.
Identification of multivariate outliers for model perception.  First, an initial visual inspection of boxplots and histograms for the single subscale variables was conducted to determine if there were any extreme scores with respect to several single variables.  There were no outliers identified as falling minus or plus three standard deviations from the mean. A z-score transformation was performed to verify the presence of multivariate outliers.  None were identified and no adjustments were made.  

Assumptions
Tests for MANOVA assumptions.  For attitude, two-way MANOVA tests were used to analyze eleven single dependent variables:  SAS items one through ten and ATAM cumulative score.

Sample size
The minimum required number of cases in each cell was fifteen (Cohen, 1988).  The range of cases per cell in this study was nineteen to twenty.  Therefore, the assumption of sample size was satisfied.  

Independence of Observations  
The Independence of Observations assumption refers to the expectation that the behavior of any participant does not influence the behavior of another participant.  In this study, all participants were randomly assigned to conditions.  Secondly, modules were uploaded on every other computer, placing each participant at least one seat between another potential participant when attendance was heavy.  Furthermore, since the modules were narrated, each participant was required to wear headphones, inhibiting interaction with one another.  Lastly, each participant was asked not to interact with one another while engaged in the treatment.  Therefore, the assumption of independence was satisfied.

Normality 
Multivariate analysis requires that univariate and multivariate sampling distributions of all dependent variable means be normally distributed.  Initially, visual inspections of box plots and historgrams as well as examinations of skewed and kurtosis values of all dependent variables were conducted.  Second, Shapiro-Wilk tests were conducted to determine significant values, indicating deviation from normality.  Results indicated that a few single variables for the dependent variables were not normally distributed (see Appendix P).  However, with large enough sample sizes, these results do not make a substantial difference in normality (Tabachnik and Fidell, 2007).  Therefore, it was concluded that the normality assumption was satisfied.
Linearity
This assumption refers to each pair of dependent variables having a straight line relationship.  Scatterplots of pairs of dependent variables indicated as not normally distributed as well as randomly selected pairs of dependent variables were visually inspected.  No evidence of non-linearity was indicated.  Therefore, it was concluded that this assumption was satisfied.
Multicollinearity  

This assumption exists when two or more dependent variables are highly correlated.  Correlations as well as strength of correlations among dependent variables were examined.  All dependent variables were moderately correlated but below .8 as shown in table 4.4.  Therefore, it was concluded that this assumption was satisfied. 
Table 4.4.  Correlation Coefficients for relations among the eleven measures of attitude

	
	Crowded Bus
	Going on Vacation
	Boarding a Plane
	Buying a Used Car
	Divorced Fathers
	Religious Service
	Cheating on an Exam
	On-Campus Demonstration
	Financial Aid
	Social Group
	Positivity of Attitude

	Measure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Crowded Bus
	--
	.475**
	.749**
	.641**
	.442**
	.616**
	.322**
	.554**
	.364**
	.526*
	.630*

	Going on Vacation
	.475**
	--
	.505**
	.533**
	.643**
	.580**
	.212*
	.490**
	.435**
	.699*
	.525*

	Boarding a Plane
	.749**
	.505**
	--
	.657**
	.479**
	.574**
	.235*
	.511**
	.384**
	.531*
	.580*

	Buying a Used Car
	.641**
	.533**
	.657**
	--
	.559**
	.461**
	.187*
	.533**
	.387**
	.565*
	.588*

	Divorced Fathers
	.442**
	.643**
	.479**
	.559**
	--
	.592**
	.217*
	.367**
	.425**
	.546*
	.473*

	Religious Service
	.616**
	.580**
	.574**
	.461**
	.592**
	--
	.355**
	.558**
	.443**
	.640*
	.640*

	Cheating on an Exam
	.322**
	.212*
	.235*
	.187*
	.217*
	.355**
	--
	.231*
	.250**
	.180
	.175

	On-Campus Demonstration
	.554**
	.490**
	.511**
	.533**
	.367**
	.558**
	.231*
	--
	.472**
	.618*
	.721*

	Financial Aid
	.364**
	.435**
	.384**
	.387**
	.425**
	.443**
	.250**
	.472**
	--
	.542*
	.384*

	Social Group
	.526**
	.699**
	.531**
	.565**
	.546**
	.640**
	.180
	.618**
	.542**
	--
	.682*

	Positivity of Attitude
	.630**
	.525**
	.580**
	.588**
	.473**
	.640**
	.175
	.721**
	.384**
	.682*
	--


**p<.01

*p<.05

Homogeneity of Variance-Covariance Matrix  

To test for equality of variance in multivariate analyses, Levene’s Test and Box M’s test were examined on dependent variables, attitude and model perception, and their measures (see Appendices Q and R).  For the dependent variable, attitude, the Box test was significant (p<.011). 

For a more specific investigation into the relationships among the single measures constructing the dependent variable, attitude, sample sizes and Levene’s test results were examined.   The sample sizes among groups were relatively equivalent (cell size difference<1.5), indicating that a violation of this assumption would have minimal impact on the integrity of the data.  In addition, Levene’s test for all single variables constructing attitude were non-significant.  Levene’s test of assumption of homogeneity of variances resulted in failure to reject the null hypothesis; the assumption of variance was equal among all groups. 
Tests for ANOVA assumptions.  For model perception, a two-way ANOVA was used to examine seven single dependent variables:  Facilitating Learning, Human-Likeness, Competence and Engaging subscales as well as three single items from the Facilitating Learning subscale, items one, six and seven.  These items were examined when hypotheses included the value neutral conditions.
Independence of Observations

In this study, all participants were randomly assigned to conditions.  Secondly, modules were uploaded on every other computer, placing each participant at least one seat between another potential participant when attendance was heavy.  Furthermore, since the modules were narrated, each participant was required to wear headphones, inhibiting interaction with one another.  Lastly, each participant was asked not to interact with one another while engaged in the treatment.  Therefore, the assumption of independence was satisfied.

Normality  
Univariate normality requires that sampling distributions of dependent variable means be normally distributed (see Appendix P).  Model perception subset scores were found to not be normally distributed.    However, with large enough sample sizes, these results do not make a substantial difference in normality (Tabachnik and Fidell, 2007).  Therefore, it was concluded that the normality assumption was satisfied.  In addition, visual inspections of box plots and historgrams as well as examinations of skewed and kurtosis values of all dependent variables displayed no serious violations. 
Homogeneity of Variance


The homogeneity of variance assumption requires that the variances from each population be equal or similar to one another.  Levene’s test of the assumption of homogeneity of variances indicated that two of the single variables for model perception, human-likeness and competence, resulted in not failing to reject the null hypothesis and therefore were not consistent with the assumption that the homogeneity of variances was equal across groups
.  Therefore, a more conservative alpha level (p<.01) was used instead of the conventional level (p<.05).

Examination of Hypotheses
Descriptive Data.  The descriptive statistics for the dependent variables for all six conditions is presented in table 4.5.
Table 4.5.  Descriptive Statistics for the dependent variables.

	
	
	Conditions

	
	
	Native (ME)
	Non-Native (CA)

	Dependent Variables
	Measures
	CM

n=19
	MD

n=20
	C
n=19
	CM

n=20
	MD

n=19
	C
n=19

	Attitude
	SASa
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Crowded Bus
	
	M

SD
	32.32
7.04
	34.70
5.69
	34.05
6.79
	36.20
5.90
	31.58
7.68
	30.53
8.13

	Going on Vacation
	
	M

SD
	41.11
7.11
	40.45
6.36
	37.11
6.45
	39.95
4.57
	40.00
5.39
	38.63
6.26

	Boarding a Plane
	
	M

SD
	29.58
5.66
	30.85
5.21
	30.84
5.01
	31.35
3.73
	29.79
3.28
	29.89
5.56

	Buying a Used Car
	
	M

SD
	33.42
9.18
	37.20
8.04
	33.53
8.12
	37.95
5.10
	35.21
6.59
	32.89
8.87

	Divorced Fathers
	
	M

SD
	35.84
6.52
	35.50
5.22
	33.63
6.46
	35.60
4.55
	37.00
5.07
	34.11
6.73

	Religious Service
	
	M

SD
	34.63
8.83
	33.25
7.60
	34.42
7.65
	34.50
6.92
	34.42
8.73
	30.74
11.32

	Cheating on an Exam
	
	M

SD
	28.68
3.86
	28.80
3.82
	28.63
3.80
	29.94
3.70
	26.84
3.89
	26.84
4.67

	On-Campus Demonstration
	
	M

SD
	34.68
9.67
	36.15
8.45
	36.32
8.07
	38.35
7.55
	35.16
8.51
	30.89
10.20

	Financial Aid
	
	M

SD
	39.15
6.41
	37.40
7.37
	39.89
7.53
	38.95
5.22
	36.79
6.01
	33.47
4.61

	Social Group
	
	M

SD
	38.25
6.90
	38.15
6.85
	36.37
7.63
	39.25
5.07
	37.84
7.62
	34.68
7.59

	
	ATAMb
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	M

SD
	5.23
.90
	5.26
1.13
	5.13
1.03
	5.52
.89
	4.97
.82
	4.57
1.30

	Model Perception
	APIc
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	FL


	M

SD
	4.44
1.32
	4.95
1.21
	--
	4.53
1.66
	4.74
1.27
	--

	
	Item 1
	M
SD
	3.95

2.17
	4.70

1.84
	4.16

1.46
	3.85

1.93
	4.26

1.59
	2.89

1.63

	
	Item 6
	M
SD
	4.21
1.90
	4.35
1.79
	4.00
1.33
	4.40
2.06
	4.42
1.71
	3.05
1.47

	
	Item 7
	M

SD
	4.05

1.72
	4.05

1.67
	4.11

.81
	4.15

1.87
	4.37

1.54
	3.58

1.43

	
	HL
	M

SD
	3.76

1.47
	4.23

1.14
	4.82

.68
	4.12

1.92
	3.96

1.41
	3.96

1.13

	
	C


	M

SD
	5.12

1.22
	5.74

.75
	3.95

.48
	5.15

1.76
	5.49

.96
	3.42

1.28

	
	E
	M

SD
	3.94

1.57
	4.45

1.40
	3.77

.98
	4.19

1.78
	4.40

1.48
	3.43

1.46


aPossible range for SAS items (10-50)

bPossible range for ATAM items (1-7)

cPossible range for API subscales (1-7)
Effect on Attitude

RQ1 and Hypothesis 1.1

	Research Question 1             Hypothesis 1.1

	What are the effects of ethnicity on attitudes among college-level students?
	College-level students who view the native model will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the non-native model.


Hypothesis 1.1 states that “…students who view the native model will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the non-native model.”  The independent variable, ethnicity, and the dependent variable, attitude, were used to test this hypothesis.  Ethnicity was represented by two levels, nativeness, representing a model depicting stereotypical Middle Eastern features and non-nativeness, representing a model depicting stereotypical Caucasian features.   Attitude was represented by SAS item scores and an ATAM composite score.
A two-way multivariate analysis (MANOVA) was used to analyze the effects that the independent variable, ethnicity, had on SAS and ATAM attitude scores.  Attitude scores were measured using eleven dependent variables;  ten items listed in the SAS measure and one composite score for the ATAM measure.  Appendix R displays the results of the Levene’s Analysis of Variances, Appendix Q displays the Box M homogeneity test, and Appendix S displays the results for the Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA).  The descriptive statistics for dependent variables are presented in table 4.6.
Table 4.6.  Means and standard deviations for attitude
	
	Message Content

	
	CM
	MD
	C
	Total

	Attitude Measure 
	Mean
	SD
	n
	Mean
	SD
	n
	Mean
	SD
	n
	Mean
	SD
	n

	SASa
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Item 1 Crowded Bus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	32.32
	7.04
	19
	34.70
	5.69
	20
	34.05
	6.79
	19
	33.71
	6.49
	58

	Non-Native
	36.20
	5.90
	20
	31.58
	7.68
	19
	30.53
	8.13
	19
	32.83
	7.58
	58

	Total
	34.31
	6.69
	39
	33.18
	6.83
	39
	32.29
	7.60
	38
	33.27
	7.04
	116

	Item 2 Going on Vacation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	41.11
	7.11
	19
	40.45
	6.36
	20
	37.11
	6.45
	19
	39.57
	6.76
	58

	Non-Native
	39.95
	4.57
	20
	40.00
	5.39
	19
	38.63
	6.26
	19
	39.53
	5.38
	58

	Total
	40.51
	5.89
	39
	40.23
	5.83
	39
	37.87
	6.32
	38
	39.55
	6.08
	116

	Item 3 Boarding a Plane
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	29.58
	5.66
	19
	30.85
	5.21
	20
	30.84
	5.01
	19
	30.43
	5.24
	58

	Non-Native
	31.35
	3.73
	20
	29.79
	3.28
	19
	29.89
	5.56
	19
	30.36
	4.28
	58

	Total
	30.48
	4.79
	39
	30.33
	4.35
	39
	30.37
	5.24
	38
	30.40
	4.76
	116

	Item 4 Buying a Used Car
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	33.42
	9.18
	19
	37.20
	8.04
	20
	33.53
	8.12
	19
	34.76
	8.50
	58

	Non-Native
	37.95
	5.10
	20
	35.21
	6.59
	19
	32.89
	8.87
	19
	35.40
	7.18
	58

	Total
	35.74
	7.63
	39
	36.23
	7.34
	39
	33.21
	8.39
	38
	35.08
	7.84
	116

	Item 5 Divorced Fathers
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	35.84
	6.52
	19
	35.50
	5.22
	20
	33.63
	6.46
	19
	35.00
	6.05
	58

	Non-Native
	35.60
	4.55
	20
	37.00
	5.07
	19
	34.11
	6.73
	19
	35.57
	5.54
	58

	Total
	35.72
	5.52
	39
	36.23
	5.13
	39
	33.87
	6.51
	38
	35.28
	5.78
	116

	Item 6 Religious Service
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	34.63
	8.83
	19
	33.25
	7.60
	20
	34.42
	7.65
	19
	34.09
	7.92
	58

	Non-Native
	34.50
	6.92
	20
	34.42
	8.73
	19
	30.74
	11.32
	19
	33.24
	9.14
	58

	Total
	34.56
	7.80
	39
	33.18
	6.83
	39
	37.87
	6.32
	38
	33.66
	8.53
	116

	Item 7 Cheating on an Exam
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	28.68
	3.86
	19
	28.80
	3.82
	20
	28.63
	3.80
	19
	28.71
	3.76
	58

	Non-Native
	29.94
	3.70
	20
	26.84
	3.89
	19
	26.84
	4.67
	19
	27.91
	4.29
	58

	Total
	29.33
	3.78
	39
	27.85
	3.93
	39
	27.74
	4.30
	38
	28.31
	4.04
	116

	Item 8 On-Campus Demonstration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	34.68
	9.67
	19
	36.15
	8.45
	20
	36.32
	8.07
	19
	35.72
	8.63
	58

	Non-Native
	38.35
	7.55
	20
	35.16
	8.51
	19
	30.89
	10.20
	19
	34.86
	9.18
	58

	Total
	36.56
	8.73
	39
	35.67
	8.38
	39
	33.61
	9.48
	38
	35.29
	8.88
	116

	Item 9 Financial Aid
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	39.15
	6.41
	19
	37.40
	7.37
	20
	39.89
	7.53
	19
	38.79
	7.08
	58

	Non-Native
	38.95
	5.22
	20
	36.79
	6.01
	19
	33.47
	4.61
	19
	36.45
	5.69
	58

	Total
	39.05
	5.75
	39
	37.10
	6.66
	39
	36.68
	6.96
	38
	37.62
	6.50
	116

	Item 10 Social Group
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	38.25
	6.90
	19
	38.15
	6.85
	20
	36.37
	7.63
	19
	37.60
	7.06
	58

	Non-Native
	39.25
	5.07
	20
	37.84
	7.62
	19
	34.68
	7.59
	19
	37.29
	6.98
	58

	Total
	38.76
	5.97
	39
	38.00
	7.15
	39
	35.53
	7.55
	38
	37.45
	6.99
	116

	Positivity of Attitudeb
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	5.23
	.90
	19
	5.26
	1.13
	20
	5.13
	1.03
	19
	5.21
	1.01
	58

	Non-Native
	5.52
	.89
	20
	4.97
	.82
	19
	4.57
	1.30
	19
	5.03
	1.08
	58

	Total
	5.38
	.90
	39
	5.12
	.99
	39
	4.85
	1.19
	38
	5.12
	1.04
	116


 aThe possible score range for SAS items is 10 (most negative emotions) – to 50 (most positive emotions)
  bThe possible score range for the ATAM is 1(Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree


Results indicated there were no significant differences between students who viewed the native model and students who viewed the non-native model in their overall attitudes toward Arabs. However, there was a significantly significant difference of attitude between students who viewed the native model and students who viewed the non-native model for SAS item nine, F(2,100)=4.27, p<.04.   Item nine states, “You hear of an Arab student getting financial aid.”  

To reduce the possibility of an inflated Type I error, the same analysis was conducted using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of p<.005.  Bonferroni adjusted alpha level was calculated by dividing the conventional alpha level of .05 by the number of analyses which in this case was eleven since eleven dependent variables were used in the analysis.  Results indicated that there was still a significant difference.  

Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean scores for students viewing the non-native model in the common membership condition (M=38.95, SD=5.22) were significantly different from the mean scores for students viewing the non native model delivering the value neutral content (M=34.86, SD=9.18).  That is, students who viewed the non-native model delivering the common membership content reported more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who viewed the non-native model delivering the value neutral content.  While there were no significant findings to support hypothesis 1.1, a visual inspection of the means indicates that students reported more positive attitudes toward Arabs after viewing the native model for nine of the eleven single variables than students who viewed the non-native model (see table 4.12).  


RQ2 and Hypothesis 2.1

	Research Question 2             Hypothesis 2.1

	What are the effects of message content on attitudes among college-level students?
	College-level students who view the mutual differentiation content will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the common membership content.


RQ2 and Hypothesis 2.2

	Research Question 2              Hypothesis 2.2

	What are the effects of message content on attitudes among college-level students?
	College-level students who view either the common membership or mutual differentiation content will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the value neutral content.


Hypothesis 2.1 states that “…students who view the mutual differentiation content will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the common membership content.”  Hypotheses 2.2 states that, “…students who view either the common membership or mutual differentiation content will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the value neutral content.”  The independent variable, message content, was used to test these hypotheses.  Message content was represented by three levels, common membership, mutual differentiation and no content.  Attitude was represented by SAS item scores and an ATAM composite score.

MANOVA results indicated no significant differences for either hypothesis among participants for message content type.  That is, students who viewed the mutual differentiation content did not significantly differ in their attitudes toward Arabs than students who viewed the common membership content.  In addition, students who viewed either common membership or mutual differentiation content did not significantly differ in their attitudes toward Arabs than students who viewed the value neutral content.  Appendix R displays the results of the Levene’s Analysis of Variances, Appendix Q displays the Box M homogeneity test, and Appendix S displays the results for the Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA).  The descriptive statistics for dependent variables are presented in table 4.6.
RQ3 and Hypothesis 3.1
	Research Question 3            Hypothesis 3.1

	What are the effects of ethnicity and message content on attitudes among college-level students?
	College-level students who view the native model and the mutual differentiation content will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the native model and the common membership content.


RQ3 and Hypothesis 3.2

	Research Question 3            Hypothesis 3.2

	What are the effects of ethnicity and message content on attitudes among college-level students?
	College-level students who view the native model combined with either the mutual differentiation or common membership content will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the value neutral content.


Hypothesis 3.1 states that “…students who view the native model and the mutual differentiation content will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the native model and common membership content.”  Hypotheses 3.2 states that, “…students who view the native model combined with either the mutual differentiation content or common membership content will report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who view the value neutral content.”  The independent variables, ethnicity and message content, were used to test these hypotheses.  Ethnicity was represented by two levels, nativeness and non-nativeness and message content was represented by three levels, common membership, mutual differentiation and no content.  Attitude was represented by SAS item scores and an ATAM composite score.

A two-way between groups multivariate analysis (MANOVA) was conducted to explore the impact of ethnicity and message content on attitudes toward Arabs.    There were no statistically significant differences to support Hypothesis 3.1.  However, there were two significant interaction effects in partial support of Hypothesis 3.2.  Results indicated a statistically significant interaction effect for SAS items one [(F(2,110)=3.52, p<.03] and nine (F(2,110)=2.94, p<.05)].  To assess pair-wise comparisons among the three levels for the main effect of SAS items one and nine, the Tukey HSD follow-up procedure (alpha=.05) was used to provide additional family-wise protection.  The result indicated that the SAS item one scores for the non-native common membership condition (M=36.20, SD=5.90) were significantly higher than the non-native value neutral condition (M=32.83, SD=7.58).  For item nine, the result indicated that the non-native, common membership condition scores (M=38.95, SD=5.22) were significantly higher than the non-native value neutral condition (M=33.47, SD=4.61).  In terms of SAS items one and nine, students who viewed the non-native, common membership condition reported significantly more positive attitudes toward Arabs than students who viewed the non-native, value neutral condition.

Appendix R displays the results of the Levene’s Analysis of Variances, Appendix Q displays the Box M homogeneity test, and Appendix S displays the results for the Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA).  Results are summarized in table 4.7.  

Table 4.7.  Two-way Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Attitude

	Measure
	Item
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	SAS
	You are standing on a very crowded bus surrounded by many Arab people.
	168.31
	3.52
	.03
	.06
	.31

	
	You hear of an Arab student getting financial aid.
	116.03
	2.94
	.05
	.05
	.24


Effect on Model Perception
RQ4 and Hypothesis 4.1

	Research Question 4              Hypothesis 4.1

	What are the effects of ethnicity on college-level students’ perceptions of computer-based models?
	College-level students who view the native model will report more positive perceptions than students who view the non-native model.


Hypothesis 4.1 states that “…students who view the native model will report more positive perceptions than students who view the non-native model.”  The independent variable, ethnicity, was used to test this hypothesis.  Ethnicity was represented by two levels, nativeness, representing a model depicting stereotypical Middle Eastern features and non-nativeness, representing a model depicting stereotypical Caucasian features.  A two-way univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to analyze the effects that the independent variable, ethnicity, had on model perception scores. Model perception scores were measured using four subscales within the API scale:  Facilitating Learning, Human Likeness, Competence, and Engaging.  Appendix R displays the results of the Levene’s Analysis of Variances homogeneity test and Appendix T displays the results for the one and two-way ANOVAs.  The descriptive statistics are presented in table 4.8
Table 4.8.  Means and standard deviations for model perception

	
	Message Content

	
	CM
	MD
	C

	Model Perception Measure 
	Mean
	SD
	n
	Mean
	SD
	n
	Mean
	SD
	n

	API
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilitating Learning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	4.44
	1.32
	19
	4.53
	1.66
	20
	--
	--
	--

	Non-Native
	4.95
	1.21
	20
	4.74
	1.27
	19
	--
	--
	--

	Total
	4.70
	1.27
	39
	4.63
	1.47
	39
	--
	--
	--

	Human Likeness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	3.76
	1.47
	19
	4.12
	1.92
	20
	4.82
	.68
	19

	Non-Native
	4.23
	1.14
	20
	3.96
	1.41
	19
	3.96
	1.13
	19

	Total
	4.00
	1.31
	39
	4.04
	1.67
	39
	4.39
	1.02
	38

	Competence
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	5.12
	1.22
	19
	5.15
	1.76
	20
	3.95
	.48
	19

	Non-Native
	5.74
	.75
	20
	5.49
	.96
	19
	3.42
	1.28
	19

	Total
	5.44
	1.04
	39
	5.32
	1.42
	39
	3.68
	.99
	38

	Engaging
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	3.94
	1.57
	19
	4.19
	1.78
	20
	3.77
	.98
	19

	Non-Native
	4.45
	1.40
	20
	4.40
	1.48
	19
	3.43
	1.46
	19

	Total
	4.20
	1.49
	39
	4.29
	1.63
	39
	3.60
	1.24
	38

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FL Item One:  The individual kept my attention.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	3.95
	2.17
	19
	3.85
	1.93
	20
	4.16
	1.46
	19

	Non-Native
	4.70
	1.83
	20
	4.26
	1.59
	19
	2.89
	1.63
	19

	Total
	4.33
	2.02
	39
	4.05
	1.76
	39
	3.97
	1.83
	38

	FL Item Six:  The individual was interesting.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	4.21
	1.90
	19
	4.40
	2.06
	20
	4.00
	1.33
	19

	Non-native
	4.35
	1.79
	20
	4.42
	1.71
	19
	3.05
	1.47
	19

	Total
	4.28
	1.82
	39
	4.41
	1.87
	39
	3.53
	1.47
	38

	FL Item Seven:  The individual was enjoyable.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Native
	4.05
	1.72
	19
	4.15
	1.87
	20
	4.11
	.81
	19

	Non-native
	4.05
	1.67
	20
	4.37
	1.54
	19
	3.58
	1.43
	19

	Total
	4.05
	1.67
	39
	4.26
	1.70
	39
	3.84
	1.18
	38


Possible Range for Model Perception (1=Strongly Disagree – 7=Strongly Agree)
 
Results indicated there were no significant main effects for how students perceived native and non-native models to facilitate their learning, F(1, 74) = 1.33, p = .25;  to be human-like, F(1, 110) = .542, p = .46; to be competent, F(1, 110) = .48, p = .49; and to be engaging, F(1, 110) = .223, p = .64.  
An inspection of the mean scores (see table 4.8) indicated that across treatment conditions (only) for Facilitating Learning, Competence and Engaging subscales, students who viewed the non-native model reported more positive perceptions than students who viewed the native model.  That is, students regarded the non-native model delivering either the common membership message or the mutual differentiation message as more facilitative in their learning, (M=4.95, SD=1.21; M=4.74, SD=1.27, respectively); more competent, (M=5.74, SD=.75; M=5.49; SD=.96, respectively); and more engaging (M=4.45, SD=1.40; M=4.40, SD=1.48, respectively) than students who viewed the native model delivering either the common membership message or mutual differentiation message.  These mean scores are contrary to Hypothesis 4.1.
Results from the Levene’s test for the Human Likeness subscale and the Competence subscale “indicated that the data was not homogeneous; that is, the assumption of equal variances was violated”.  Alpha for both these subscales were changed to .01 to reduce the possibility of a Type I error.  Likewise, alpha for both Facilitating Learning and Engaging subscales were also changed to .01 to reduce the possibility of a Type I error.

RQ4 and Hypothesis 5.1

	Research Question 5              Hypothesis 5.1

	What are the effects of message content on college-level students’ perceptions of computer-based models?
	College-level students who view the common membership content will report more positive perceptions than students who view the mutual differentiation content.


RQ4 and Hypothesis 5.2

	Research Question 5             Hypothesis 5.2

	What are the effects of message content on college-level students’ perceptions of computer-based models?
	College-level students who view the common membership content will report more positive perceptions than students who view the value neutral conditions.


Hypothesis 5.1 states that “…students who view the common membership content will report more positive perceptions toward the computer models than students who view the mutual differentiation content.”  Hypotheses 5.2 states that, students who view the common membership content will report more positive perceptions toward the computer models than students who view the value neutral conditions.  The independent variable, message content, was used to test these hypotheses.  Message content was represented by three levels, common membership, mutual differentiation and value neutral content.  Model perception was represented by four subscales, Facilitating Learning, Human-Like, Competence and Engaging for hypothesis 5.1.  For Hypothesis 5.2, model perception was represented by items one, six and seven of the Facilitating Learning subscale, and the Human-Like, Competence and Engaging subscales.

Results indicated there were no significant main effects for the type of message students heard on how they perceived models to facilitate their learning, F(1, 74) = .037, p = .85;  to be human-like, F(2, 110) = .989, p = .38; and to be engaging, F(2, 110) = 2.504, p = .09.  In addition, there were no significant main effects for type of message students heard on how they perceived models to keep their attention, F(2, 110) = 1.978, p = .14, on how interesting they were F(2, 100) = 2.91, p = .06, or on how enjoyable they were F(2, 110) = .699, p = .50.  There was a significant main effect for how competent the models were perceived, F(2, 110) = 27.577, p = .00 (see table 4.9).  Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean scores for students viewing either the common membership content (M=5.44, SD=1.04) or the mutual differentiation content (M=5.32, SD=1.42) were significantly different from the value neutral conditions (M=3.68, SD=.99).  Models delivering either message type were perceived as more competent than models delivering neutral content.  Appendices R and T  display the results of the Levene’s Analysis of Variances and the results for the Univariate Analysis of Variance tests.  The descriptive statistics for dependent variables are presented in table 4.8.  The significant results for the students’ level of perceived competence are presented in table 4.9.  Hypothesis 5.2 was partially supported by the Competence subscale scores.
Table 4.9.  Univariate Analysis of Variance for Model Perception
	Measure
	Subscale
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	API
	Competence
	36.630
	27.58
	.00
	.33
	1.0


RQ6 and Hypothesis 6.1

	Research Question 6            Hypothesis 6.1

	What are the effects of ethnicity and message content on college-level students’ perceptions of computer-based models?
	College-level students who view the common membership content and the native model will report more positive perceptions than students who view the mutual differentiation content and the native model.


RQ6 and Hypothesis 6.2

	Research Question 6            Hypothesis 6.2

	What are the effects of ethnicity and message content on college-level students’ perceptions of computer-based models?
	College-level students who view the common membership content combined with the native model will report more positive perceptions than students who view the value neutral conditions.


Hypothesis 6.1 states that students who view the native model and common membership content will report more positive perceptions toward the computer models than students who view the native model and mutual differentiation content.  Hypotheses 6.2 states that students who view the native model and common membership content will report more positive perceptions toward the computer models than students who view the value neutral conditions.  The independent variables, ethnicity and message content, were used to test these hypotheses.  Ethnicity was represented by two levels, nativeness and non-nativeness.  Message content was represented by three levels, common membership, mutual differentiation and no content.  Model perception was represented by four subscales, Facilitating Learning, Human-Like, Competence and Engaging for hypothesis 6.1.  For hypothesis 6.2, model perception was represented by items one, six and seven from the Facilitating Learning subscale and subscales, Human-Likeness, Competence and Engaging.

Results indicated there were no significant mixed effects for the type of computer model and message students viewed on how they perceived models to facilitate their learning, F(1, 74) = .241, p = .63;  to be human-like, F(2, 110) = 2.361, p = .10; to be competent, F(2, 110) = 2.599, p = .08; and to be engaging F(2, 110) = .826, p = .44.  Appendices R and T  display the results of the Levene’s Analysis of Variances and the results for the Two-way Univariate Analysis of Variance tests.  The descriptive statistics for dependent variables are presented in table 4.8.  


There was a significant mixed effect of Facilitating Learning item one stating, “The individual kept my attention” among the conditions [F(2, 110) = 3.491, p = .03] (see table 4.10).  A simple effects test revealed that students who viewed the non-native model delivering either the common membership content or the mutual differentiation content reported that the model kept their attention significantly more than the non-native model in the neutral content condition.  There were no significant mixed effects for Facilitating Learning item six stating, “The individual was interesting” [F(2, 110) = 1.135, p = .33] and item seven stating, “The individual was enjoyable” [F(2, 110) = .586, p = .56].  That is, students viewing the native model and common membership content did not differ in their perceptions from students viewing the value neutral conditions with regard to their level of interest or enjoyment.
Table 4.10.  Two-way Univariate Analysis of Variance for Model Perception
	Measure
	Subscale
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	API
	The individual kept my attention.
	11.163
	3.49
	.00
	.06
	.64


Summary of Hypothesis Tests

With regard to the dependent variable, attitude, three significant differences were found, all of which supported that participants’ attitudes were more positive after viewing the non-native, common membership message condition than after viewing the non-native, neutral value condition(see table 4.11).  With regard to trends in the means 
(see table 4.12), hypotheses 1.1 and 2.2 were supported by most of the single variables constructing the dependent variable, attitude.  That is, students who viewed the native model reported the most positive attitudes than students who viewed the non-native model (hypothesis 1.1).   In addition, students who viewed either message type reported more positive attitudes than students who viewed the neutral value content (hypothesis 2.2).  The means indicated that for more single variables than not, the common membership message had more positive impact on attitudes than the mutual differentiation message.

With regard to the dependent variable, model perception, two significant differences were found.  Students who viewed either the mutual differentiation content or the common membership content perceived the models as more competent than students who viewed the value neutral content (hypothesis 5.2).  In addition, students who viewed the non-native model delivering either message type, common membership or mutual differentiation, perceived the non-native model more positively than students who viewed the non-native model delivering the value neutral content (hypothesis 6.2).  With regard to trends in means
, hypothesis 5.2 was most supported.  That is, students who viewed the common membership message perceived the model as keeping their attention better and more interesting, enjoyable, competent and engaging than students who viewed the value neutral conditions.  
Overall, students had more positive attitudes toward Arabs when viewing the native model but had more positive model perceptions when viewing the non-native model.  
With regard to message type, the results were inconclusive.  However, more times than not, students reported more positive attitudes and more positive model perceptions after viewing the common membership message.  The combination of the non-native model and the common membership message were most likely to produce both positive attitudes toward Arabs and positive model perceptions than any other combination.  A summary of the results and means are presented in tables 4.11 and 4.12, respectively.
Table 4.11.  Summary of hypothesis tests

	
	Attitude
	Model Perception

	
	SAS
	ATAM
	API

	
	Item 1
	Item 2
	Item 3
	Item 4
	Item 5
	Item 6
	Item 7
	Item 8 
	Item 9
	Item 10
	Positivity

of 

Attitude
	FL
	FL Item 1
	FL Item 6
	FL Item 7
	HL
	C
	E

	H1.1
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NoCM>

NoVN
	NSD
	NSD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H2.1
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H2.2
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H3.1
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H3.2
	NoCM>

NoVN
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NoCM>

NoVN
	NSD
	NSD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H4.1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	NSD
	
	
	
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD

	H5.1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	NSD
	
	
	
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD

	H5.2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	CM or MD>VN
	NSD

	H6.1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	NSD
	
	
	
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD

	H6.2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	NoCM or NoMD> NoVN
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD
	NSD


Table 4.12.  Summary of hypothesis test means

	
	Attitude
	Model Perception

	
	SAS
	ATAM
	API

	
	Item 1
	Item 2
	Item 3
	Item 4
	Item 5
	Item 6
	Item 7
	Item 8 
	Item 9
	Item 10
	Positivity

of 

Attitude
	FL
	FL Item 1
	FL Item 6
	FL Item 7
	HL
	C
	E

	H1.1
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H2.1
	NO
	NO
	NO
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H2.2
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H3.1
	YES
	NO
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO
	YES
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H3.2
	NO
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	YES
	YES
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H4.1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	NO
	
	
	
	YES
	NO
	NO

	H5.1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	YES
	
	
	
	NO
	YES
	NO

	H5.2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES
	YES

	H6.1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	NO
	
	
	
	NO
	NO
	NO

	H6.2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	NO
	YES
	NO
	NO
	YES
	YES


CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION
Introduction

This study investigated the effects ethnicity and message content on college students’ attitudes toward Arabs and perceptions toward computer models. 

Attitudes toward Arabs were measured from two instruments, the Situational Attitude Scale (SAS) and the Attitudes Toward Arab/Muslims Scale (ATAM).  Both instruments consist of hypothetical social and/or professional situations with Arabs as well as beliefs toward Arabs and require the participant to rate their feelings or agreement.  Attitude was defined as, “An evaluative disposition toward some object based upon cognitions, affective reactions, behavioral intentions, and past behaviors…that can influence cognitions, affective responses, and future intentions and behaviors” (P. Zimbardo & Leippe, 1991).

 
Model perception was measured using composite scores from four subscales and three items from one subscale, all contained in one instrument, the Agent Perception Instrument (API).  Responses from these subscales indicated the level at which participants’ perceived models to facilitate their learning of the content, the models’ degree of competence, how human-like the models seemed and the degree to which the models engaged the participants in the content.   Three items were taken from the facilitating learning subscale and used in the control conditions in place of the facilitating learning subscale.  These items stated, “The individual kept my attention,” “The individual was interesting,” and “The individual was engaging”.  Both independent variables, attitude and model perception, were investigated to determine whether ethnicity of the computer model or type of message they delivered would significantly influence participants’ attitudes toward Arabs or their perceptions of the models themselves in terms of how facilitative, human-like, competent or engaging they were.  


While previous research has investigated ethnicity and message content types in computer-based learning environments with computer models, none have combined these variables to look at how these variables might affect participants’ attitudes toward Arabs and perceptions toward computer models in informal learning environments.  Thus, this study is considered to be exploratory in nature.  

The overall findings are discussed in terms of two major research concerns:  a) the effects of model ethnicity and message content type on participants’ attitudes toward Arabs and b) the effects of model ethnicity and message content types on participants’ perceptions of computer models.  Implications for instructional design, limitations of the study and suggestions for future research based on the results are also addressed.
Effect on Attitude
Ethnicity

Facial and skin tone attributes were alternated to define the native versus non-native status of computer models.  Thus, the native computer model was validated and identified as the Middle Eastern speaker, and the non-native computer model was validated and identified as the Caucasian speaker.  Results indicated there was no overall significant difference in attitudes toward Arabs between participants who viewed the native model and participants who viewed the non-native model.  However, anecdotal evidence (visual mean inspection) indicates that for nine of the eleven single variables constructing the dependent variable, attitude, students who viewed the native model reported more positive attitudes than students who viewed the non-native model.  While the data does not significantly support hypothesis 1.1, stating that participants who viewed the native model would report more positive attitudes toward Arabs than participants who viewed the non-native model, anecdotal findings do support hypothesis 1.1. 
The rationale to compare native and non-native computer models, one of which fit the stereotypes of Middle Eastern appearance and one of which disrupted stereotypes of Middle Eastern appearance, was based on previous research findings suggesting that when placed in cooperative settings with typical versus atypical groups, participants’ attitudes toward typical groups became more positive and their cognitive stereotyping decreased (Desforges et. al., 1991).  In addition, Bandura’s social learning theory postulates that when people view positive interactions and consequences, they model the behaviors they witnessed or inferred to receive similar positive consequences.  Given previous media research observing that individuals tend to apply human-human social rules and expectations in media contexts, it was expected that participants viewing the native computer model engaging in positive interactions with a Caucasian listening model, would report more positive attitudes toward the real life native group, Arabs.  Furthermore, it was expected that the non-native model, a Caucasian appearing model with a Middle Eastern accent, would disrupt Middle Eastern stereotypes and subsequently produced lesser positive attitudes toward the real life native group, Arabs. As stated in the results section, an analysis of the data found NSD.
There are three possible explanations a lack of significant findings occurred given the anecdotal evidence.  First, the operationalizing of ethnicity by means of alternating facial and skin tone features may have not been influential enough to produce a significant difference.  There are two limitations with operationalizing ethnicity by facial features alone:  a) there is little research available to sufficiently determine the full extent to which ethnicity defined by facial features has an influence on participant learning and b) there is a potentially unlimited set of models and facial feature combinations to create or choose from when considering potentially influential models to investigate.  Research has shown that the ethnicity of the computer model can have significant impact on learner perceptions when the learner is of the same ethnicity, (Baylor, 2005) and on participant learning when the ethnic model is placed in non-traditional roles (Baylor and Kim, 2004).  In this study, however, voice was not alternated; both models had a Middle Eastern accent.  The exact nature to which voice is influential in learning is still ambiguous.  For example, research has shown that voice and a computer agent outperforms text on learning transfer (Atkinson, 2002).  Research has also shown that human voice is perceived as more conducive to learning than a machine-generated voice (Baylor and Ryu, 2003).  Other research exists to demonstrate that voice alone or combined with other features (Craig, Gholson and Driscoll, 2002) also has positive effects on learning.  It’s possible that though participants viewing the native model tended to report more positive attitudes, the fact that both models had a native accent may have confounded a significant difference in attitudes between participant groups.
  A second possible explanation for lack of significant results is that no measure was taken to determine participants’ level of bias prior to the study.  The extent to which participants’ attitudes were positive or negative toward Arabs is unknown.  In addition, previous experience and friendship other ethnicities can have significant impact on attitudes toward future exposure of members from outside ethnicities.  Group equivalence demographics (see Appendix O) suggests that though groups were mostly equivalent in their prior experiences with other ethnicities, the mean scores were higher than average, ranging from M=3.53 to M=4.47 on a scale from 1=Never to 5=Always.  While mean scores were lower for participants’ prior experience with Middle Easterners, participants’ overall previous experiences may be a contributing factor. 

Lastly, there may be other factors confounding the effect of model features on attitudes.  For example, perceived age, gender and social status, e.g., power, as well as perceived authoritative role of both models may have played a contributory effect on participants’ scores reaching a significant difference. 
Message Content Type 

Message content types emphasizing what we all have in common (common membership) versus emphasizing our complimentary roles as individual groups (nutual differentiation) were alternated to define the common membership and mutual differentiation message types.  Thus, the common membership message was significantly validated and identified as having a high degree of personalization, a low degree of decategorization and a high degree of group salience.  Likewise, the mutual differentiation message was significantly validated and identified as having a low degree of personalization, a moderate to high degree of decategorization and a moderate to high degree of salience.   Results indicated there were no significant differences in attitudes toward Arabs between participants who viewed the common membership message and participants who viewed the mutual differentiation message.  In addition, there was no anecdotal evidence to suggest one message influenced more positive attitudes than the other message.  Anecdotal evidence did suggest that participants viewing either message, common membership or mutual differentiation, reported more overall positive attitudes than participants viewing the value neutral message (control condition).

The rationale to compare common membership content and mutual differentiation content was based empirical research investigating effective approaches to between group or intergroup relations.  In terms of reducing in-group or intergroup bias, both the common membership emphasis as well as mutual differentiation emphasis has been effective given the inclusion of certain variables and contexts.  For instance, when striving toward a common goal is most important, adopting a common membership approach has demonstrated to be more successful than stressing complimentary roles (Hornsey and Hogg, 200b).  When considering levels of commitment to a larger group, ie., university,  persons of different ethnic backgrounds feel commitment based on their perception of equal group representation (Dovidio, Gaertner and Kafati, 2000).  This study focused on each model’s equal ethnic and racial identity as central to their self concept and esteem.  It was expected that participants’ probability of abandoning this equal individualism in favor of adopting common membership, where equal representation is less clear and/or important, was unlikely.   In addition, the mutual differentiation approach tends to influence intergroup generalization while the common membership approach tends to influence interpersonal generalization.  So, taking a mutual differentiation approach facilitates a person’s perspective toward a group itself, while taking a common membership approach facilitates a person’s perspective toward individuals from a group.  Both the SAS and ATAM measure participants’ responses to intergroup contact situations and openness to interpersonal situations between persons of two distinct ethnicities. High degree of personalization, as found with the common membership perspective, was hypothesized to not work in favor of intergroup generalization; that is, the more similar the content was perceived to the participant, the less similar he might be perceived from his ethnic group.  It was expected that participants would stay true to their own cultural identities, which runs contrary to the tenets of the common membership message as well as the social identity theory which states that similarities between groups threaten distinct cultural identities and subsequently, intergroup, or between group, relations (L. M. Brown & Lopez, 2001).

A possible explanation is that though three of the four features constructing each message type, (personalization, decategorization, salience and typicality) were significantly validated to distinguish one message type from another, the messages were not distinct enough for the given context.  The context was presented as an informal learning environment constructed by three scenes, a dorm room, a rec room and a living area.  While social rules and conventions are often informally learned in these environments, none of them were framed in the context of an activity, which is often the case in which other research is conducted.  For example, Sherriff and blah looked at this common goal, dovidio and blah looked at institutional commitment, hornsey and hogg looked at this group project.  No outcome, other than inferred global relations was really the point of focus in these messages.  Given the very large and ambiguous outcome, both approaches would naturally influence positive attitudes.  The superiority of one message over another in how it influences a positive intergroup outcome really depends on other contextual factors.  Another possible explanation is that one feature, typicality, was not significantly different in degree between the two message approaches.  The common membership approach includes a low degree of typicality; that is, each member is not outstandingly different from the next.  If there is any typicality involved, it would be a high degree of typicality to each other.  The mutual differentiation approach tends to have a high degree of typicality.  Each member is highly typical of his/her individual group and not at all typical of the larger, all culture encompassing group.  Both message types did not significantly translate their corresponding degrees of typicality when the messages were validated.  Given this, the strength of each message content type was weakened and the distinction between the two less clear.  A third possible explanation is that given the ambiguous context, a more sophisticated audience would understand that both approaches are equally effective but differently effective in other situations with certain contextual factors.  Or, on the other hand, attitudes might have been more clearly distinguished given a lesser charged topic.  Deciding on a topic that evokes strong emotional responses is important when the variable being measured is attitude; however, the topic of Arab culture and its commonalities and distinctions may have been too charged given its large presence in current events at the time of the study.
Ethnicity and Message Content

Both ethnicity, alternated by a native and non-native model, and message content types, emphasizing what we all have in common (common membership) versus emphasizing our complimentary roles as individual groups (mutual differentiation) or emphasizing no values, were combined to determine significant interaction effects on participants’ attitudes toward Arabs.  Results indicated there were no overall significant differences in attitudes toward Arabs between participants viewing the native model and mutual differentiation message and participants viewing the non-native model and common membership message.  In addition, there were no overall significant effects between participants viewing the native model and either treatment message and participants viewing either model and the value neutral message.  
There were, however, two items in which participants viewed the non-native model and common membership message score significantly more positive attitudes toward Arabs than participants viewing the non-native model and value neutral message. These items included item one suggesting a hypothetical situation in which the participant finds him/herself on a bus crowded with Arabic persons and item nine suggesting a hypothetical situation in which the participant knows of an Arabic student receiving financial aid.  In addition, there was anecdotal evidence to suggest that students viewing the non-native model delivering the common membership message scored the most positive attitudes toward Arabs than any other combination of variables in seven out of the eleven single variables constructing attitude (see table 4.6). 

It was expected that attitudes of participants viewing the native computer-based model would be enhanced by an interaction with mutual differentiation content.  That is, when participants viewed the native model discussing the mutual differentiation approach, attitudes will be more positive than those of participants viewing the non-native and common membership condition.  This expectation was made in part due to the fact that the mutual differentiation message emphasizes greater tolerance for individual distinction than common membership, which threatens individual perservation in favor of assimilation.  Instead, anecdotal evidence suggests that the non-native model delivering the common membership message produced the most positive attitudes toward Arabs.  

A possible explanation for evidence running contrary to the hypotheses is that it is possible many of the participants, including some minority students, perceived themselves as white but with an ethnic background.  For example, interview data with the subject matter expert revealed that many Arabs, though Arab, consider themselves white.  What if minority students, who categorize themselves as Hispanic or Asian, also see themselves as white?  Considering the similarity hypothesis, it would make sense that participants would be drawn to the model they see most like themselves, the non-native model.  And again, in keeping with the similarity hypothesis, the same participants would find the common membership message more appealing than the mutual differentiation message.
Another contributing factor may be due to a significant finding in the group equivalence test.  Participants in the non-native, common membership condition had significantly more experience with persons of other ethnicities than the participants in the native, common membership condition.  While this finding would not account for the absence of significant results, the finding could give more weight to the former condition.  Previous research does indicate that prior experience with persons outside one’s own ethnic identity can affect attitudes toward that ethnic group (reference).

Lastly, no tests were conducted to determine bias toward Arabs at this university.  The group equivalence test only revealed prior experience and knowledge of persons of other ethnicities and current events.  The extent there was or wasn’t a degree of bias toward persons of Arabic descent could be a contributing factor.

Effect on Model Perceptions
Ethnicity

Facial and skin tone attributes were alternated to define the native versus non-native status of computer models.  Thus, the native computer model was validated and identified as the Middle Eastern speaker, and the non-native computer model was validated and identified as the Caucasian speaker.  Results indicated there was no overall significant difference in perceptions toward the computer models between participants who viewed the native model and participants who viewed the non-native model.  However, anecdotal evidence indicates that for three of the four subscale compositive scores constructing the dependent variable, model perception, students viewing the non-native model reported more positive perceptions than students viewing the native model.  The data does not significantly support hypothesis 4.1, stating that participants who viewed the native model would report more positive perceptions toward Arabs than participants who viewed the non-native model.  In addition, anecdotal findings run contrary to hypothesis 4.1.  

The rationale to compare native and non-native computer models was based on the anticipation that the non-native model, with Caucasian features and a Middle Eastern accent, would disupt participants’ views of what a Middle Easterner’s appearance, voice and behavior should look like.  Subsequently, it was expected that participants would view the native model as more credible and trustworthy as well as more of an expert in the content area to which he was native to, Middle Eastern culture.  Anecdotal evidence does support that participants saw the native model as more competent than the native model.  However, overall mean scores suggest that participants perceived the non-native model as more facilitative in their learning, more human-like and more engaging.  

A possible explanation for the anecdotal evidence is that in spite of his accent, participants may have perceived the non-native model as more similar to themselves.  If this were the case, it is likely he may have been more influencial (Bandura, 1986).  Additionally, facial features and skin tone may not have been enough to indicate a clear distinction between participants’ expectations or stereotypes of what a Middle Easterner looks like or what a Caucasian looks like.  Though both models were validated as appearing Middle Eastern and Caucasian, respectively, other features or attributes may be necessary to evoke significant differences in perceptions, such as clothing, more exaggerated physical features, stronger accents, different contexts, a stronger presence of gestural communication or even a stronger, more clearly stated ethnic identity.
Message Content

RESEARCH QUESTION #5: (message content type / perceptions)

What are the effects of message content on college level students’ perceptions of computer- based models?
The research hypotheses that will be used to address this research question are as follows:

5.1.  College-level students who view the common membership content will report more positive perceptions of computer-based models than students who view the mutual differentiation content. 

5.2.  College-level students who view the common membership content will report more positive perceptions than students who view the value neutral content.

Message content types emphasizing what we all have in common (common membership) versus emphasizing our complimentary roles as individual groups (nutual differentiation) versus value neutral content were alternated to define the common membership, mutual differentiation and control message types.  Results indicated there were no significant differences in model perceptions between participants who viewed the common membership message and participants who viewed the mutual differentiation message.  In addition and for the first hypothesis, there was no anecdotal evidence to suggest one message influenced more positive attitudes than the other message.  There was one significant finding for the competence subscale composite score.  Participants viewing either the common membership message or the mutual differentiation message scored significantly more positive perceptions of models than did participants viewing the value neutral message type.  In addition, anecdotal evidence did suggest that participants viewing the common membership message, reported more overall positive attitudes than participants viewing the value neutral message (control condition).
The rationale to compare the common membership message versus the mutual differentiation message was due to the nature of the model the common membership message embodied.  The Common Ingroup Identity Model approaches generalization of positive attitudes from an interpersonal approach (J. Dovidio et al., 2000).  When one member or group (in-group) perceives a member from another group (out-group) as similar and more typical of the in-group and less representing of the out-group, the CII model hypothesizes that positive attitudes will extend to not only that out-group member, but other members of the individual’s outgroup as well.   Because of the high degree of personalization involved with the CII model, it was anticipanted that participants would view the computer-based model with this content in a more personable, intimate way.  It was expected that he would be seen as more similar and friendlier than a computer-based model that is less personal (as under the mutual intergroup identity model).  


A possible explanation for lack of significant results could be because of the ambiguity of the informal learning context.  Remembering that the common membership approach is very effective when pursuing a common goal and that the mutual differentiation approach is very effective for equal or complimentary representation that may be required for a unified front, the context of the informal learning environment offered no pressing need to take one or another approach.  It may very well be that in order for a difference to show between these two message types, the context needs to change that it may be better suited to either/or message types strengths.

Another possible angle is that if I had not varied ethnicity, just message type, then perhaps if the non-native model was seen as strongly similar to the participants, results may have indicated significant results.

Ethnicity and Message Content
Both ethnicity, alternated by a native and non-native model, and message content types, emphasizing what we all have in common (common membership) versus emphasizing our complimentary roles as individual groups (mutual differentiation) or emphasizing no values (value neutral), were combined to determine significant interaction effects on participants’ perceptions toward models.  Results indicated there were no overall significant differences in perceptions toward models between participants viewing the native model and common membership message message and participants viewing the native model and mutual differentiation message.  In addition, there were no overall significant effects between participants viewing the native model and common membership message and participants viewing either of the two models and the value neutral message.  

There was, however, one item in which participants, viewing the non-native model and either treatment message, scored significantly more positive perceptions than participants viewing the non-native model and value neutral message. This item stated, “The individual kept my attention.”  Participants viewing the non-native model delivering either treatment message agreed the model kept their attention significantly more so than participants viewing the non-native model delivering the value neutral message.  In addition, there was anecdotal evidence to suggest that students viewing the non-native model delivering the common membership message scored the most positive perceptions than participants among subscale composite scores in any other condition.  Hypotheses 6.1 and 6.2 were not supported significantly and overall.  In addition, anecdotal evidence suggests findings contrary to hypothesis 6.1.
Anecdotal evidence suggests that the non-native model did not disrupt participants’ anticipated stereotypes.  It also suggests that I was right about the the personalization part of the common membership message OR the participants just liked the idea that we all work and live as a group.  The participants did NOT see the native as more credible, etc.  This further supports the similarity hypothesis, assuming participants saw the white model most like themselves. 
Implications for Instructional Design 

(on the theoretical side and practical side)

a) contribute to the research body pertaining to cognitive processes and how they can be modeled to change attitudes,
Going with the anecdotal evidence, how similar participants see the individual to themselves both physically and how similar their perspectives are seem to influence how positively they see the model.  BUT, the participants did see the native model and score most positive attitudes toward Arabs.  Taking the context into consideration is also important when modeling cognitive models.  These models may be exclusive to when an outcome is clearly defined.
b) further investigate and define the roles and influence of models in computer-based instruction:  same as a.  Though I also think that face was perhaps influential enough.  B/c in spite of accent, people still liked the non-native more on an interpersonal level.  We should be more attentive when considering an interpersonal influence versus an intergroup influence.
c) inquire as to the nature of intergroup contact and how to increase the likelihood of positive outcomes through dialogue.  Again, should focus on other factors, e.g., contextual factors, outcome likelihoods, consequences, prior experiences, other motivations.
Attitude
Asking the wrong question – measuring attitude.  Need to measure a smaller construct. 

Also, look at the anecdotal evidence.  What does it say?  What does other research say?  That native speaker improves attitudes and appears more competent?  Or that someone similar to them improves attitudes and appears more competent?  Also need to consider why attitudes are an important variable to measure to begin with?  Is there a reason attitudes might obstruct learning?  Is there a situation where attitudes toward the message and model will help learning?  Does the situation require disparate groups to come together to accomplish a goal or that needs complimentary roles?
Attitude theoretical models:  Need copies of models for attitude change – Reigluth, Martin & Briggs.  Gagne saw attitudes as dispositions to choose among alternative actions (including expressing one’s beliefs or not).  These dispositions can only be inferred from the actions of the individuals, but they are highly situation specific – the inference from observing behavior in one situation may be completely different from the same individual observed in a different situation.  Web talks about unobtrusive measure of attitudes, and just the nature of a study, such as this, might affect the answers a student gives regardless of their deeply held beliefs.
Model Perceptions
It’s important to consider who’s presenting the information and how they are perceived in order to be persuasive.  What does the anecdotal evidence say?  The significant data says this, the practical significance says this…  The non-native common…  Similarity plays a role in informal learning contexts….  Previous research says this…
Limitations

Participant Variables

Data:  didn’t collect data on nationality – assumed participants were American
Participants:  too sophisticated an audience? (Wager, 5/7/07 email)

Collateral effects:  did white choose white and minority choose minority?

The first limitation involves ethnic identification and representation.  Whether using a human model, representing ethnicity is tenuous to generalization due to heterogeneity.  Within and across ethnic groups, heterogeneity is prevalent in all aspects concerning traditions, beliefs and values.  Thus, representing an ethnic group by one member may only accurately identify an ethnic group’s cultural practices, identity and status to a degree, therefore limiting generalization of the findings (Phinney, 1996).


Secondly, the results of this study can only generalize to the descriptive characteristics of the population within this study.  Specifically, this study will recruit undergraduate volunteer participants enrolled in computer literacy credit courses.  In addition, they will be paid.  One could argue that students who voluntarily participate in a study investigating ‘diversity’ could possess greater empathy toward others.  Research has demonstrated that the more likely people are empathic toward others, the greater likelihood their bias will be mild or moderate (J. Dovidio et al., 2003).  However, payment provides competing motivation; a representative sample of bias levels should prevail. 


Thirdly, the SAS assesses attitudes and responses toward a minority group whose typical stereotypes have been strengthened in media.  It is likely that some responses may be the result of social desirability (Oskamp, 1977).  That is, participants may respond in a way that is less representative than their response would be in a more private situation to avoid perceived, negative pressure.  In order to reduce the likelihood of social desirability having any significant influence over participants’ responses, all participants will be assured of complete anonymity.

Lastly, no assessment prior to the posttests will be collected in terms of prior bias levels of Arab culture.  General bias toward Arab culture is assumed.  Two precautions will be taken to reduce this assumption to a minimal limitation.  First, research has demonstrated that students of Arab descent are non-traditional students (Sedlacek, 2004).  SAS scores have already been collected with other undergraduate sample demonstrating evident bias.  Given mass accessibility of media, it is assumed that students recruited from this university have been exposed to similar societal, stereotypical beliefs toward Arab culture.  In addition, treatment condition responses will be compared to responses collected from two value neutral conditions to determine any significant differences.  If all participants from all populations so far tested for bias toward Arab culture have similar exposure to media influences, a significant difference between treatment and value neutral conditions should demonstrate prior existing bias. 
Data:  didn’t collect data on nationality – assumed participants were American
Arab bias:  don’t know if it exists at FSU

Didn’t have significant results for typicality.

Had significant results in pretest.

Value neutral was short

Facial features might not have been a significant influence

Sophisticated audience

No pretest to determine bias to begin with

The whole defining ethnicity

For example, it doesn’t matter if this computer model is a good guy, since this audience is sophisticated enough, they can tell the differences as to how typical or atypical he is of the Arabs they may have negative attitudes toward.  Also, facial features alone may not have been influential enough to trigger biases.  Clothing and a different context may have been needed.  Maybe FSU context was actually something the students felt they had in common with both models?? Since means did support the hypothesis overall, it could be that the sample size was not large enough.  The power and effect sizes….
Further Research

Ethnicity

When measuring attitude, maybe the question of attitude change is the wrong question.  The concept of attitude is a large concept, comprised of several processes over time.  Authors x and z we do this, and this and this and THEN our attitude is formed.  If we are to assume that as individuals, we become experienced in forming attitudes according to our own histories, we can assume that by the time we are young adults, we can form them quickly, based on a set of already existing beliefs.  Research shows that the #1 influence on children’s beliefs is still to this day, the beliefs they are raised with in their homes and with their parents and not what they learn at school.  So, our histories would be pretty much set by the time we are adults.  If we grew up in a prejudiced household, we are likely to have prejudiced attitudes.  Can we still change?  Many would say yes.  What is the process of that change?  Shaking up those core beliefs we were raised with.

So then, maybe the question should be, has this information led you to reflect more deeply about your own attitudes and is there anything you would do different if faced with the same or a similar contact situation again?  For instance, knowing now where the other person is coming from, would you be more open, or more closed?  Would you invite or avoid differently than before you received this information?  The question should relate to the next step(s) in the process of attitude formation rather than to simply ask if one’s attitude has changed and according to one item measuring attitude as is the case in so many research articles.

Assumption:  I assumed that facts and information alone would affect attitude change.  When I think of my own attitude change, information begins the process, but I have to go further and evaluate my beliefs and let them go in the face of new information.  

Asking a different question:  Maybe the question, is your attitude changed, is the wrong question.  Maybe the question should be. Is there anything you’d do differently if given the same situation,  OR, will this information cause you to reflect and try communication again or differently given this information?

Look at attitude models – reigegluth, Krathwohl
Other theoretical areas

Social learning theory and verbal behavior – could be applied to critical thinking, protocol analysis and problem solving?

Conclusion
APPENDIX A

Models

	Native Model


	Non-Native Model
	Listener Model
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APPENDIX B

Pretest

Instructions

Please complete your personal identification below and then rate your perceptions regarding your personal experience with diversity in your social circles.  There is no right or wrong answer; your honest evaluation is desired.  Thank you!

	Gender:  

□ Male/ □ Female
	Age:  

_________
	Major (if none, write n/a):         

_____________
	Ethnicity:  

□ Asian

□ Black/African

□ Hispanic/Latino

□ Middle Eastern/North or Southwest Asia

□ Native American

□ White/European

□ Other ________________

	Year in School:

□ Freshman

□ Sophomore

□ Junior

□ Senior


	
	
	


	Personal Experience with Diversity
	Please circle the answer that best fits your experience.

	How often do you have you had an opportunity to have social contact with FSU students outside your ethnicity?
	Never


	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Often
	Always

	If you have had social contact with FSU students outside your ethnicity, how positive were your experiences?
	Not Positive


	Rarely Positive
	Sometimes Positive
	Often Positive
	Always Positive
	N/A

	How likely are you to be in contact with students outside your ethnicity for personal, e.g., friendship, reasons?


	Never likely
	Probably

Not Likely
	It’s Possible Sometimes
	Probably
	Definitely

	How often do you have you had an opportunity to have social contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent in general?
	Never


	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Often
	Always

	If you have had social contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent, how positive were your experiences?
	Not Positive


	Rarely Positive
	Sometimes Positive
	Often Positive
	Always Positive
	N/A

	How likely are you to be in contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent for personal, e.g., friendship, reasons?
	Never likely
	Probably Not Likely
	It’s Possible Sometimes


	Probably
	Definitely

	How often do you read or keep in touch with global news?
	Several times a day
	Once a day
	A couple times a week
	Once a week
	Less than once a week


APPENDIX C

Introductory Scripts for Treatment and Value Neutral Conditions

Introduction for Treatment Conditions
Hello!  My name is Melissa Mackal and I am a doctoral candidate from the College of Education.  The following presentation has been developed for the purpose of evaluating future instructional materials for undergraduate classes.

As a voluntary participant in this evaluation, your role is to listen to both the content of the following discussions as well as the characters’ perspectives.  You will hear 3 discussions, each approximately 7 minutes long for a total of 21 minutes.  Afterwards, you will be asked a series of questions that pertain to your perceptions based on the discussion content and one of the characters from the presentation. Answering questions will approximately take about 20 minutes.  There are no right or wrong answers; please choose answers that best fit how you feel or think.  When you are done, you will be immediately directed to a web page that explains the activity in greater detail and thank you for your participation.
The content and perspectives you will hear are cited from published commentary, empirical research and subject matter expert interviews.  They do not represent actual perspectives nor do the characters represent actual people.  In addition, the following perspectives do not represent any views endorsed by Florida State University.  Both the following perspectives and characters are fictional.
Introduction for Value Neutral Conditions

Hello!  My name is Melissa Mackal and I am a doctoral candidate from the College of Education.  The characters you will see have been developed for the purpose of evaluating future instructional materials for undergraduate classes.

As a voluntary participant in this evaluation, your role is to listen to the introduction of 2 characters that could potentially be used for computer-based instruction.  Afterwards, you will be asked a series of questions pertaining to your perceptions of social situations and one of the characters who originally introduced themselves.  Answering questions will approximately take about 20 minutes.  There are no right or wrong answers; please choose answers that best fit how you feel or think.  When you are done, you will be immediately directed to a web page that explains the activity in greater detail and then thank you for your participation.
APPENDIX D

Message Content, level 1:  Common Membership


Listed below is the dialogue for message content level #1, common membership.  From left to right columns: the Idea Unit column contains idea units strictly representing Common Membership as previously described in the Independent Variable section. There are sixteen idea units (see Appendix E).  The Frame column contains technical information concerning digital file sequence.  The Model column indicates which individual is speaking; ‘H’ refers to Hany, the speaker representing either native or non-native levels, and ‘M’ refers to Mark, the listener across all treatment conditions.  The last column refers to the message content level, common membership.  

Common Membership x Native or Non-Native levels
	Idea Units
	Model
	Common Membership

	#1 Dorm Room Conversation

	
	M:
	Hi, I’m Mark.  You’re Hany?  You an international student?

	
	H:
	Hi.  Nice to meet you.  No, I’m American.  I’m from Detroit.

	
	M:
	Michigan?  You don’t look like somebody from Michigan.

	
	H:
	What does someone from Michigan look like?  That’s my home - never lived anywhere else.  My parents moved to America a long time ago.

	
	M:
	Where’d they come from?

	
	H:
	Lebanon.  It’s a small country – off the coast of the Mediterranean and in West Asia.  

	
	M:
	So, you’re Muslim then?

	
	H:
	No, Maronite; it’s a type of Catholic.  

	
	M:
	Aren’t all Arabs Muslim?

	
	H:
	Who said anything about being Arab?  I’m Lebanese.  There is a difference.  And all Arabs aren’t Muslim, by the way.  They‘re anything.  Muslims, Christians, Jews.  In fact,  most Arabs in America “…are not Muslims…”a.  There are more Christian Arabs here than there are Muslim Arabsb.  

	
	M:
	Really?  I didn’t know.  So, you’re Catholic, Lebanese and American?

	
	H:
	Yeah.  Why?  What are you?

	
	M:
	Uh… well, I never thought about it much. I’m American.  I guess that is my nationality.  But I’m also Swedish.  My family makes a really big deal at all the Swedish holidays.  And we belonged to a Lutheran church for awhile.  

	
	H:
	To see you, I would have never guessed any of those things right except the American part.  But you looked at me and thought you had me all figured out.  We’re a lot more multi-ethnic than you think, you know.  And people say who they are in a lot of different ways.  Like, for example, some people say they are Arab because they speak the language.  Arabic is a dominant language in many countries.  But others say who they are by where they’re from.  My family is from Lebanon, so I say I am Lebanese.  And then there are even others who say who they are by the culture and traditions they grew up with.  I can speak a little Arabic but I don’t think I am Arab because of it.  I grew up with Lebanese traditions.  So, I am Lebanese by my culture and American by my nationality.  Just like you are Swedish and American. 

	
	M:
	Sorry, man.  I thought everyone from over there was the same.  My family always has the news on and when I see people who look like you, I think Iraq, Arab, or something along those lines.

	
	H:
	What do you mean, ‘something along those lines’?

	
	M:
	Well, I think of what I see on TV.  People who are angry and meek-looking women with their faces covered.  Burning flags and celebrating.  Mad at us for being in their country. And desert.  I mean, I know everyone’s different, but everyone seems the same over there.

	#1 Individual Expression part 1
	H:
	You know, I’ve seen how people over there think the same thing.  Someone who hasn’t been to America wouldn’t know the difference between someone who lives in Florida and someone who’s from the Michigan.  I can totally tell by the way they talk.  But, that’s how it is when you are in one country and don’t know about the other country.  My mom’s cousins see people on strikes, marches, sit-downs, criticizing the president on TV and make similar judgments.  The problem with trying to know someone is that we see things from our own culture and we don’t even know it.   I mean, think about what it would be like if let’s say on TV 2 people making a point, an Arab from an Arab country and someone living in America. Not all Arabs are like this, but many Arabs enjoy talking for the sake of talking.b Where I am from – people love language.  How something is said is just as important as what is being said.  The Arab will be more emotional, creative or dramatic to get a greater effect.  He might make threats, promises and exaggerations for drama when in the American’s way, he would be just making a statement.c  He’d probably repeat himself and use a lot of gestures, too.  The more he does these things, the more educated he looks and is admired by his culture. My family can be really dramatic.  It’s like the whole house is a reality TV show sometimes.  If the American talked quietly or said something only once, the Arab guy might be confused and wonder if he really meant it.  He might ask him again to see if he really meant what he was sayingd.  We all have our ways of talking; we just have to know where someone is coming from sometimes to really understand what’s going on.

	#1 Individual Expression part 2
	M:
	I get it.  Just like the Arab’s listening from his way of doing things, the American guy would see things based on what he knows from America.  Americans are the same, really.  You’re American, so you know how it is.  You see someone crying or really mad on the news, it’s hard not to take them literally.  And some of ‘em are really dramatic, ‘cause they’re on TV or because they want to get a rise out of someone.  But sometimes it works, you know?  Even if you think it’s funny, it still works.  If I heard somebody speak with the same tone like they’re bored and with no feeling at all, I wouldn’t take them seriously.  He would be a joke, like on those court shows.  Have you ever watched them?  My mom had ‘em on all the time.  People are more believable when they show they’re sorry.  If someone didn’t put on some play with emotion, everybody would think he was guilty.  He could be totally innocent but it wouldn’t matter if he didn’t show it.  If people think Arabs are emotional like they look on the news, well, I can think of a lot of drama queens on TV or just people I’ve met.

	#2 Power of Words part 1
	H:
	Arabs, and I noticed Americans too, also believe words have power.  It doesn’t matter if you say it or write it.  Words have enough power to change things – my family seems to believe it alot.  There are certain things you don’t exaggerate or even talk about.  Like, you would not say how much you like someone’s car like you wanted it, because if something bad happened to it, your words could have jinxed it and made the whole thing happen.e  And when something bad has happened, like someone in your family gets cancer or something, no one else talks about it out loud.  They just simply say, “he is a little tired today”f.  My parents are really like that – they’re so polite.  Ever watch American Idol?  They would never talk like Simon.  But I don’t know how many people would.  I mean, I talk like that with my friends cause we all know each other is just kidding around. 

	#2 Power of Words part 2
	M:
	Words have a lot of power for everybody.  I mean, we even have a holiday for it, you know?  Halloween, if you think about it…black cats, walking under ladders and all that.  My aunt is really superstitious.  She’s always knocking on wood to keep things going well.  You know, something like, “It hasn’t rained yet, knock on wood.”  And my grandmother always whispers every time she talks about my  other aunt’s medical problems.  People just don’t want to make things worse and think that something they said jinxed the whole thing.  My family should meet your family.

	#3 Social Distance part 1
	H:
	Yeah, I think they’d really get along.  But your parents should know something.  Even though people from the Middle East can be really different from one another, they’re enough the same to mostly be comfortable with people they don’t even know.  Kinda like at a church service if you’ve ever gone or Southerners and they’re hospitality.  That kind of feeling.  Most people from the Middle East take this spiritual approach to who they are.  They think of themselves, you know like, their ‘self’, is much deeper within their bodiesg.  Like their self is their soul or something.  If a bus was carrying a lot of people, you wouldn’t see them making a lot space between themselves and others.  They are very comfortable with being close with who they are with and would think nothing of it.  Kinda like us if we were living in the city and have to cram onto the subway or bus.

	#3

Social Distance part 2
	M:
	Well, with your being in Michigan and especially cities like Detroit, space is a luxury, I guess.  You must see a lot of crowded buses.  We rode the subway when we went to visit New York and people don’t think of personal space there.  You’re just happy to get on if there’s room.  And that is really everywhere you look these days.  The airport, planes, lines at school.  And with friends, space isn’t probably an issue, like you say.  My sister’s friends are always hugging on each other and doing each other’s hair.  I guess I don’t think about it much in Florida because it’s so big and there’s a lot of country.

	
	
	(1 sec pause, W starts again)

	
	M:
	 In a group of friends here, everyone does a lot of things that are similar to one another, you know, have things in common.  But they can really give each other a hard time if one of them does something radically different.  At the same time, you make your own decisions about you, ultimately.  Don’t Arabs all have to conform or whatever?  

	#4 Individual vs. Group Evaluation
	H:
	For Arab Muslims especially, it is all about the group.  They do not ask themselves whether they are right or wrong, they would ask and feel shame because of what others would think of himj.  How others think and how I am accountable to God really makes a difference for me on how to act honorably and I am not even Muslim.  There is a lot of group pressure and group criticism if I act dishonorably.  But this is not a bad thing, to mine or I doubt to an Arab Muslim’s point of view.  The group, my family, my community, they are all there to protect and support me. I think group pressure can the same for everyone for different things unless you’re a hermit and don’t care or something.  It may depend on where you live or your religion or even what you do about it, but everyone has to deal with some pressure.


	Idea Units
	Model
	Common Membership

	#2 Rec room conversation

	
	H:
	Hey, you know that course I told you about?  Well, today’s topic was dating and marriage across cultures.  There was a lot of controversy over how to calculate the statistics, but the conclusion was that 40% American marriages end in divorceh.  So many people say Americans have no family values. 

	
	M:
	Really?  Who says that?  Everyone in my neighborhood is a family.

	
	H:
	Everyone in my neighborhood is a family too but that is not what you see in the movies.  People from other countries see only a small number of movies and they think that Americans are rich and greedy and have no morals. i  And with the war, they think Americans are fanatical-just like we see them.l

	
	M:
	I saw that girl Lindsey again and we rented “The Mummy Returns”.  When we thought about other movies too, we noticed that the movies are not very kind to Arabs either.

	
	H:
	Yeah, in one way or another, Hollywood likes to portray us, Arab or not, to always wear  turbans, or make us into camel jockies who live off the desert.  Or have dark menacing faces with greedy and barbaric habits.m  And if we’re lucky, we get a lot of scantily clad women.n  It doesn’t seem to matter where we are from or that everyone is unique there as well.  Even the theme song from Disney’s Aladdin is full of stereotypeso.  Do you know that in most Arab countries, more people are poor than rich?  Most have never seen an oil well or ridden a camel.  And most live in houses, not tents and NOBODY has ridden magic carpets!p  9/11 didn’t help.  After the attacks, there was a lot of discrimination and local attacks on people resembling the terroristsq.  I got some of it, too.  It took a lot of support and time before people started to discriminate between the terrorists and everyone else.  

	
	M:
	But when I think about Arab girls and from everything I’ve heard, American girls have it a lot better.  The stereotypes seem true.  It looks really restrictive.

	
	H:
	Well, when we talked about how close people sit from one another, you wouldn’t see that between men and women.   Different sexes make a big difference in certain situations.  Remember, depending on where people live and their religion, it matters alot about what their group says – so much so, that they decide what’s right and wrong by group pressure.  So, when it comes to the opposite sexes, you’re just not going to see something that offend other people.  But about the restrictiveness, it is funny you call it that.  Why is it restrictive?

	
	M:
	Because it’s like the women can’t be themselves and they have no say.  They are not allowed to do anything and when I see pictures, I always see them walking around with scarves over their faces.  American women speak their opinions.  They have the right to vote and have the same rights as men.  There are laws protecting women.  Many women raise families without a husband at all.  And they can divorce if they want to.  

	# 5

Women’s rights and influence
	H:
	I’ve seen how Arab women are sometimes portrayed.  The truth is that if an Arab woman considers herself traditional, she does not see the tradition as restrictiver.  Try to see it her way.  She sees the tradition as paying respect to and protective of her female status.  There are many conservative American women too.  If you think about certain parts of America, it’s really a lot alike here for women.  If you think about the age of the woman or even her religion, you see American women dressing and acting conservatively because her church or town might disapprove if she didn’t.  My mom is conservative because her church is conservative-she things this is the right way to be.  But outside America, a lot has changed for  Arab women.  There are a lot of countries where they get an education, work, keep up with fashion and have social lives.  In Lebanon, it’s like that.  Women are accepted as professionals.  There, you will see just as many female professors as you would male professorss.  They’re are respected by men whether they’re working or in school.  I know TV doesn’t really show it, but women have a lot of influence in the family when it comes to making the decisions, marriage and divorce too.  Ask my mom – she’ll tell you.  It’s not that Arab women are so different.  When it’s about choice, all women fight for their rights, it just depends on where they are when they do it.



	
	M:
	Yeah, but what about dating and marriage?  People in America get married if they want to.  And if they want to break up, they do.  If someone is in a bad relationship, they get away from it.  They’ll have some family on Dr. Phil or whatever where there might be one family who’s really traditional, you know like marrying someone else because their parents told them to.  But in America, there are legal and religious laws about how to treat your partner. Do Arab women get to choose who they’re going to marry?  Can they divorce?

	#6 Marriage and Divorce practices
	H:
	Marriage in any culture is about preserving and continuing the family line and often the family is involved with a marriage.  I mean, I don’t know many of my friends who don’t want their parents to not like the person they’re going to marry.  In most Arab countries, a man and a woman know each other before they get married and have a right to accept or reject getting married.  The family’s opinion often affects somebody’s opinion of a girlfriend or a boyfriend.  It’s like that in my family, and I think a lot of people are like that.  Two of my friends went out the whole time they were in high school. They were going to get married.  But his parents didn’t get along with her parents and they eventually broke up.  (pause) As far as divorce, Arab women divorce just like in American women, actually.  Women can file for divorce just like men can and for reasons that we hear about here.  You know, like one wants kids, the other doesn’t; they fight over bills, somebody as an affair or whatever.

	
	M:
	What’s it like before 2 people get married? Are they allowed to date?

	#7 Public Display of Affection part 1
	H:
	Well, they know each other.  But for the most part, you would never know an Arab couple was a couple.  In conservative Arab countries, it doesn’t matter if they are married or not - public affection, even if they just hold hands, is looked down upon.  If a man and woman are riding in a car together, they might be asked by a policeman to see their marriage licenset. But, you know, how do you always tell a couple is a couple?  Lots of couples keep their lives quiet, at least for awhile.  I was dating this girl, we were both in the same band.  But the drummer and bass player didn’t even realize we were dating until one night we all went out.  We danced during this slow song and then they figured it out.

	#7 Public Display of Affection part 2
	M:
	Well, it’s probably a little different because you said conservative countries, but for the most part, it pretty much sounds the same.  Personally, I’d rather not see it in public.  I mean, save it for the bedroom.  And I think a lot of people feel that way.  There is nothing worse than seeing people just into themselves.  And when you are talking about cops, there are some instances where I could see cops would be involved.  You know, they are always doing these sting operations on TV.  Or if a strange car is parked in a parking lot, a cop will knock on the window and ask what’s going on.

	
	H:
	It’s interesting that in one situation, it’s religious law, like the conservative country and another situation, like America, it’s state law.  In America, police will stop because of state law.  There is a clear separation between church and state.  But places like Saudi Arabia, police would stop because of religious law.  Religious law is state law there.  Where Islam is followed conservatively, religious law does have a lot of influence.

	
	M:
	Are Muslims strict with their kids?

	#8 Child rearing and discipline


	H:
	I don’t think so.  I mean, they’re strict, I guess, but not harsh.  If they rebelled, I think their parents wouldn’t like it so much, but there wouldn’t be harshness because of it.   But I think every family expects some conformity on some level.  I used to go over my friend’s house after school to wait for my pick-up and I always had to take off my shoes.  No exceptions.  It’s just the way it was.  A lot of Americans think the family is first; Arabs are definitely among them.   My parents were never harsh; we’re really close.  In Arab culture, the family is the center of one’s life, then society.  I think that is similar to America as well.  The family is so important, that family responsibilities come even before the jobu.

	
	M:
	My mom is an accountant and they were always really good about the fact that she had kids and she was able to work her own schedule.  And my dad’s work was really good too, except he knows people on the executive board.  One of the members is his brother-in-law, so I think in his case, family in high places had something to do with it.  My mom says that it used to be where a lot of places were not good about family needs, but that it’s really changing.  More and more work places are beginning to see the family coming first.

	# 9 Kinship and networks


	H:
	Did your dad get the job because of his family?  Social status in Arab culture comes from what family you come from and it’s status.v So, when you talk about jobs, kinship plays a big part of what kind of job you get and who you network with.  And it’s not for personal gain, you know like to get ahead but out of kinship duty.  Kinship duty comes before co-worker and friend loyalties.  And if you are not family, people who see themselves as really close will call each other ‘brothers’. ww  My younger sister works in a doctor’s office because the school secretary, who happened to know the doctor, thought she would be good.  My mom’s company prohibits family members as employees but you can still see the kinship you are talking about there.  I mean, if you’re really dependable, they let you leave early if you have too or whatever, kind of like a duty.

	
	M:
	Well, brother, this is the right time to go to Leach before tonight’s party.  Are you done with classes for today? 

	
	H:
	Yeah.  I’ll meet you down there.


	Idea Units
	Model
	Common Membership

	#3 Pool room conversation

	
	M:
	You know, this has been a real learning experience being roommates.  I mean, when I watch the news and see some guy being dramatic, I watch and listen to what he says cause of how you said different people talk differently.  And family before job and kinship duty…  And religion, more than I ever thought about it, is a much bigger piece of the puzzle than I took seriously.  It is so big on the news with the war.  But I really don’t know much about it.  I don’t think many people really do.

	
	H:
	Islam has been in world history since the 600’s.  And tt’s one of the top three world religions with the other two being Christianity and Judaismx.  It’s just that in America, it is getting noticed, really noticed, for the first time.  I mean, prior to 9/11 what did people really know about Islam or the Middle East other than what you see in the movies?  And you’re right –  even though it’s been in the news a lot and published about a lot recently, I don’t think many people understand it.  It’s not something you can take a crash course in.  I mean, I’m Catholic and how many Catholics, including myself, really understand and are very informed about their own religion?  I think that because terrorists claim themselves Muslims, people hear ‘Muslim’ and think that Islam is the same for everyone without looking that there are different ways of being Muslim.  For instance, there are devout Catholics and lapsed Catholics.  Or, Catholics are supposed to believe all the same things and interpret the Bible in all the same way.  Do they?   Within each faith, there’s fundamentalist, conservative, modern…lots of different types of people.  

	
	M:
	So, have you read the Koran?  Is it anything like the Bible?

	#10 Koran vs. Bible
	H:
	Well, I have read more about it and heard people’s perspectives than read it for myself.  I expected differences but was surprised by the similarities.  And my parents looked into it because their priest was encouraging them to understand different faiths.  For instance, you have to have faith.  All religions, I think, say that you have to have faith.  Then, there is Judgment day.  Both talk about reward and punishment on Judgment day.  Both agree that there is a heaven and hell, God and Satan and that angels help between God and us.  Both the Bible and Koran talk about prophets and as far as Jesus is concerned, both tell the story of being born of a virgin and the miracles he workedy.  As far as how it the two are different, the Koran does not recognize Jesus’ divinity or that he came on behalf of men’s sins.  It also doesn’t talk about his crucifixion or resurrection.  It believes in one god, like Judaism.  So, there isn’t a Son of God or Holy Ghost.  It doesn’t recognize the Trinity.  The thing about Islam is this.  It sees itself as a later version of both Christianity and Judaismz.  So that’s why there are many similarities that one can find among the 3 religions or between the Bible and Koran.  Just like Christians and Jews think their religion is final and complete, so do Muslims, which accounts for the differences in the doctrine, but makes Christians, Jews and Muslims alike in that they all think the same thing about their religions.

	
	M:
	So, how do Muslims feel about other religions?  Do you know?  On the news, it would seem that there is no tolerance.

	#11 Perceptions of world religions
	H:
	Well, similar to how other religions can be tolerant, so can Islam be tolerant.  Contrary to the news you saw, some people feel the Koran acknowledges both Jews and Christians as protected as “Peoples of the Book” or hearing the word of Godaa.  But how people perceive Islamic law is another story.  Most Muslims respect other religions and practices and my parents said that their church leaders are meeting with others – I think to talk about these kind of things.  But some people see Islam or the Koran differently too.  So, you are going to see intolerance, especially again depending on which countries.  In conservative countries, you’re going to find more conformity to one religion.  But I think the majority of people across religions want to see tolerance.  It just takes a lot of communication and education so that for periods of time or in certain places, there is tolerance.    

	
	M:
	You know I hear that more conservative countries see technology as bad or even Western.  How is technology bad?  I mean, with technology, we can do a lot more things like predict the weather, catch more criminals on video tape, record of our lectures.  It helps so much.

	#12 Environmental  Predictability
	H:
	Well, some cultures, including many in America, are about maintaining the community and supporting the community.  It’s not that the individual isn’t noticed, it’s just that the community comes first. Many people believe that we live in an unpredictable world and as a result, rely on each other a lot more.  Our fate is in God’s hands. Technology is not going to save us.  It will eventually fail because it was made by us.  Lots of people don’t like technology.  I mean, they’ll use electricity, alarm clocks and central air conditioning but there’s a line that people don’t like to cross.  Using a computer to substitute the teacher, for instance.  A lot of people don’t agree with that.  My dad couldn’t live without a computer but he says even though it’s supposed to save him time, it just creates more work!  Nah..he likes it, it’s just that when there’s a virus or the hard drive crashes, everyone has a bad day, you know?  There are those who don’t like technology, it’s true, but I think it’s something all of us together have to deal with.

	
	M:
	Remember when we were talking about stereotypes?  You mentioned ‘barbaric”.  I think I understand why that is.  We have a court system where you are supposed to be represented fairly.  Innocent before proven guilty.  The law comes first.  It doesn’t matter who you are.  Or at least that is the way it is supposed to be.  A lot of people would say that money gets you fairer treatment.  But when you are not in America, the law doesn’t seem to come first.  People do.  And that can be good or bad, depending on who the person is.

	#13 People vs. Rules
	H:
	Well, that’s true in some respects.   In dominantly Arab countries, people are more important than rules.  People will make emotional appeals all the time and the law is unequally applied based on justifications. But you see people making the same emotional appeals on TV here all the time.  Did your family follow that case about extending that woman’s life in Florida?  The governor was brought in on it.  You think that happens for everyone?  Experts were brought in from both sides to extend or not extend her life.  How can the law be always absolute?  Plus, judges are people too and you read all the time about mistakes they make or how people disagree with them.  Rules don’t always apply to everyone, but we all have to deal with them.  

	
	M:
	Even something as one law and people can have very strong, different ends of the pole feelings about it. It doesn’t matter who the experts are, because each side has their own.  But that is something America will do.  Run tests; look at facts. Facts equal reality here in the long run.  

	#14 Objectivity vs. Subjectivity
	H:
	Are you sure about that?  If you take a traditional Arab family and watch how their children are being raised, you will see honor of the family and the family coming first.  These are more important than facts.  To criticize a mistake is seen as unnecessary.  Why embarrass someone who already has to deal with the mistake?  When it comes to this, saving face and empathizing with the person is more important than facts.  This is reality.  And what about juries?  Do they look at the evidence?  Yes, that is a part of it.  But perception is also part of that reality.  So, while we all perceive differently, perception plays a part in the big reality of things.  I think everyone makes their own reality.

	
	M:
	You know, everyone has a right to their opinion and to be fair; the news hasn’t always been sensational.  They can be decent.  I guess there are a lot of factors that makes it so hard to avoid misunderstanding.  And when you see all the drama, all you’re getting is interpretation.  You know like, they might say that someone’s house was raided because of suspicion.  You hear raid and you think guns, ammo and the door being knocked down, when in reality, it was more of an investigation where someone just knocked at the door. 

	
	H:
	My family has Arab friends who have been more painfully aware of these issues than we have.  My dad told me of a paradox that I thought was interesting.  He said, “Every position implies opposition”bb.

	
	M:
	What do you mean?

	
	H:
	Well, he says that a lot of this comes from cross-cultural discussions from over decades.  Talking about how to understand each other’s point of view is not new.  But the paradox is that while you take a position, opposition or a different perspective, is implied.  So, when you are talking about peace, the very beginning is understanding and respecting different perspectives.  Like with what we have talked about.  After 9/11, the President opposed, I guess you could say, the position terrorists took.  Along with that opposition, terror, at least for a lot of people, had a face – an Arab facecc.  In America’s history, how do you define America without the opposition?   When you think about it, a common enemy can really unite a people.

	 
	M:
	I don’t think a country has to have an enemy to be united.  Though, if it is united because of an enemy, that is certainly hard for communication.  Let’s say you and I were enemies.  What would your dad say about our communications from the discussions he’s heard?

	
	H:
	Well, that’s where the stereotypes come in for starters.  If we were enemies, we’d have negative expectations of each other.  You’d think I was fanatical and that I probably have a AK-47 under my bed.  I’d think you were fanatical and have a shotgun under your bed.  We’d blame one another.  We’d think we’d be bad for one another because we’d each think the other is trying to destroy us and what we each value.  And what is good for one person is bad for the other and visa versadd.  My guess is that to start talking to each other we would first have to admit we each have a gun under our bed and that we each put them there and not because the other person made him do it.  

	
	M:
	You know, from everything we have talked about, it seems that even though we all claim a national identity, all of our identities have been influenced by lots of other identities.  So, am I Swedish American and you, Arab American, or are we all just American?

	
	H:
	What do you think?
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Message Content, level 2:  Mutual Differentiation


Listed below is the dialogue for message content level #2, mutual differentiation.  From left to right columns: the Idea Unit column contains idea units strictly representing Mutual Differentiation as previously described in the Independent Variable section. There are sixteen idea units (see Appendix E).  The Frame column contains technical information concerning digital file sequence.  The Model column indicates which individual is speaking; ‘H’ refers to Hany, the speaker representing either native or non-native levels, and ‘M’ refers to Mark, the listener across all treatment conditions.  The last column refers to the message content level, mutual differentiation.  

Mutual Differentiation x Native or Non-Native levels
	Idea Units
	Model
	Mutual Differentiation

	#1 Dorm room conversation

	
	M:
	Hi, I’m Mark.  You’re Hany?  You an international student?

	
	H:
	Hi.  Nice to meet you.  No, I’m American.  I’m from Detroit.

	
	M:
	Michigan?  You don’t look like somebody from Michigan.

	
	H:
	What does someone from Michigan look like?  That’s my home - never lived anywhere else.  My parents moved to America a long time ago.

	
	M:
	Where’d they come from?

	
	H:
	Lebanon.  It’s a small country – off the coast of the Mediterranean and in West Asia.  

	
	M:
	So, you’re Muslim then?

	
	H:
	No, Maronite; it’s a type of Catholic.  

	
	M:
	Aren’t all Arabs Muslim?

	
	H:
	Who said anything about being Arab?  I’m Lebanese.  There is a difference.  And all Arabs aren’t Muslim, by the way.  They‘re anything.  Muslims, Christians, Jews.  In fact,  most Arabs in America “…are not Muslims…”a.  There are more Christian Arabs here than there are Muslim Arabsb.  

	
	M:
	Really?  I didn’t know.  So, you’re Catholic, Lebanese and American?

	
	H:
	Yeah.  Why?  What are you?

	
	M:
	Uh… well, I never thought about it much. I’m American.  I guess that is my nationality.  But I’m also Swedish.  My family makes a really big deal at all the Swedish holidays.  And we belonged to a Lutheran church for awhile.  

	
	H:
	To see you, I would have never guessed any of those things right except the American part.  But you looked at me and thought you had me all figured out.  We’re a lot more multi-ethnic than you think, you know.  And people say who they are in a lot of different ways.  Like, for example, some people say they are Arab because they speak the language.  Arabic is a dominant language in many countries.  But others say who they are by where they’re from.  My family is from Lebanon, so I say I am Lebanese.  And then there are even others who say who they are by the culture and traditions they grew up with.  I can speak a little Arabic but I don’t think I am Arab because of it.  I grew up with Lebanese traditions.  So, I am Lebanese by my culture and American by my nationality.  Just like you are Swedish and American. 

	
	M:
	Sorry, man.  I thought everyone from over there was the same.  My family always has the news on and when I see people who look like you, I think Iraq, Arab, or something along those lines.

	
	H:
	What do you mean, ‘something along those lines’?

	
	M:
	Well, I think of what I see on TV.  People who are angry and meek-looking women with their faces covered.  Burning flags and celebrating.  Mad at us for being in their country. And desert.  I mean, I know everyone’s different, but everyone seems the same over there.

	#1 Individual Expression
	H:
	Well, people over there wouldn’t know the difference between an American from the South and someone from the Midwest.  The problem with trying to know someone is that people see things from their own culture and they probably don’t even know it.   Think about what it would be like if let’s say on TV 2 people making a point, an Arab from an Arab country and someone living in America. Not all Arabs are like this, but many Arabs enjoy talking for the sake of talking.b Arabs love language.  How an Arab says something is just as important as what he is saying.  He will be more emotional, creative or dramatic to get a greater effect.  He might make threats, promises and exaggerations for drama when in the American’s way, he would just be making a statement.c  He’d probably repeat himself and use a lot of gestures, too.  The more he does these things, the more educated he looks and is admired by his culture. If the other guy who lives in America talked quietly or said something only once, the Arab guy might be confused and wonder if he really meant it.  He might ask him again to see if he really meant what he was sayingd.  We all have our ways of talking, but why people are saying what they say can be really different.

	#1 Individual Expression
	M:
	I get it.  Just like the Arab’s listening from his way of doing things, the American guy would see things based on what he knows from America. Here, everyone is so….well, individual.  It’s really mixed here, you know?  On the one hand, how somebody says something is really important.  Americans take things so literally when they see someone crying or mad.  The news shows it all the time – they really play it up.  And some people are really dramatic - like in those court shows – Judge Judy and all that.  People are more believable when they show they’re sorry.  If someone didn’t put on some play with emotion, everybody would think he was guilty.  He could be totally innocent but it wouldn’t matter if he didn’t show it. But, you know, on the other hand, not everyone just believes everything.  I mean, not everybody is so gullible.  Judge Judy will really give it to them – she totally knows when someone is playing her.  Americans like facts.  We want to know about the evidence.  If the evidence sucks or someone doesn’t even have evidence, people wouldn’t believe him just because he puts on a good show.  Someone can talk a really good talk all they want but in the end, it’s just a show without facts.

	#2 Power of Words part 1
	H:
	Arabs also believe words have power.  It doesn’t matter if they say it or write it.  They have enough power to change things.  There are certain things you don’t exaggerate or even talk about.  Like, you would not say how much you like someone’s car like you wanted it, because if something bad happened to it, your words could have jinxed it and made the whole thing happen.e  And when something bad has happened, like someone in your family gets cancer or something, no one else talks about it out loud.  They just simply say, “he is a little tired today”f.  

	#2 Power of Words part 2
	M:
	Americans are just as superstitious!  Words being that powerful and all that.  But not everyone is like that, just some or maybe everyone a little bit.  I mean, people believe all sorts of things here, don’t you think so?  It’s just really both the same and different.  People here will knock on wood to make things go well or really play it up at Halloween.  And my grandmother always whispers when she talks other people’s medical problems.  It’s pretty funny.  But then there are other people who think you make your life happen.  Choice, not chance.  Nothing anybody says jinxes what happens.  I guess those are the people that never play the lottery.  

	#3 Social Distance part 1
	H:
	Well, Arabs are really be different in some ways from one another too.  But they’re enough the same to mostly be comfortable with people they don’t even know.  Kinda like at a church service if you’ve ever gone or Southerners and they’re hospitality.  That kind of feeling.  Only people at a church service would still sit far enough away from each other, personal distance I think they call it.  Arabs take this spiritual approach to who they are.  They think of themselves, you know like, their ‘self’, is much deeper within their bodiesg.  Like their self is their soul or something.  If a bus was carrying a lot of people, you wouldn’t see them making a lot space between themselves and others.  They are very comfortable with being close with who they are with and would think nothing of it.  Kinda like people who live in the city and have to cram onto the subway or bus – only, they cram because they have to.

	#3

Social Distance part 2
	M:
	Yeah, well with being in the city, space is a luxury, I guess..  I saw this show once that studied how far apart people sat from each other – 18 inches, they said.  I sit one seat away from someone else if it is available, just to give the other person room.  I don’t know where my soul is, but as far as I’m concerned, my body takes up the seat.  If Americans had their preference, they would like their space. But with friends, space isn’t probably an issue, like you say. But here, who’s the American?  It really depends on who you are and where you are.

	
	
	(1 sec pause, W starts again)

	
	M:
	 In a group of friends here, everyone does a lot of things that are similar to one another, you know, have things in common.  But they can really give each other a hard time if one of them does something radically different.  At the same time, you make your own decisions about you, ultimately.  Don’t Arabs all have to conform or whatever?  

	#4 Individual vs. Group Evaluation
	H:
	That depends a little on their religion and where they live.  An Arab Muslim would not ask himself whether he is making a right or wrong decision, he would ask because of what others would think of him and because of how he is accountable to God.  There is a lot of group pressure and group criticism to consider.  But this is not a bad thing, to an Arab Muslim’s point of view.  The group, his family, his community, they are all there to protect and support him. On the other hand, a Christian might ask himself, and not the group, how right or wrong he is.  The group may have an influence but God is the final judge.  And in America and a lot of places, God is who the person says he is – whether that person is you or me.  So, both Muslims and Christians and anybody who’s in a group would conform to some extent, but everyone would go about it differently for different reasons. 


	Idea Units
	Model
	Mutual Differentiation

	#2 Rec room conversation

	
	H:
	Hey, you know that course I told you about?  Well, today’s topic was dating and marriage across cultures.  There was a lot of controversy over how to calculate the statistics, but the conclusion was that 40% American marriages end in divorceh.  So many people say Americans have no family values.

	
	M:
	Really?  Who says that?  Everyone in my neighborhood is a family.

	
	H:
	Everyone in my neighborhood is a family too but that is not what you see in the movies.  People from other countries see only a small number of movies and they think that Americans are rich and greedy and have no morals. i  And with the war, they think Americans are fanatical-just like we see them.k 

	
	M:
	I saw that girl Lindsey again and we rented “The Mummy Returns”.  When we thought about other movies too, we noticed that the movies are not very kind to Arabs either.

	
	H:
	Yeah, in one way or another, Hollywood likes to portray us, Arab or not, to always wear  turbans, or make us into camel jockies who live off the desert.  Or have dark menacing faces with greedy and barbaric habits.l  And if we’re lucky, we get a lot of scantily clad women.m  It doesn’t seem to matter where we are from or that everyone is unique there as well.  Even the theme song from Disney’s Aladdin is full of stereotypesn.  Do you know that in most Arab countries, more people are poor than rich?  Most have never seen an oil well or ridden a camel.  And most live in houses, not tents and NOBODY has ridden magic carpets!o  9/11 didn’t help.  After the attacks, there was a lot of discrimination and local attacks on people resembling the terroristsp.  I got some of it, too.  It took a lot of support and time before people started to discriminate between the terrorists and everyone else.  

	
	M:
	But when I think about Arab girls and from everything I’ve heard, American girls have it a lot better.  The stereotypes seem true.  It looks really restrictive.

	
	H:
	Well, when we talked about how close people sit from one another, you wouldn’t see that between men and women.   Different sexes make a big difference in certain situations.  Remember, depending on where people live and their religion, it matters alot about what their group says – so much so, that they decide what’s right and wrong by group pressure.  So, when it comes to the opposite sexes, you’re just not going to see something that offend other people.  But about the restrictiveness, it is funny you call it that.  Why is it restrictive?

	
	M:
	Because it’s like the women can’t be themselves and they have no say.  They are not allowed to do anything and when I see pictures, I always see them walking around with scarves over their faces.  American women speak their opinions.  They have the right to vote and have the same rights as men.  There are laws protecting women.  Many women raise families without a husband at all.  And they can divorce if they want to.  

	# 5

Women’s rights and influence
	H:
	I’ve seen how Arab women are sometimes portrayed.  The truth is that if an Arab woman considers herself conservative or traditional, she does not see the tradition as restrictiveq.  Try to see it her way.  She sees the tradition as paying respect to and protective of her female status.  You may not see it, but women can have quite a bit of influence.  It’s true that at one time women did not have the same rights as you say as men.  But things have changed a lot in some countries, others it hasn’t.  Saudi Arabia is a very conservative country for women, Jordan too.  They’re still fully veiled and “cannot travel alone or drive cars”r.  In other countries though, like Lebanon, women are accepted as professionals.  There, you will see just as many female professors as you would male professorss.  Women are respected by men in work and education.  They dress like you would see in America.  Plus, women have a lot of influence in their family, their education, marriage and divorce.  When you look at it this way, it doesn’t matter whether you are Arab, but rather where you are, what your religion is and how strictly it is followed there.  I can think of a lot of American women who are what you say, “restricted”, either by their own faith, or by their husband, their community, whatever.  Some are very conservative and believe this is the right thing to do.  There are some conservative Catholics and some modern.  Jews too.  Women’s rights are everywhere, but they look different depending on where you are.

	
	M:
	Yeah, but what about dating and marriage?  People in America get married if they want to.  And if they want to break up, they do.  If someone is in a bad relationship, they get away from it.  They’ll have some family on Dr. Phil or whatever where there might be one family who’s really traditional, you know like marrying someone else because their parents told them to.  But in America, there are legal and religious laws about how to treat your partner. Do Arab women get to choose who they’re going to marry?  Can they divorce?

	#6 Marriage and Divorce practices
	H:
	Marriage as a general rule in Arab culture is really big.  Romance and emotion are not enough.   Marriage is about preserving and continuing the family line and because of that, the family is involved with a marriage, probably more so than a lot of Americans.  But, who are those Americans?  I mean, I don’t know many friends who don’t want their parents to not like the person they’re going to marry.  So again, it depends on where you are.  For most Arab communities, a man and a woman know each other and have a right to accept or reject getting married. In more conservative communities, the family has a lot more influence.  But for divorce, Arabs can be more liberal than Americans.  Arab women can divorce and if it is a Muslim marriage, it isn’t seen the same way as in America.  In America or if it was a Christian marriage, it’s looked at as a failed relationship, and some Christians think the couple should not marry again.  But the only thing that might be judged by other Muslims for divorce would be the hastiness of the decisionu.  Since marriage is so serious and since it means something to the family line, people expect you to think about it.

	
	M:
	What’s it like before 2 people get married? Are they allowed to date?  

	#7 Public Display of Affection part 1
	H:
	Well, they know each other.  But for the most part, you would never know an Arab couple was a couple.  It doesn’t matter if they are married or not.  Public affection, even if they just hold hands, is looked down upon.  In conservative countries, if a man and woman are riding in a car together, they might be asked by a policeman to see their marriage licenset.  But, you know, how do you always tell a couple is a couple?  Sometimes, American couples keep their lives quiet, at least for awhile.  I dated this girl for awhile before we told anybody.

	#7 Public Display of Affection part 2
	M:
	They have to carry around their marriage license?  (pause)  I don’t know.  You’re right I guess about not being able to tell if a couple is a couple because some people, just don’t show it much in public.  And then there are others who are all over each other.  When it’s that extent, most people are turned off, I think.  There’s a limit.  Most American couples will hold hands and occasionally kiss.  But when you are talking about a cop, he would not have a right to ask about a couple unless he thinks one of them is a prostitute or something.

	
	H:
	It’s interesting that in one situation, it’s religious law, like the conservative country and another situation, like America, it’s state law.  In America, police will stop because of state law.  There is a clear separation between church and state.  But places like Saudi Arabia, police would stop because of religious law.  Religious law is state law there.  Where Islam is followed conservatively, religious law does have a lot of influence.

	
	M:
	Are Muslims strict with their kids?

	#8 Child rearing and discipline


	H:
	I don’t think so.  I mean, they’re strict, I guess, but not harsh.  If they rebelled, I think their parents wouldn’t like it so much, but there wouldn’t be harshness because of it.   But I think every family expects conformity on some level.  When I went over my friend’s house, we always took off our shoes.  No exceptions.  It’s just the way it was.  But it’s surprising to see the extent some people go with their kids.  You know, you see these stories about some kid locked up or beaten to death. You just don’t see that in Arab culture. It just depends on the individual family, like you said. A lot of Americans think the family is first; Arabs are among them.  In Arab culture, the family is the center of one’s life, then society.  The family is so important, that family responsibilities come even before the jobu.   In conservative Arab countries, they expect that.

	
	M:
	My mom is an accountant and they were always really good about the fact that she had kids and she was able to work her own schedule.  And my dad’s work was really good too, except he knows people on the executive board.  One of the members is his brother-in-law, so I think in his case, family in high places had something to do with it.  My mom says that it used to be where a lot of places were not good about family needs, but that it’s really changing.  More and more work places are beginning to see the family coming first.

	# 9 Kinship and networks


	H:
	Did your dad get the job because of his family?  Social status in Arab culture comes from what family you come from and it’s status.v So, when you talk about jobs, kinship plays a big part of what kind of job you get and who you network with.  And it’s not for personal gain, you know like to get ahead but out of kinship duty.  Kinship duty comes before co-worker and friend loyalties.  And if you are not family, people who see themselves as really close will call each other ‘brothers’. w It can be that way in America, but not always.  I mean, when you know someone, it always helps – at least, it seemed to help your dad.  And many smaller businesses will hire someone they know.  My younger sister works in a doctor’s office because the school secretary, who happened to know the doctor, thought she would be good.  But my mom’s company prohibits family members as employees.  And then they follow laws about discrimination and proper business practices and all that.

	
	M:
	Well, brother, this is the right time to go to Leach before tonight’s party.  Are you done with classes for today? 

	
	H:
	Yeah.  I’ll meet you down there.


	Idea Units
	Model 
	Mutual Differentiation

	#3 Pool room conversation

	
	M:
	You know, this has been a real learning experience being roommates.  I mean, when I watch the news and see some guy being dramatic, I watch and listen to what he says cause of how you said different people talk differently.  And family before job and kinship duty…  And religion, more than I ever thought about it, is a much bigger piece of the puzzle than I took seriously.  It is so big on the news with the war.  But I really don’t know much about it.  I don’t think many people really do.

	
	H:
	Islam has been in world history since the 600’s.  And tt’s one of the top three world religions with the other two being Christianity and Judaismx.  It’s just that in America, it is getting noticed, really noticed, for the first time.  I mean, prior to 9/11 what did people really know about Islam or the Middle East other than what you see in the movies?  And you’re right –  even though it’s been in the news a lot and published about a lot recently, I don’t think many people understand it.  It’s not something you can take a crash course in.  I mean, I’m Catholic and how many Catholics, including myself, really understand and are very informed about their own religion?  I think that because terrorists claim themselves Muslims, people hear ‘Muslim’ and think that Islam is the same for everyone without looking that there are different ways of being Muslim.  For instance, there are devout Catholics and lapsed Catholics.  Or, Catholics are supposed to believe all the same things and interpret the Bible in all the same way.  Do they?   Within each faith, there’s fundamentalist, conservative, modern…lots of different types of people.  

	
	M:
	So, have you read the Koran?  Is it anything like the Bible?

	#10 Koran vs. Bible
	H:
	Well, I have read more about it and heard people’s perspectives than read it for myself.   I expected a lot of differences but was surprised at the number of similarities.  For instance, you have to have faith.  All religions, I think, say that you have to have faith.  Then, there is Judgment day.  Both talk about reward and punishment on Judgment day.  Both agree that there is a heaven and hell, God and Satan and that angels help between God and us.  Both talk about prophets and as far as Jesus is concerned, both tell the story of being born of a virgin and the miracles he workedy.  As far as how the two are different, the Koran does not recognize Jesus’ divinity or that he came on behalf of men’s sins.  It also doesn’t talk about his crucifixion or resurrection.  It believes in one god, like Judaism.  So, there isn’t a Son of God or Holy Ghost.  It doesn’t recognize the Trinityzz.  The thing about Islam is this.  It sees itself as a later version of both Christianity and Judaism put together and then someaa.  So that’s why there are many similarities as well as differences among the 3 religions or between the Bible and Koran.



	
	M:
	So, how do Muslims feel about other religions?  Do you know?  On the news, it would seem that there is no tolerance.

	#11 Perceptions of world religions
	H:
	Well, contrary to the news you saw, some people the Koran acknowledges both Jews and Christians as protected as “Peoples of the Book” or hearing the word of Godbb.  How people perceive Islamic law is another story.  Most Muslims respect other religions and practices.  But some people see Islam or the Koran differently too.  So, you are going to see intolerance.  There are some cities that you can’t enter in Saudi Arabia if you are Christian or get a job in certain places in Egypt if you are Christiancc.  People may like each other but hate each other’s politics and loyalties so much that they can’t stand to be in the same room with one another.  That’s the part that too often makes the news unfortunately. And that is what most people see that they think Islam or the Koran is all about intolerance.  It is not the case everywhere.  I mean, even look at what happened in America.  Everyone thought all Muslims were bad.  It just takes a lot of communication and education so that for periods of time or in certain places, there is tolerance.

	
	M:
	You know I hear that more conservative countries see technology as bad or even Western.  How is technology bad?  I mean, with technology, we can do a lot more things like predict the weather, catch more criminals on video tape, record of our lectures.  It just helps so much.

	#12 Environmental  Predictability
	H:
	Well, in American culture, it’s about us, the individual, and opportunities and all that.  But other cultures are about maintaining the community and supporting the community.   And then there’s keeping with tradition.  Arab people respect tradition.  It’s not that the individual isn’t noticed, it’s just that the community comes first.  This is because some cultures, like Arab culture, believe we live in an unpredictable world.  So, that’s why the community is so important.  People have to rely on each other a lot more.  Our fate is in God’s hands.  Technology is not going to save us.  It will eventually fail because it was made by us.  I think Americans in general think we have control over our own fate or at least some control.    But many people in America don’t like technology either.  I mean, they’ll use electricity, alarm clocks and central air conditioning but there’s a line that people don’t like to cross.  Using a computer to substitute the teacher, for instance.  A lot of people don’t agree with that.

	
	M:
	Remember when we were talking about stereotypes?  You mentioned ‘barbaric”.  I think I understand why that is.  We have a court system where you are supposed to be represented fairly.  Innocent before proven guilty.  The law comes first.  It doesn’t matter who you are.  Or at least that is the way it is supposed to be.  A lot of people would say that money gets you fairer treatment.  But when you are not in America, the law doesn’t seem to come first.  People do.  And that can be good or bad, depending on who the person is.

	#13 People vs. Rules
	H:
	Well, that’s true in some respects.   In dominantly Arab countries, people are more important than rules.  People will make emotional appeals all the time and the law is unequally applied based on justifications. This has its advantages and disadvantages.  Although, like you said for America, you see a lot of unfair treatment here too.    Laws are supposed to override people so that it is fair and equal for everyone.  You even said it, Americans like facts.  We do.  And I believe in most of the people in the system and how they try to be fair according to the law.  But that’s not always the case.  Judges are people and you read all the time about mistakes they make or how people disagree with them.

	
	M:
	Even something as one law and Americans can have very strong, different ends of the pole feelings about it. It doesn’t matter who the experts are, because each side has their own.  But that is something America will do.  Run tests.  Look at facts.  People like facts here.  And objectivity.  Facts equal reality here in the long run.  

	#14 Objectivity vs. Subjectivity
	H:
	Are you sure about that?  If you take a traditional Arab family and watch how their children are being raised, you will see honor of the family and the family coming first.  These are more important than facts.  To criticize a mistake is seen as unnecessary.  Why embarrass someone who already has to deal with the mistake?  When it comes to this, saving face and empathizing with the person is more important than facts.  This is reality.  And what about American juries?  Do they look at the evidence?  Yes, that is a part of it.  But perception is also part of that reality.  So, you and I can both look at the facts.  But I will also see it from my family’s point of view and what I have learned and you will see it from your family’s point of view and what you have learned.  

	
	M:
	You know, everyone has a right to their opinion and to be fair; the news hasn’t always been sensational.  They can be decent.  I guess there are a lot of factors that we’re not even aware of yet that make it so hard to avoid misunderstanding each other.  And then when the news is sensational, all you hear is interpretation.  You know like, they might say that someone’s house was raided because of suspicion.  You hear raid and you think guns, ammo and the door being knocked down.  When in reality, it was more of an investigation where someone just knocked at the door. 

	
	H:
	Our family has sometimes been confused as ‘international’ as when you thought that when you first met me.  And we have Arab friends who have been more painfully aware of these issues than we have.  My dad told me of a paradox that I thought was interesting.  He said, “Every position implies opposition”dd.

	
	M:
	What do you mean?

	
	H:
	Well, my dad says that a lot of this comes from cross-cultural discussions from over decades.  Talking about how to have peace is not new.  But the paradox is that while you take a position, opposition or a different perspective, is implied.  So, when you are talking about peace, the very beginning is understanding and respecting different perspectives.  Like with what we have talked about.  After 9/11, the President opposed, I guess you could say, the position terrorists took.  Along with that opposition, terror, at least for a lot of people, had a face – an Arab faceee.  In America’s history, how do you define America without the opposition?   When you think about it, a common enemy can really unite a people.

	 
	M:
	I don’t think a country has to have an enemy to be united.  Though, if it is united because of an enemy, that is certainly hard for communication.  Let’s say you and I were enemies.  What would your dad say about our communications from the discussions he’s heard?

	
	H:
	Well, that’s where the stereotypes come in for starters.  If we were enemies, we’d have negative expectations of each other.  You’d think I was fanatical and that I probably have a AK-47 under my bed.  I’d think you were fanatical and have a shotgun under your bed.  We’d blame one another.  We’d think we’d be bad for one another because we’d each think the other is trying to destroy us and what we each value.  And what is good for one person is bad for the other and visa versaii.  My guess is that to start talking to each other we would first have to admit we each have a gun under our bed and that we each put them there and not because the other person made him do it.  

	
	M:
	You know, from everything we have talked about, it seems that even though we all claim a national identity, all of our identities have been influenced by lots of other identities.  So, am I Swedish American and you, Arab American, or are we all just American?

	
	H:
	What do you think?
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APPENDIX D cont’d.

Message Content, level 3:  Value Neutral Content


Listed below is the dialogue for message content level #3, value neutral content.  The first column indicates which model is speaking.  ‘H’ refers to Hany, the speaker representing either native or non-native levels, and ‘M’ refers to Mark, the listener across all conditions.  The second column refers to the message content level, value neutral.  

	Model
	Value Neutral Content 

	M:
	Hi, I’m Mark.  You’re Hany?  

	H:
	Hi.  Nice to meet you.  


APPENDIX E

Idea Units

	Units
	Common Membership
	Mutual Differentiation

	# Individual Expression part 1
	You know, I’ve seen how people over there think the same thing.  Someone who hasn’t been to America wouldn’t know the difference between someone who lives in Florida and someone who’s from the Michigan.  I can totally tell by the way they talk.  But, that’s how it is when you are in one country and don’t know about the other country.  My mom’s cousins see people on strikes, marches, sit-downs, criticizing the president on TV and make similar judgments.  The problem with trying to know someone is that we see things from our own culture and we don’t even know it.   I mean, think about what it would be like if let’s say on TV 2 people making a point, an Arab from an Arab country and someone living in America. Not all Arabs are like this, but many Arabs enjoy talking for the sake of talking.b Where I am from – people love language.  How something is said is just as important as what is being said.  The Arab will be more emotional, creative or dramatic to get a greater effect.  He might make threats, promises and exaggerations for drama when in the American’s way, he would be just making a statement.c  He’d probably repeat himself and use a lot of gestures, too.  The more he does these things, the more educated he looks and is admired by his culture. My family can be really dramatic.  It’s like the whole house is a reality TV show sometimes.  If the American talked quietly or said something only once, the Arab guy might be confused and wonder if he really meant it.  He might ask him again to see if he really meant what he was sayingd.  We all have our ways of talking; we just have to know where someone is coming from sometimes to really understand what’s going on.
	Well, people over there wouldn’t know the difference between an American from the South and someone from the Midwest.  The problem with trying to know someone is that people see things from their own culture and they probably don’t even know it.   Think about what it would be like if let’s say on TV 2 people making a point, an Arab from an Arab country and someone living in America. Not all Arabs are like this, but many Arabs enjoy talking for the sake of talking.b Arabs love language.  How an Arab says something is just as important as what he is saying.  He will be more emotional, creative or dramatic to get a greater effect.  He might make threats, promises and exaggerations for drama when in the American’s way, he would just be making a statement.c  He’d probably repeat himself and use a lot of gestures, too.  The more he does these things, the more educated he looks and is admired by his culture. If the other guy who lives in America talked quietly or said something only once, the Arab guy might be confused and wonder if he really meant it.  He might ask him again to see if he really meant what he was sayingd.  We all have our ways of talking, but why people are saying what they say can be really different.

	#1 Individual Expression part 2
	I get it.  Just like the Arab’s listening from his way of doing things, the American guy would see things based on what he knows from America.  Americans are the same, really.  You’re American, so you know how it is.  You see someone crying or really mad on the news, it’s hard not to take them literally.  And some of ‘em are really dramatic, ‘cause they’re on TV or because they want to get a rise out of someone.  But sometimes it works, you know?  Even if you think it’s funny, it still works.  If I heard somebody speak with the same tone like they’re bored and with no feeling at all, I wouldn’t take them seriously.  He would be a joke, like on those court shows.  Have you ever watched them?  My mom had ‘em on all the time.  People are more believable when they show they’re sorry.  If someone didn’t put on some play with emotion, everybody would think he was guilty.  He could be totally innocent but it wouldn’t matter if he didn’t show it.  If people think Arabs are emotional like they look on the news, well, I can think of a lot of drama queens on TV or just people I’ve met.
	I get it.  Just like the Arab’s listening from his way of doing things, the American guy would see things based on what he knows from America. Here, everyone is so….well, individual.  It’s really mixed here, you know?  On the one hand, how somebody says something is really important.  Americans take things so literally when they see someone crying or mad.  The news shows it all the time – they really play it up.  And some people are really dramatic - like in those court shows – Judge Judy and all that.  People are more believable when they show they’re sorry.  If someone didn’t put on some play with emotion, everybody would think he was guilty.  He could be totally innocent but it wouldn’t matter if he didn’t show it. But, you know, on the other hand, not everyone just believes everything.  I mean, not everybody is so gullible.  Judge Judy will really give it to them – she totally knows when someone is playing her.  Americans like facts.  We want to know about the evidence.  If the evidence sucks or someone doesn’t even have evidence, people wouldn’t believe him just because he puts on a good show.  Someone can talk a really good talk all they want but in the end, it’s just a show without facts.

	# Power of Words part 1
	Arabs, and I noticed Americans too, also believe words have power.  It doesn’t matter if you say it or write it.  Words have enough power to change things – my family seems to believe it alot.  There are certain things you don’t exaggerate or even talk about.  Like, you would not say how much you like someone’s car like you wanted it, because if something bad happened to it, your words could have jinxed it and made the whole thing happen.e  And when something bad has happened, like someone in your family gets cancer or something, no one else talks about it out loud.  They just simply say, “he is a little tired today”f.  My parents are really like that – they’re so polite.  Ever watch American Idol?  They would never talk like Simon.  But I don’t know how many people would.  I mean, I talk like that with my friends cause we all know each other is just kidding around.
	Arabs also believe words have power.  It doesn’t matter if they say it or write it.  They have enough power to change things.  There are certain things you don’t exaggerate or even talk about.  Like, you would not say how much you like someone’s car like you wanted it, because if something bad happened to it, your words could have jinxed it and made the whole thing happen.e  And when something bad has happened, like someone in your family gets cancer or something, no one else talks about it out loud.  They just simply say, “he is a little tired today”f.

	#2 Power of Words part 2
	Words have a lot of power for everybody.  I mean, we even have a holiday for it, you know?  Halloween, if you think about it…black cats, walking under ladders and all that.  My aunt is really superstitious.  She’s always knocking on wood to keep things going well.  You know, something like, “It hasn’t rained yet, knock on wood.”  And my grandmother always whispers every time she talks about my  other aunt’s medical problems.  People just don’t want to make things worse and think that something they said jinxed the whole thing.  My family should meet your family.
	Americans are just as superstitious!  Words being that powerful and all that.  But not everyone is like that, just some or maybe everyone a little bit.  I mean, people believe all sorts of things here, don’t you think so?  It’s just really both the same and different.  People here will knock on wood to make things go well or really play it up at Halloween.  And my grandmother always whispers when she talks other people’s medical problems.  It’s pretty funny.  But then there are other people who think you make your life happen.  Choice, not chance.  Nothing anybody says jinxes what happens.  I guess those are the people that never play the lottery.  

	#3 Social Distance part 1
	Yeah, I think they’d really get along.  But your parents should know something.  Even though people from the Middle East can be really different from one another, they’re enough the same to mostly be comfortable with people they don’t even know.  Kinda like at a church service if you’ve ever gone or Southerners and they’re hospitality.  That kind of feeling.  Most people from the Middle East take this spiritual approach to who they are.  They think of themselves, you know like, their ‘self’, is much deeper within their bodiesg.  Like their self is their soul or something.  If a bus was carrying a lot of people, you wouldn’t see them making a lot space between themselves and others.  They are very comfortable with being close with who they are with and would think nothing of it.  Kinda like us if we were living in the city and have to cram onto the subway or bus.
	Well, Arabs are really be different in some ways from one another too.  But they’re enough the same to mostly be comfortable with people they don’t even know.  Kinda like at a church service if you’ve ever gone or Southerners and they’re hospitality.  That kind of feeling.  Only people at a church service would still sit far enough away from each other, personal distance I think they call it.  Arabs take this spiritual approach to who they are.  They think of themselves, you know like, their ‘self’, is much deeper within their bodiesg.  Like their self is their soul or something.  If a bus was carrying a lot of people, you wouldn’t see them making a lot space between themselves and others.  They are very comfortable with being close with who they are with and would think nothing of it.  Kinda like people who live in the city and have to cram onto the subway or bus – only, they cram because they have to.

	#3

Social Distance part 2
	Well, with your being in Michigan and especially cities like Detroit, space is a luxury, I guess.  You must see a lot of crowded buses.  We rode the subway when we went to visit New York and people don’t think of personal space there.  You’re just happy to get on if there’s room.  And that is really everywhere you look these days.  The airport, planes, lines at school.  And with friends, space isn’t probably an issue, like you say.  My sister’s friends are always hugging on each other and doing each other’s hair.  I guess I don’t think about it much in Florida because it’s so big and there’s a lot of country.
	Yeah, well with being in the city, space is a luxury, I guess..  I saw this show once that studied how far apart people sat from each other – 18 inches, they said.  I sit one seat away from someone else if it is available, just to give the other person room.  I don’t know where my soul is, but as far as I’m concerned, my body takes up the seat.  If Americans had their preference, they would like their space. But with friends, space isn’t probably an issue, like you say. But here, who’s the American?  It really depends on who you are and where you are. 

	#4 Individual vs. Group Evaluation
	For Arab Muslims especially, it is all about the group.  They do not ask themselves whether they are right or wrong, they would ask and feel shame because of what others would think of himj.  How others think and how I am accountable to God really makes a difference for me on how to act honorably and I am not even Muslim.  There is a lot of group pressure and group criticism if I act dishonorably.  But this is not a bad thing, to mine or I doubt to an Arab Muslim’s point of view.  The group, my family, my community, they are all there to protect and support me. I think group pressure can the same for everyone for different things unless you’re a hermit and don’t care or something.  It may depend on where you live or your religion or even what you do about it, but everyone has to deal with some pressure.
	That depends a little on their religion and where they live.  An Arab Muslim would not ask himself whether he is making a right or wrong decision, he would ask because of what others would think of him and because of how he is accountable to God.  There is a lot of group pressure and group criticism to consider.  But this is not a bad thing, to an Arab Muslim’s point of view.  The group, his family, his community, they are all there to protect and support him. On the other hand, a Christian might ask himself, and not the group, how right or wrong he is.  The group may have an influence but God is the final judge.  And in America and a lot of places, God is who the person says he is – whether that person is you or me.  So, both Muslims and Christians and anybody who’s in a group would conform to some extent, but everyone would go about it differently for different reasons.

	# 5

Women’s rights and influence
	I’ve seen how Arab women are sometimes portrayed.  The truth is that if an Arab woman considers herself traditional, she does not see the tradition as restrictiver.  Try to see it her way.  She sees the tradition as paying respect to and protective of her female status.  There are many conservative American women too.  If you think about certain parts of America, it’s really a lot alike here for women.  If you think about the age of the woman or even her religion, you see American women dressing and acting conservatively because her church or town might disapprove if she didn’t.  My mom is conservative because her church is conservative-she things this is the right way to be.  But outside America, a lot has changed for  Arab women.  There are a lot of countries where they get an education, work, keep up with fashion and have social lives.  In Lebanon, it’s like that.  Women are accepted as professionals.  There, you will see just as many female professors as you would male professorss.  They’re are respected by men whether they’re working or in school.  I know TV doesn’t really show it, but women have a lot of influence in the family when it comes to making the decisions, marriage and divorce too.  Ask my mom – she’ll tell you.  It’s not that Arab women are so different.  When it’s about choice, all women fight for their rights, it just depends on where they are when they do it.


	I’ve seen how Arab women are sometimes portrayed.  The truth is that if an Arab woman considers herself conservative or traditional, she does not see the tradition as restrictiveq.  Try to see it her way.  She sees the tradition as paying respect to and protective of her female status.  You may not see it, but women can have quite a bit of influence.  It’s true that at one time women did not have the same rights as you say as men.  But things have changed a lot in some countries, others it hasn’t.  Saudi Arabia is a very conservative country for women, Jordan too.  They’re still fully veiled and “cannot travel alone or drive cars”r.  In other countries though, like Lebanon, women are accepted as professionals.  There, you will see just as many female professors as you would male professorss.  Women are respected by men in work and education.  They dress like you would see in America.  Plus, women have a lot of influence in their family, their education, marriage and divorce.  When you look at it this way, it doesn’t matter whether you are Arab, but rather where you are, what your religion is and how strictly it is followed there.  I can think of a lot of American women who are what you say, “restricted”, either by their own faith, or by their husband, their community, whatever.  Some are very conservative and believe this is the right thing to do.  There are some conservative Catholics and some modern.  Jews too.  Women’s rights are everywhere, but they look different depending on where you are.

	#6 Marriage and Divorce practices
	Marriage in any culture is about preserving and continuing the family line and often the family is involved with a marriage.  I mean, I don’t know many of my friends who don’t want their parents to not like the person they’re going to marry.  In most Arab countries, a man and a woman know each other before they get married and have a right to accept or reject getting married.  The family’s opinion often affects somebody’s opinion of a girlfriend or a boyfriend.  It’s like that in my family, and I think a lot of people are like that.  Two of my friends went out the whole time they were in high school. They were going to get married.  But his parents didn’t get along with her parents and they eventually broke up.  (pause) As far as divorce, Arab women divorce just like in American women, actually.  Women can file for divorce just like men can and for reasons that we hear about here.  You know, like one wants kids, the other doesn’t; they fight over bills, somebody as an affair or whatever.
	Marriage as a general rule in Arab culture is really big.  Romance and emotion are not enough.   Marriage is about preserving and continuing the family line and because of that, the family is involved with a marriage, probably more so than a lot of Americans.  But, who are those Americans?  I mean, I don’t know many friends who don’t want their parents to not like the person they’re going to marry.  So again, it depends on where you are.  For most Arab communities, a man and a woman know each other and have a right to accept or reject getting married. In more conservative communities, the family has a lot more influence.  But for divorce, Arabs can be more liberal than Americans.  Arab women can divorce and if it is a Muslim marriage, it isn’t seen the same way as in America.  In America or if it was a Christian marriage, it’s looked at as a failed relationship, and some Christians think the couple should not marry again.  But the only thing that might be judged by other Muslims for divorce would be the hastiness of the decisionu.  Since marriage is so serious and since it means something to the family line, people expect you to think about it.

	#7 Public Display of Affection part 1
	Well, they know each other.  But for the most part, you would never know an Arab couple was a couple.  In conservative Arab countries, it doesn’t matter if they are married or not - public affection, even if they just hold hands, is looked down upon.  If a man and woman are riding in a car together, they might be asked by a policeman to see their marriage licenset. But, you know, how do you always tell a couple is a couple?  Lots of couples keep their lives quiet, at least for awhile.  I was dating this girl, we were both in the same band.  But the drummer and bass player didn’t even realize we were dating until one night we all went out.  We danced during this slow song and then they figured it out.
	Well, they know each other.  But for the most part, you would never know an Arab couple was a couple.  It doesn’t matter if they are married or not.  Public affection, even if they just hold hands, is looked down upon.  In conservative countries, if a man and woman are riding in a car together, they might be asked by a policeman to see their marriage licenset.  But, you know, how do you always tell a couple is a couple?  Sometimes, American couples keep their lives quiet, at least for awhile.  I dated this girl for awhile before we told anybody.

	#7 Public Display of Affection part 2
	Well, it’s probably a little different because you said conservative countries, but for the most part, it pretty much sounds the same.  Personally, I’d rather not see it in public.  I mean, save it for the bedroom.  And I think a lot of people feel that way.  There is nothing worse than seeing people just into themselves.  And when you are talking about cops, there are some instances where I could see cops would be involved.  You know, they are always doing these sting operations on TV.  Or if a strange car is parked in a parking lot, a cop will knock on the window and ask what’s going on.
	They have to carry around their marriage license?  (pause)  I don’t know.  You’re right I guess about not being able to tell if a couple is a couple because some people, just don’t show it much in public.  And then there are others who are all over each other.  When it’s that extent, most people are turned off, I think.  There’s a limit.  Most American couples will hold hands and occasionally kiss.  But when you are talking about a cop, he would not have a right to ask about a couple unless he thinks one of them is a prostitute or something.

	#8 Child rearing and discipline


	I don’t think so.  I mean, they’re strict, I guess, but not harsh.  If they rebelled, I think their parents wouldn’t like it so much, but there wouldn’t be harshness because of it.   But I think every family expects some conformity on some level.  I used to go over my friend’s house after school to wait for my pick-up and I always had to take off my shoes.  No exceptions.  It’s just the way it was.  A lot of Americans think the family is first; Arabs are definitely among them.   My parents were never harsh; we’re really close.  In Arab culture, the family is the center of one’s life, then society.  I think that is similar to America as well.  The family is so important, that family responsibilities come even before the jobu.
	I don’t think so.  I mean, they’re strict, I guess, but not harsh.  If they rebelled, I think their parents wouldn’t like it so much, but there wouldn’t be harshness because of it.   But I think every family expects conformity on some level.  When I went over my friend’s house, we always took off our shoes.  No exceptions.  It’s just the way it was.  But it’s surprising to see the extent some people go with their kids.  You know, you see these stories about some kid locked up or beaten to death. You just don’t see that in Arab culture. It just depends on the individual family, like you said. A lot of Americans think the family is first; Arabs are among them.  In Arab culture, the family is the center of one’s life, then society.  The family is so important, that family responsibilities come even before the jobu.   In conservative Arab countries, they expect that.

	# 9 Kinship and networks


	Did your dad get the job because of his family?  Social status in Arab culture comes from what family you come from and it’s status.v So, when you talk about jobs, kinship plays a big part of what kind of job you get and who you network with.  And it’s not for personal gain, you know like to get ahead but out of kinship duty.  Kinship duty comes before co-worker and friend loyalties.  And if you are not family, people who see themselves as really close will call each other ‘brothers’. ww  My younger sister works in a doctor’s office because the school secretary, who happened to know the doctor, thought she would be good.  My mom’s company prohibits family members as employees but you can still see the kinship you are talking about there.  I mean, if you’re really dependable, they let you leave early if you have too or whatever, kind of like a duty.
	Did your dad get the job because of his family?  Social status in Arab culture comes from what family you come from and it’s status.v So, when you talk about jobs, kinship plays a big part of what kind of job you get and who you network with.  And it’s not for personal gain, you know like to get ahead but out of kinship duty.  Kinship duty comes before co-worker and friend loyalties.  And if you are not family, people who see themselves as really close will call each other ‘brothers’. w It can be that way in America, but not always.  I mean, when you know someone, it always helps – at least, it seemed to help your dad.  And many smaller businesses will hire someone they know.  My younger sister works in a doctor’s office because the school secretary, who happened to know the doctor, thought she would be good.  But my mom’s company prohibits family members as employees.  And then they follow laws about discrimination and proper business practices and all that.

	#10 Koran vs. Bible
	Well, I have read more about it and heard people’s perspectives than read it for myself.  I expected differences but was surprised by the similarities.  And my parents looked into it because their priest was encouraging them to understand different faiths.  For instance, you have to have faith.  All religions, I think, say that you have to have faith.  Then, there is Judgment day.  Both talk about reward and punishment on Judgment day.  Both agree that there is a heaven and hell, God and Satan and that angels help between God and us.  Both the Bible and Koran talk about prophets and as far as Jesus is concerned, both tell the story of being born of a virgin and the miracles he workedy.  As far as how it the two are different, the Koran does not recognize Jesus’ divinity or that he came on behalf of men’s sins.  It also doesn’t talk about his crucifixion or resurrection.  It believes in one god, like Judaism.  So, there isn’t a Son of God or Holy Ghost.  It doesn’t recognize the Trinity.  The thing about Islam is this.  It sees itself as a later version of both Christianity and Judaismz.  So that’s why there are many similarities that one can find among the 3 religions or between the Bible and Koran.  Just like Christians and Jews think their religion is final and complete, so do Muslims, which accounts for the differences in the doctrine, but makes Christians, Jews and Muslims alike in that they all think the same thing about their religions.
	Well, I have read more about it and heard people’s perspectives than read it for myself.   I expected a lot of differences but was surprised at the number of similarities.  For instance, you have to have faith.  All religions, I think, say that you have to have faith.  Then, there is Judgment day.  Both talk about reward and punishment on Judgment day.  Both agree that there is a heaven and hell, God and Satan and that angels help between God and us.  Both talk about prophets and as far as Jesus is concerned, both tell the story of being born of a virgin and the miracles he workedy.  As far as how the two are different, the Koran does not recognize Jesus’ divinity or that he came on behalf of men’s sins.  It also doesn’t talk about his crucifixion or resurrection.  It believes in one god, like Judaism.  So, there isn’t a Son of God or Holy Ghost.  It doesn’t recognize the Trinityzz.  The thing about Islam is this.  It sees itself as a later version of both Christianity and Judaism put together and then someaa.  So that’s why there are many similarities as well as differences among the 3 religions or between the Bible and Koran.



	#11 Perceptions of world religions
	Well, similar to how other religions can be tolerant, so can Islam be tolerant.  Contrary to the news you saw, some people feel the Koran acknowledges both Jews and Christians as protected as “Peoples of the Book” or hearing the word of Godaa.  But how people perceive Islamic law is another story.  Most Muslims respect other religions and practices and my parents said that their church leaders are meeting with others – I think to talk about these kind of things.  But some people see Islam or the Koran differently too.  So, you are going to see intolerance, especially again depending on which countries.  In conservative countries, you’re going to find more conformity to one religion.  But I think the majority of people across religions want to see tolerance.  It just takes a lot of communication and education so that for periods of time or in certain places, there is tolerance.   
	Well, contrary to the news you saw, some people the Koran acknowledges both Jews and Christians as protected as “Peoples of the Book” or hearing the word of Godbb.  How people perceive Islamic law is another story.  Most Muslims respect other religions and practices.  But some people see Islam or the Koran differently too.  So, you are going to see intolerance.  There are some cities that you can’t enter in Saudi Arabia if you are Christian or get a job in certain places in Egypt if you are Christiancc.  People may like each other but hate each other’s politics and loyalties so much that they can’t stand to be in the same room with one another.  That’s the part that too often makes the news unfortunately. And that is what most people see that they think Islam or the Koran is all about intolerance.  It is not the case everywhere.  I mean, even look at what happened in America.  Everyone thought all Muslims were bad.  It just takes a lot of communication and education so that for periods of time or in certain places, there is tolerance.

	#12 Environmental  Predictability
	Well, some cultures, including many in America, are about maintaining the community and supporting the community.  It’s not that the individual isn’t noticed, it’s just that the community comes first. Many people believe that we live in an unpredictable world and as a result, rely on each other a lot more.  Our fate is in God’s hands. Technology is not going to save us.  It will eventually fail because it was made by us.  Lots of people don’t like technology.  I mean, they’ll use electricity, alarm clocks and central air conditioning but there’s a line that people don’t like to cross.  Using a computer to substitute the teacher, for instance.  A lot of people don’t agree with that.  My dad couldn’t live without a computer but he says even though it’s supposed to save him time, it just creates more work!  Nah..he likes it, it’s just that when there’s a virus or the hard drive crashes, everyone has a bad day, you know?  There are those who don’t like technology, it’s true, but I think it’s something all of us together have to deal with.
	Well, in American culture, it’s about us, the individual, and opportunities and all that.  But other cultures are about maintaining the community and supporting the community.   And then there’s keeping with tradition.  Arab people respect tradition.  It’s not that the individual isn’t noticed, it’s just that the community comes first.  This is because some cultures, like Arab culture, believe we live in an unpredictable world.  So, that’s why the community is so important.  People have to rely on each other a lot more.  Our fate is in God’s hands.  Technology is not going to save us.  It will eventually fail because it was made by us.  I think Americans in general think we have control over our own fate or at least some control.    But many people in America don’t like technology either.  I mean, they’ll use electricity, alarm clocks and central air conditioning but there’s a line that people don’t like to cross.  Using a computer to substitute the teacher, for instance.  A lot of people don’t agree with that.

	#13 People vs. Rules
	Well, that’s true in some respects.   In dominantly Arab countries, people are more important than rules.  People will make emotional appeals all the time and the law is unequally applied based on justifications. But you see people making the same emotional appeals on TV here all the time.  Did your family follow that case about extending that woman’s life in Florida?  The governor was brought in on it.  You think that happens for everyone?  Experts were brought in from both sides to extend or not extend her life.  How can the law be always absolute?  Plus, judges are people too and you read all the time about mistakes they make or how people disagree with them.  Rules don’t always apply to everyone, but we all have to deal with them.  
	Well, that’s true in some respects.   In dominantly Arab countries, people are more important than rules.  People will make emotional appeals all the time and the law is unequally applied based on justifications. This has its advantages and disadvantages.  Although, like you said for America, you see a lot of unfair treatment here too.    Laws are supposed to override people so that it is fair and equal for everyone.  You even said it, Americans like facts.  We do.  And I believe in most of the people in the system and how they try to be fair according to the law.  But that’s not always the case.  Judges are people and you read all the time about mistakes they make or how people disagree with them.

	#14 Objectivity vs. Subjectivity
	Are you sure about that?  If you take a traditional Arab family and watch how their children are being raised, you will see honor of the family and the family coming first.  These are more important than facts.  To criticize a mistake is seen as unnecessary.  Why embarrass someone who already has to deal with the mistake?  When it comes to this, saving face and empathizing with the person is more important than facts.  This is reality.  And what about juries?  Do they look at the evidence?  Yes, that is a part of it.  But perception is also part of that reality.  So, while we all perceive differently, perception plays a part in the big reality of things.  I think everyone makes their own reality.
	Are you sure about that?  If you take a traditional Arab family and watch how their children are being raised, you will see honor of the family and the family coming first.  These are more important than facts.  To criticize a mistake is seen as unnecessary.  Why embarrass someone who already has to deal with the mistake?  When it comes to this, saving face and empathizing with the person is more important than facts.  This is reality.  And what about American juries?  Do they look at the evidence?  Yes, that is a part of it.  But perception is also part of that reality.  So, you and I can both look at the facts.  But I will also see it from my family’s point of view and what I have learned and you will see it from your family’s point of view and what you have learned.  


APPENDIX F

Debriefing Content

Debriefing Statement

Hi there. If you are listening to this, you are done with the study.  I’d like to tell you a little bit more about the activity you just finished, so that you’ll understand it and your role better.

In the beginning you were told that this was an instructional activity and that your job was to evaluate it as future instruction.  This instruction is research based in a learning theory called social learning.  Social learning involves your watching someone behave in some way or make some decision and then get rewarded for doing so.  In turn, you imitate or adopt their way of doing things because you liked the consequences you perceived or think you might get.  You don’t have to imitate or adopt their strategies exactly, but the idea is that you learned your new way of doing something or looking at things a certain way because of a social influence.

In this activity, you received one of six possible combinations of variables this research was investigating.  First, you either received a blonde-haired, pale complected character named Hany talking to the other character, Mark; or, you received a dark-haired, dark complected character named Hany talking to Mark.  Second, these characters were either talking about similarities and differences between Arabic and Western culture or they simply introduced themselves.  If they simply introduced themselves, you received what is called a control condition.  Responses from participants who received one of the other conditions will be compared to your answers, to see if there was any difference between the experimental conditions and control or placebo conditions.

If your characters talked about Arabic and Western cultures, then you received one of two perspectives.  The first perspective involves believing that all of us, no matter our heritage, have alot in common and that our commonalities between cultures are what we should focus on to cooperate in the best ways.  As part of this perspective, your character Hany told Mark a lot about himself, seemed more typical and like Mark or yourself and less different than you or Mark.  By the end of the discussions, he might have seemed more like someone you would know than not know.

The second perspective emphasizes that yes, all cultures including those in America and those in the Middle East, have things in common, but we are also, all distinctly different.  You would have heard greater emphasis on our individuality as well as our commonalities.  Your character Hany would have told less stories about himself and seemed less typical or like Mark or yourself.  By the end of the discussions, he may or may not have seemed like someone you would know.  .  

The questions this research is asking involve determining how a character’s ethnicity affects participants’ reactions when they are receiving instruction.  Should a character be of the same ethnicity if he or she is going to teach it?  Does he or she seem more knowledgeable or believable?  Another question this research asks is how each perspective affects participants’ feelings toward other cultures.  Both these perspectives are based on theories in social psychology that investigate the most successful ways of promoting cooperation and getting to know someone outside one’s social group.  Both perspectives are fairly equal at being successful in past situations.  But, they work differently in different circumstances.  For instance, if a group of people were working to survive in the wilderness, commonalities can promote cooperation quite a bit.  On the other hand, equal but distinct representation in a group as far as one’s commitment to a cause can also affect motivation to cooperate.

Your answers help determine how future instruction about diversity should be written as well as help determine who might be the best character for the job of teaching it in a computer-based environment.

If this description of the instruction hasn’t answered any questions that you might have about your experience, please feel free to contact me. My name is Melissa and my phone number is 528-2310.  You will also receive my contact information along with payment on your way out.  Thanks much for your help and enjoy the rest of your day. 

APPENDIX G

Module Storyboard
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Please complete your personal identification below and then rate your perceptions regarding your personal experience with
diversity in your social circles. There is no right or wrong answer; your honest evaluation is desired. Thank you!

Gender
= Male/

Age:
Female

Ethnicity:
Asian
Black/African

Wajor ( none, write n/3);

Year in School:
Freshman

= Hispanic/Latino
= Middle Eastern/North or
Southwest Asia

Sophomore Native American
= Junior = White/European
Senior = Other
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‘your ethaicity? ever | Rarely | Sometimes Often
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Flow often do you ave you had a0 opportuniy to have socl
contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent in general? Never | Rarely | Sometimes Often | Always
TFvou fave Bad socil contact Wil persoms of Vi@ Eastern | Nof | Karely | Somefimes Often | Alvays
escent, how pesifve were your experiences? Pasitive | Positive Pasitive. Positive | Positive
“Fiow Hkely are you 1o be i contact Wil persons fMAKG Never | Probably | IfsPossible | Probably | Defimitely
Eastern descent for personal, .2, Hiendship, reasons? lkely Not Sometimes
Likely
“Flow offen o you r2ad o Keep i ouch with global sewsl Several | Onces | Acouplefimea | Oneea | Lessthan
tmsadsy  day week week oncea
week
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[image: image60.jpg]You have just finished the first part of this study.
Please type
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.asp?u=257963481250
in your browser to finish the last part of this study.
Thank you.
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This questionnaire measures how people think and feel about a number of social and personal incidents and situations. It is not a test so there are n
right or wrong answers. All answers are anonymous.

Each situation is followed by 10 descriptive word scales. Your task is to select, for each descriptive scale, the rating which best describes YOUR feeling
toward the item.

Sample item: Going out on a date.
happy 00000 0 sad

How happy vs. how sad would you feel? You would indicate the direction and extent of your feelings.
Sometimes, you may feel as though you had the same item before in the same group of questions. This will not be the case, so please do not look b

and forth through the items. Do not try to remember how you checked similar items eariier. Make EACH ITEM A SEPARATE AND INDEPENDENT JUDGME]
Respond as honestly as possible without puzzling over individual items. Respond with your first impressions wherever possible.

L You are standing on a very crowded bus surrounded by many Arab people.

fearful secure
E J J J J J

tolerable intolerable
L < < < > J

hostile indifferent




[image: image62.jpg]1. Survey 2, ATAM - Page 1 of 1

Please indicate your agreement/disagreement with each of the following statements, using the scale below. Please select your rating to the

of each statement.

5. If an Arabic/Muslim person were put in charge of me, T would not
mind taking advice and direction from him or her.

b. In general, Arab/Musiim people can not be trusted.

. 1 would rather not have Arabs/Muslims live the same apartment
building 1 live in.

d. Racial profiling of Arabic/Muslim people is not a problem in our
country.

e 1 would not mind it at all if an Arabic/Muslim family with about the
same income and education as me moved in next door.

F. T get very upset when I hear a person make a prejudicial remark
about Arabs/Muslims.

g. It would not bother me i my new roommate were Arabic or
Muslim.

h. Itis likely that Arabic/Muslim people wil bring violence to where
they live.

i. Arabic/Muslim and White/non-tuslim people are inherently equal.

1. People should support Arabs/Muslims in their struggle against
discrimination.

k. There is alot of unjustified hostilty directed at Arabs/Muslims.
1. 1 do not feel like I can really relate to Arsbs/Muslims.

m. Arabie/Muslim people are wealthier than they deserve.

n. Arabic/Muslim people living here should not push themselves were
they are not wanted.

1 Strongly
Disagree

4
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The following questions ask about your perceptions of the individual, Hany.

Please check the circle that best describes how much you agree or disagree with each of the statements below.

1
Strongly Disagree Neutral Stronaly
The individual kept my attention. &) ) 3 &) J ) V)
The individual helped me to
J J J J J J J

concentrate on the presentation.

The individual was entertaining. zf 3 J &) i) )
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API (adapted)



Debriefing


Resources Web Page

APPENDIX H

SITUATIONAL ATTITUDE SCALE

This questionnaire measures how people think and feel about a number of social and personal incidents and situations.  It is not a test so there are no right or wrong answers.  The questionnaire is anonymous so please DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAME.

Each item or situation is followed by 10 descriptive word scales.  Your task is to select, for each descriptive scale, the rating which best describes YOUR feelings towards the item.

Sample item:  Going out on a date.

	happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad


You would indicate the direction and extent of your feelings, (e.g., you might select the second bubble in by indicating your choice on your response sheet by darkening in the appropriate space for that world scale.  

Sometimes you may feel as though you had the same item before on the questionnaire.  This will not be the case, so DO NOT LOOK BACK AND FORTH through the items.  Do not try to remember how you checked similar items earlier in the questionnaire.  Make EACH ITEM A SEPARATE AND INDEPENDENT JUDGMENT.  Respond as honestly as possible without puzzling over individual items.  Respond with your first impressions wherever possible. 

I.  You are standing on a very crowded bus surrounded by many Arab people.




	1. fearful
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	secure

	2. tolerable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	intolerable

	3. hostile
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	indifferent

	4. important
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	trivial

	5. conspicuous
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	inconspicuous

	6. calm
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	anxious

	7. indignant
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	understanding

	8. comfortable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	uncomfortable

	9. hate
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	love

	10. not resentful
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	resentful


II. You are going on vacation with your best friend and his/her Arab 

friend of the opposite sex.

	11. aggressive
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	passive

	12. happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad

	13. tolerable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	intolerable

	14. complimented
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	insulted

	15. angered
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	overjoyed

	16. secure
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	fearful

	17. hopeful
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	hopeless

	18. excited
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unexcited

	19. right
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	wrong

	20. disgusting
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	pleasing


III. You are boarding a place for vacation in Florida, and two young 

Arab men are boarding immediately behind you.

	21. calm
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	fear

	22. bad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	good

	23. safe
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unsafe

	24. happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad

	25. tense
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	relaxed

	26. fair
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unfair

	27. love
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	hate

	28. trivial
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	important

	29. suspicious
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	trusting

	30. angry
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not angry


IV.  You are buying a used car from an Arab salesman. 
	31. trust
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	mistrust

	32. tense
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	relaxed

	33. fair
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unfair

	34. bad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	good

	35. happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad

	36. comfortable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	uncomfortable

	37. clean
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	dirty

	38. angry
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not angry

	39. appropriate
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	inappropriate

	40. surprised
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not surprised


V. You are watching a television news programs about divorced 

Arab fathers being given custody of their children. 

	41. empathy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	no empathy

	42. happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad

	43. fear
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	calm

	44. trivial
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	important

	45. logical
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	illogical

	46. comfortable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	uncomfortable

	47. love
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	hate

	48. shocked
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	expected

	49. safe
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unsafe

	50. good
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	bad


VI.  You are required to attend an Islamic religious service for a school project. 

	51. fear
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	calm

	52. strange
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	natural

	53. sad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	happy

	54. good
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	bad

	55. interesting
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	uninteresting

	56. logical
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	illogical

	57. suspicious
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not suspicious

	58. bizarre
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	normal

	59. reasonable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unreasonable

	60. love
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	hate


VII.  You notice an Arab student cheating on an exam. 

	61. expected
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unexpected

	62. disgusting
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not disgusting

	63. fair
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unfair

	64. calm
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	fear

	65. negative
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	positive

	66. happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad

	67. angry
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not angry

	68. normal
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not normal

	69. hope
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	hopeless

	70. shocked
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not shocked


VIII.  You see a group of  Arab students staging an on-campus demonstration about discrimination. 

	71. bad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	good

	72. understanding
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	indifferent

	73. suspicious
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	trusting

	74. safe
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unsafe

	75. disturbed
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	undisturbed

	76. justified
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unjustified

	77. tense
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	calm

	78. hate
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	love

	79. wrong
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	right

	80. humorous
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	serious


IX.  You hear of an Arab student getting financial aid. 

	81. surprise
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	no surprise

	82. fair
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unfair

	83. reasonable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unreasonable

	84. good
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	bad

	85. sad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	happy

	86. angry
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	calm

	87. not shocked
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	shocked

	88. unexpected
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	expected

	89. positive
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	negative

	90. serious
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not serious


X.  A new person of Arab descent joins your social group.

	91. warm
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	cold

	92. sad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	happy

	93. superior
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	inferior

	94. threatened
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	neutral

	95. pleased
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	displeased

	96. understanding
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	indifferent

	97. suspicious
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	trusting

	98. disappointed
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	elated

	99. favorable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unfavorable

	100. uncomfortable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	comfortable


APPENDIX I
ATAM Instrument

Please indicate your agreement/disagreement with each of the following statements, using the scale below.  Please write your rating in the blank to the left of each statement.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly









     Strongly

Disagree









       Agree

_____1.  If an Arabic/Muslim person were put in charge of me, I would not ming taking advice and direction from him or her.

_____2.  In general, Arabic/Muslim people cannot be trusted.

_____3.  I would rather not have Arab/Muslims live in the same apartment building I live in.

_____4.  Racial profiling of Arabic/Muslim people is not a problem in our country.

_____5.  I would not mind it at all if an Arabic/Muslim family with about the same income and education as me moved in next door.

_____6.  I get very upset when I hear a person make a prejudicial remark about Arabs/Muslims.

_____7.  It would not bother me if my new roommate were Arabic or Muslim.

_____8.   It is likely that Arabic/Muslim people will bring violence to where they live.

_____9.  Arabic/Muslim and White/non-Muslim people are inherently equal.

_____10.  People should support Arabs/Muslims in their struggle against discrimination.

_____11.  There is a lot of unjustified hostility directed at Arabs/Muslims.

_____12.  I do not feel like I can really relate to Arabs/Muslims.

_____13.  Arabic/Muslim people are wealthier than they deserve.

_____14. Arabic/Muslim people living here should not push themselves where they are not wanted.

_____15.  I often have felt sympathy for Arabic/Muslim people living here.

_____16.  I would get nervous if an Arabic/Muslim man sat next to me on a plane.

_____17.  Arabic/Muslim people who come to our country are only looking out for themselves.

_____18.  Arabic/Muslims have been viewed more negatively than they deserve since September 11.
APPENDIX J

API Instrument (adapted)

The following questions ask about your experiences and perceptions                  

of  (name of individual).
Please check the box that best describes how much you agree with each of the statements below, using the following scale:

SD = Strongly Disagree

N = Neither Agree Nor Disagree

SA = Strongly Agree

Use the intermediate boxes, if your response falls in between the labeled boxes (e.g., between “N” and “A”).

	
	SD
	
	
	N  
	
	
	SA

	FL
	The individual led me to think more deeply about the presentation.
	 ○
	○  
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	FL
	The individual made the instruction interesting.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	FL
	The individual encouraged me to reflect what I was learning.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	FL
	The individual kept my attention.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	FL
	The individual presented the material effectively.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	FL
	The individual helped me to concentrate on the presentation.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	FL
	The individual focused me on the relevant information.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	FL
	The individual improved my knowledge of the content.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	FL
	The individual was interesting.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	FL
	The individual was enjoyable.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	The individual was knowledgeable.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	C
	The individual was intelligent.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	C
	The individual was useful.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	C
	The individual was helpful.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	C
	The individual was mentor-like.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HL
	The individual has a personality.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	HL
	The individual’s emotion was natural.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	HL
	The individual was human-like.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	HL
	The individual’s movement was natural.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	HL
	The individual showed emotion.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	E
	The individual was expressive.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	E
	The individual was enthusiastic.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	E
	The individual was entertaining.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	E
	The individual was motivating.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	E
	The individual was friendly.
	 ○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○


APPENDIX K
Cultural Interview Questionnaire

Introduction

How do you describe your race/ethnicity?(If you were to be counted on a Census, how would you categorize yourself?)

How do you define race and how is that different from ethnicity?

What is an Arab?

What is a Caucasian?

Discussing your race/ethnicity with the following questions, please compare and contrast your culture with what you know about Arabic culture (if not Arabic) and European (Caucasian) American (if not European Caucasian) culture.

Power Distance
(“the degree of inequality in power between a less powerful individual and a more powerful other, which both the individual and other belong to the same social system” (Hofstede, 2001).  It also refers to the extent the less powerful in a hierarchy accept the unequal distribution of power.)
Family
Are parents and children seen as more equal or unequal?

Is leisure or hard work expected from children?

What are children’s attitudes toward older people?

When are children expected to be social competent – when they are young or not until they are older?

What kind of role, if any, do children play in the old-age security of their parents?

Education
Are teachers and students seen as equals or are students dependent on teachers (from both the teacher’s and student’s perspective)?

Would you describe education as more student or more teacher centered?

How is communication initiated in class?

How are teachers perceived – as experts transmitting impersonal truths or as experts transmitting personal wisdom?

Where are parents’ loyalties – with their children or with teachers?

How is quality of learning perceived – through a collaborative excellence between students and teachers or excellence of teachers alone?

How would you describe your expectations of technology – do you have modest or high expectations?

Work

How frequently are employees afraid to express disagreement with their managers?

Do subordinates expect to be consulted or do they expect to be told?

When do subordinates feel satisfaction and that they’ve been most productive – when there is consultative leadership or authoritative leadership?

What is the percentage of institutional processes in the case of power abuse by a superior vs. no defense at all?

Are innovations supported by a good champion or by a hierarchy?

There is a general openness with information vs. freedom of information constrained by hierarchy.

Society/Government

How are power, status and wealth related to one another?

How well does government represent the people it governs?

How do people feel about the press, in terms of trust?

How do they feel about police?
When government changes, is it gradual or sudden?

Do scandals end political careers or are they expected to be just covered up?

Religion

How does force indicate power?
To what degree is power gained at the expense of someone else?

Independence vs. conformity – How is individuality expressed?

How is technology perceived, beneficial or not?

How does this compare across generations with which you are familiar?

Uncertainty Avoidance 

(refers to the degree societies cope with uncertainties.  For example, when considering the roles of technology, law and religion; a) technology helps us predict uncertainties in nature, b) law helps us predict uncertainties in people and c) religion helps us defend ourselves against what we do not understand nor can control.  Implications for this dimension are the ways in which power is exercised within 
government to avoid ambiguities.)

Family

How are people trusted inside vs. outside the family?

To what extent are people different?  In what ways?

To what extent do people take risks?

How are children treated in terms of being exposed to unknown situations? (e.g., are they exposed or protected?)

How are women independent?

How well are nontraditional gender roles accepted?

To what degree do parents express their emotions?

Education

Do teachers ever say, “I don’t know?”

When do students disagree with their teachers? 

Is truth relative or absolute?

Is achievement attributed to ability, effort, context and/or luck? (on a scale from 1-10)

How are women independent?

Are children motivated because they hope for success or because they fear failure?

Work

Addressing people – more informal or are there greater expectations of former address?

Do you feel more comfortable solving problems with uncertain outcomes and risks or do you feel better with problems that have sure outcomes, no risks and certain instructions?

Do people change jobs a lot or do they tend to stay with the same employer?

To what extent does company loyalty exist?

Should employers be trusted or mistrusted as a general rule?

Are work rules ever broken?

How often are superiors foreigners? How well are foreigners accepted?

Society/Government
Is “being busy” valued almost enough to be considered a virtue or are people generally more leisurely?

Are people more open or conservative to change?
Is “different” dangerous or curious?

In terms of respect, to what degree are younger people or older people respected?

Who has the greater power to influence your own life, your superiors and the world, you or someone else?

Which is more popular, games of chance or games of strategy and skill?

Religion

What is the main religion?

In terms of truth, does everyone have a right to it, or is there one truth and “x” group has it?

To what extent are others tolerant of different beliefs?
Masculinity/Femininity

(refers to role distribution based on gender.)  
Family
To what extent are the genders different? (It helps to think of in terms of raising a child-how would the difference be explained – how different are men and women from each other?

In terms of a male and female parent, who deals with the facts and who deals with the feelings?

How do boy and girl children express sadness and express anger?  What is expected?

What kind of games do boys and girls play?  (e.g. performance games, relationship games)

How are boys and girls raised – to be modest or ambitious?

Should parents earn children’s respect or should children love and respect regardless of parent’s behavior?

Do mothers and fathers share interests or do they have their own interests?

What are the conventions in terms of inheritance?  Are there any?

Going out and meeting people – how are boys and girls encouraged?

Education

What is more important – a friendly teacher or a brilliant teacher?

What is more important – a child’s social adaptation or performance?

How is failing in school perceived?

Are competitive sports extracurricular or part of curriculum?

Which is the norm – the average student or the best student?

Is curriculum chosen out of interest or career expectations?

Are children socialized to avoid aggression or fight back?

Is self-performance underrated or overrated? (to efface or boost ego)

Who is paid more attention – boys or girls?

Work
Which is more true?  Work in order to live or live in order to work.

Which three descriptors are given more emphasis – equality, solidarity and quality of work life OR equity, mutual competition and performance.

Are managers expected to use intuition, deal with feelings and seek consensus OR are they expected to be decisive, firm, assertive, aggressive, competitive and just?

Do women choose a female or male boss?

Which is true - Women in management take having families for granted and adapt their careers OR women in management take having careers for granted and adapt their families.

Society/Government

What is the % age of the poor and illiterate?

Which is more true – the needy should be helped or the strong should be supported?

Should immigrants be integrated or should they assimilate or be sent back?

Who discusses politics more frequently?

Which should have greater priority – preservation for the environment or economic growth?

Religion
How important is religion in daily life?

Would you say religion focuses more on human beings or than on God?

Is Christianity more traditional or more secular?

True or false:  Men and women can be priests.

Sex is for procreation, recreation or both?

To which are children socialized – responsibility, politeness or faith?

Dominant religions stress complementarity of the sexes OR dominant religions stress male prerogative.

Long-term vs. Short term orientation
(“Long term orientation stands for the fostering of virtues oriented toward future rewards, in particular, perseverance and thrift.  Its opposite pole, Short term orientation, stands for the fostering of virtues related to the past and present, in particular, respect for tradition, preservation of ‘face’ and fulfilling social obligations” (Hofstede, 2001).  In short, this dimension refers to the level of gratification of “material, social and emotional needs” (Hofstede, 2001).)

Family
Which is most important that children should learn – tolerance, respect for others, or thrift?

Are all siblings equal or is there differentiation?

Do children receive gifts for the betterment of their self-concept and as an act of love or do they receive gifts for education and finances?

Is living with in-laws a problem or not?

Which is more true – humility is a feminine virtue or is humility a general virtue?

Work
Old age is seen as coming later or as coming sooner with a satisfying life period?

To what degree are family and business separated?

What is more important – the bottom line or the building of relationships and market position?

Economic and social life should be ordered by abilities OR people should live more equally.

Society/Government

Who governs men – law or men?

Gratification – is immediate or long term expected and accepted?

How likely are traditions to change?

Which is more valuable – social consumption or frugality and perseverance?

Religion
Are there absolute guidelines and rules about what is good and evil or does it depend on the circumstances?

Cognitive structure – is there a need for consistency or do opposites complement each other?
Individualism vs. Collectivism
(refers to the relationship between the individual and collective society and subsequent implications for social norms and values.  For instance, in some societies, individualism is viewed as a blessing.  In others, it is viewed as alienation.)
Family

Where do mothers live in their old age?

To what degree is there pressure to develop friendship within your peer group vs. developing specific friendships (outside peer group)

Is there a criteria for a marriage partner?  For example, the right age, wealth, industriousness, and/or chastity?

How normal is living with in-laws and sharing income?

Which is more true – nobody is ever alone or privacy is normal?

To what extent do you feel financially and traditionally obligated to your family?

To what extent is marriage without children acceptable?

What is the divorce rate?

How are aged relatives and ancestors perceived?

How large is your family and how do you define family?

Education
Are students’ individual initiatives encouraged or discouraged?

How are students social – by associating with ingroup ties or by tasks and current needs?

Preferential treatment by teachers is expected from one’s ingroup vs. not expected from one’s ingroup.

To what degree do students speak up?

What is more likely – shaming or respect for self?

What is the function of a diploma – entry to a higher status group or a symbol of economic worth and self-respect?

Work
To what degree are inventions patents granted?

To what degree do individuals have control over job and working conditions?

To what degree is training effective at a group level?  At an individual level?

Treating friends better than normal is expected/unethical?

Organizational success is attributed to:  a) withholding information, not openly committing and avoiding alliances or b) sharing information, openly committing oneself and political alliances?

Employer – employee relationship is seen more as a family link or as a business deal?

Society/Government
Attitudes toward others depends on who – the individual’s ingroup or the individual?

Is there low or high public self-consciousness?

What is the extent of conformity?

Individualism – expected or not important as a personality trait?

Which is more valued – harmony or confrontation?

The word “I” is not pronounced – is very prevalent.

Self concept is defined by the group or self concept is defined by idiocentricity?

Security is by social network or home and life insurance?

Collective interests should prevail over individual interests OR the reverse.

To what extent is there a right to privacy from government?

Religion
In terms of relating to a higher power, are individual relationships stressed or are there more collective devotional practices?

How is individualism perceived? (good/evil)

How knowledgeable are the public about technology/technological facts?

APPENDIX L
Face Validation

Individual Rating Survey

Dear Student,

I am a doctoral candidate under the direction of Dr. Walt Wager in the College of Education at Florida State University.  I am conducting this research to gather perceptions regarding an individual’s voice you will hear.  
I am requesting your participation, which will involve completing this survey.  Completing this form should take less than 5 minutes.  Upon completion and turning in your completed survey to me, you will receive $3 dollars.  Your participation in this study is voluntary.  If you choose not to participate or withdraw from the survey at any time, there will be no penalty (ie. will not affect your grade); however, payment of $3 will be forfeited.  The results of this survey will not be published and your answers are anonymous.
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact the principal researcher, Melissa Mackal, doctoral candidate at mcm02n@garnet.acns.fsu.edu.  Return of the survey will be considered your consent to participate.  Thank you.

Sincerely, Melissa Mackal
Instructions

Please complete your personal identification below and then rate your perceptions regarding the voice you will hear as it is presented.  There is no right or wrong answer; your honest evaluation is desired.  Thank you!

	Gender:  

□ Male/ □ Female
	Age:  _________
	Major (if none, write n/a):         _____________

	Ethnicity:  

□ Asian

□ Black/African

□ Hispanic/Latino

□ Middle Eastern/North or Southwest Asia

□ Native American

□ White/European

□ Other ________________


	Year in School:

□ Freshman

□ Sophomore

□ Junior

□ Senior


	(optional)

Email (if interested in future research participation opportunities):  _________________________________

First Name (for email correspondence)  _______________



	When indicated, please rate your perceptions by circling these scale items:

1) Strongly Disagree

2)Disagree

3)Neutral

4)Agree

5)Strongly Agree
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	What is this individual’s gender?

(circle your answer)


	Male                                        Female



	How old does this individual look?


	______________



	This individual could be a college student.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is of Caucasian descent.


	Strongly Disagree


	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is of Hispanic descent.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is of Middle Eastern descent.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This person is of other (write here: _________) descent.


	Not Applicable
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	Describe the physical features that prompted you to choose the ethnicity with which you mostly agree.


	____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

	This individual is attractive.
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is persuasive.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is interesting.
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is someone with whom I could be friends.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is competent.
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual could improve my knowledge about his cultural practices and beliefs.
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is intelligent.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is friendly.
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral


	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is someone like me.
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	Write any additional comments you may have about the individual here:
	


APPENDIX L cont’d.

Voice Validation

Voice Perception

Dear Student,

I am a doctoral candidate under the direction of Dr. Walt Wager in the College of Education at Florida State University.  I am conducting this research to gather perceptions regarding an individual’s voice you will hear.  
I am requesting your participation, which will involve completing this survey.  Completing this form should take less than 5 minutes.  Upon completion and turning in your completed survey to me, you will receive $3 dollars.  Your participation in this study is voluntary.  If you choose not to participate or withdraw from the survey at any time, there will be no penalty (ie. will not affect your grade); however, payment of $3 will be forfeited.  The results of this survey will not be published and your answers are anonymous.
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact the principal researcher, Melissa Mackal, doctoral candidate at mcm02n@garnet.acns.fsu.edu.  Return of the survey will be considered your consent to participate.  Thank you.

Sincerely, Melissa Mackal
Instructions

Please complete your personal identification below and then rate your perceptions regarding the voice you will hear as it is presented.  There is no right or wrong answer; your honest evaluation is desired.  Thank you!

	Gender:  

□ Male/ □ Female
	Age:  _________
	Major (if none, write n/a):         _____________

	Ethnicity:  

□ Asian

□ Black/African

□ Hispanic/Latino

□ Middle Eastern/North or Southwest Asia

□ Native American

□ White/European

□ Other ________________


	Year in School:

□ Freshman

□ Sophomore

□ Junior

□ Senior


	(optional)

Email (if interested in future research participation opportunities):  _________________________________

First Name (for email correspondence)  _______________



	When indicated, please rate your perceptions by circling these scale items:

1) Strongly Disagree

2)Disagree

3)Neutral

4)Agree

5)Strongly Agree

	Is this individual male or female?

(circle your answer)


	Male                                        Female



	How old does this individual sound?


	______________



	This individual could be a college student.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	This individual is of Caucasian descent.

	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	This individual is of Hispanic descent.
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is of Middle Eastern descent.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This person is of other (write here: _________) descent.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	Describe the features that prompted you to choose the ethnicity with which you mostly agree the individual sounds like.


	____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

	This individual is easy to understand.
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is persuasive.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is interesting.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is someone with whom I could be friends.
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is competent.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual could improve my knowledge about his cultural practices and beliefs.
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is intelligent.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is friendly.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	This individual is someone like me.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	Write any additional comments you have about the individual here:


	


oiceeness or non-nativeness sound like?, 






















































































oiceeness or non-nativeness sound like?, 






















































































APPENDIX L cont’d.

Content Validation

The Meaning of a Conversation
Dear Student,

I am a doctoral candidate under the direction of Dr. Walt Wager in the College of Education at Florida State University.  I am conducting this research to gather perceptions regarding a conversation you will read.  
I am requesting your participation, which will involve completing this survey.  Reading this script and completing this form should about 5 – 7 minutes.  Upon completion and turning in your completed survey to me, you will receive $5 dollars.  Your participation in this study is voluntary.  If you choose not to participate or withdraw from the survey at any time, there will be no penalty (ie. will not affect your grade); however, payment of $5 will be forfeited.  The results of this survey will not be published and your answers are anonymous.
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact the principal researcher, Melissa Mackal, doctoral candidate at mcm02n@garnet.acns.fsu.edu.  Return of the survey will be considered your consent to participate.  Thank you.

Sincerely, Melissa Mackal
Instructions

Please complete your personal identification below and then rate your perceptions regarding the conversation you will read as it is presented.  There is no right or wrong answer; your honest evaluation is desired.  Thank you!

	Gender:  

□ Male/ □ Female


	Age:  _________
	Major (if none, write n/a):         _____________

	Ethnicity:  

□ Asian

□ Black/African

□ Hispanic/Latino

□ Middle Eastern/North or Southwest Asia

□ Native American

□ White

□ Other ________________
	Year in School:

□ Freshman

□ Sophmore

□ Junior

□ Senior


	

	When indicated, please rate your perceptions by circling these scale items:

1) Strongly Disagree

2)Disagree

3)Neutral

4)Agree

5)Strongly Agree

	From the way Hany and Mark talked, they would have mutual friends but not really hang out together a lot. 


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	From the way Hany and Mark talked, they wouldn’t really hang out together and would have completely different sets of friends.
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	Hany talked nothing like you would expect someone from the Middle East to talk.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	Hany talked like he belonged to an ethnic group as much as he saw himself as an independent thinker.  


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	From the way Hany talked, it is clear he identifies very strongly with Arabic culture as if it is his heritage. 


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	From the way Hany and Mark talked, they clearly would hang out and be close friends.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	Hany and Mark would agree that American and Middle Eastern traditions have just as much differences as they have things in common. 


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	The message from the conversation is that Middle Eastern and American cultures are very similar. 
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	The message from the conversation had nothing to do with Middle Eastern and American culture and instead talked about FSU life. 
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	Hany talked more about Arabic culture in general without sharing a lot of personal information about himself. 


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	Hany spoke about Arabic culture like it was more from personal experience than as if he read about it in some book. 


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	From the way Hany spoke, it sounds like Arabic traditions and not Western traditions would have a greater influence on how he acts. 


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	Hany and Mark would agree that American and Middle Eastern traditions have more in common than are different.

	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	Hany talked exactly like you would expect someone from the Middle East to talk.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	The message from the conversation is that Middle Eastern and American cultures are similar but different as well.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	Hany talks like he is more “Westernized” than being in touch with his cultural heritage.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	Hany shared a lot of information about himself, his family and his life.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	Hany talked like any other guy and not like he strongly belonged to an ethnic group or had strong cultural ties.


	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	From the way Hany spoke, it sounds like Western traditions and not Arabic traditions would have a greater influence on how he acts. 
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree


APPENDIX M
Box M Test for Pretest Items
	Box’s M

F

df1

df2

Sig.
	179.674

1.073

140

18833.507

.263


APPENDIX N
Levene’s Tests for Pretest Items

Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances 

	Pretest Item
	F
	df1
	df2
	Sig.

	How often do you have you had an opportunity to have social contact with FSU students outside your ethnicity?
	.842
	5
	110
	.523

	If you have had social contact with FSU students outside your ethnicity, how positive were your experiences?
	.672
	5
	110
	.646

	How likely are you to be in contact with students outside your ethnicity for personal, e.g., friendship, reasons?
	.725
	5
	110
	.606

	How often do you have you had an opportunity to have social contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent in general?
	1.536
	5
	110
	.185

	If you have had social contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent, how positive were your experiences?
	.198
	5
	110
	.963

	How likely are you to be in contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent for personal, e.g., friendship, reasons?  
	1.199
	5
	110
	.314

	How often do you read or keep in touch with global news?
	1.281
	5
	110
	.277


APPENDIX O
Descriptive Statistics and MANOVA for Pretest Items
Descriptive Statistics for Pretest Items
	
	
	Conditions

	
	
	Native (ME)
	Non-Native (CA)

	Measures
	Pretest Items 
	CM

n=19
	MD

n=20
	C
n=19
	CM

n=20
	MD

n=19
	C
n=19

	Prior Friendship
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	How often do you have you had an opportunity to have social contact with FSU students outside your ethnicity?a
	M

SD
	3.53
.84
	3.60
1.00
	4.47
.77
	4.25
.79
	4.11
.74
	4.05
1.03

	
	If you have had social contact with FSU students outside your ethnicity, how positive were your experiences?b
	M

SD
	4.05
.71
	4.05
.61
	4.00
.58
	4.30
.47
	4.05
.71
	3.89
.81

	
	How likely are you to be in contact with students outside your ethnicity for personal, e.g., friendship, reasons?c
	M

SD
	3.63
1.01
	3.90
1.17
	4.21
.86
	4.25

.79
	3.79
.98
	4.21
.98

	
	How often do you have you had an opportunity to have social contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent in general? a
	M

SD
	2.95
1.27
	2.70
.98
	2.84
.83
	3.15
1.14
	2.52
.77
	3.05
1.13

	
	If you have had social contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent, how positive were your experiences? b
	M

SD
	4.16
1.07
	4.40
.88
	4.05
.91
	4.25
.91
	4.42
.77
	4.11
.99

	
	How likely are you to be in contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent for personal, e.g., friendship, reasons?c
	M

SD
	3.47
1.31
	3.35
1.18
	3.32
1.16
	3.75
1.16
	3.21
1.08
	2.95
1.03

	Global Knowledge
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	How often do you read or keep in touch with global news?d
	M

SD
	3.16
1.46
	3.60
1.05
	3.21
1.23
	3.40
1.00
	3.58
1.02
	2.84
1.30


Note.
a: Possible range for items (1=Never to 5=Always)

b:  Possible range for items (1=Not Positive to 5=Always Positive)

c:  Possible range for items (1=Never Likely to 5=Definitely)

d:  Possible range for items (1=Several times a day to 5=Once a week)
MANOVA results for Pretest Items by Ethnicity
	Item
	df
	Mean Square
	F 
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared
	Power

	How often do you have you had an opportunity to have social contact with FSU students outside your ethnicity?
	1
	2.10
	2.79
	.10
	.025
	.38

	If you have had social contact with FSU students outside your ethnicity, how positive were your experiences?
	1
	2.10
	.16
	.69
	.001
	.07

	How likely are you to be in contact with students outside your ethnicity for personal, e.g., friendship, reasons?
	1
	.83
	.88
	.35
	.008
	.15

	How often do you have you had an opportunity to have social contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent in general?
	1
	.19
	.17
	.68
	.002
	.07

	If you have had social contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent, how positive were your experiences?
	1
	.09
	.10
	.75
	.001
	.06

	How likely are you to be in contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent for personal, e.g., friendship, reasons?  
	1
	.17
	.13
	.72
	.001
	.07

	How often do you read or keep in touch with global news?
	1
	.07
	.05
	.82
	.000
	.06


MANOVA results for Pretest Items by Message Content Type
	Item
	df
	Mean Square
	F 
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared
	Power

	How often do you have you had an opportunity to have social contact with FSU students outside your ethnicity?
	2
	1.98
	2.64
	.08
	.046
	.51

	If you have had social contact with FSU students outside your ethnicity, how positive were your experiences?
	2
	.51
	1.19
	.31
	.021
	.26

	How likely are you to be in contact with students outside your ethnicity for personal, e.g., friendship, reasons?
	2
	1.38
	1.47
	.24
	.026
	.31

	How often do you have you had an opportunity to have social contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent in general?
	2
	2.02
	1.89
	.16
	.033
	.39

	If you have had social contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent, how positive were your experiences?
	2
	1.08
	1.26
	.29
	.022
	.27

	How likely are you to be in contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent for personal, e.g., friendship, reasons?  
	2
	2.33
	1.74
	.18
	.031
	.36

	How often do you read or keep in touch with global news?
	2
	3.07
	2.18
	.12
	.038
	.44


MANOVA results for Pretest Items by EthnicityxMessage Content Type 
	Item
	df
	Mean Square
	F 
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared
	Power

	How often do you have you had an opportunity to have social contact with FSU students outside your ethnicity?
	2
	3.54
	4.71
	.01
	.079
	.78

	If you have had social contact with FSU students outside your ethnicity, how positive were your experiences?
	2
	.315
	.74
	.48
	.013
	.17

	How likely are you to be in contact with students outside your ethnicity for personal, e.g., friendship, reasons?
	2
	1.50
	1.60
	.21
	.028
	.33

	How often do you have you had an opportunity to have social contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent in general?
	2
	.47
	.44
	.65
	.008
	.12

	If you have had social contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent, how positive were your experiences?
	2
	.01
	.01
	.99
	.000
	.05

	How likely are you to be in contact with persons of Middle Eastern descent for personal, e.g., friendship, reasons?  
	2
	1.03
	.77
	.47
	.014
	.18

	How often do you read or keep in touch with global news?
	2
	.90
	.64
	.53
	.012
	.16


APPENDIX P
Shapiro-Wilk Normality Test for Attitude and Model Perception
Shapiro-Wilk normality tests for attitude
	Eleven dependent variables for attitude
	Condition
	Shapiro-Wilk Statistic
	df
	Sig.

	
	NaCM

NoCM

NaMD

NoMD

NaVN
NoVN
	.927
.968
.971

.973

.951

.978


	20
19
19

20

19

19
	.136
.744
.788

.808

.409

.917

	
	NaCM

NoCM

NaMD

NoMD

NaVN

NoVN
	.903
.955

.920

.962

.951

.923
	20
19
19

20

19

19
	.047
.485

.112

.594

.414

.130

	
	NaCM

NoCM

NaMD

NoMD

NaVN

NoVN
	.856

.937

.983

.967

.938

.953
	20
19
19

20

19

19
	.007
.233

.971

.690

.241

.438

	
	NaCM

NoCM

NaMD

NoMD

NaVN

NoVN
	.896
.929

.981

.961

.885

.964
	20
19
19

20

19

19
	.034
.168

.954

.571

.027

.659

	
	NaCM

NoCM

NaMD

NoMD

NaVN

NoVN
	.969
.886

.976

.970

.985

.933
	20
19
19

20

19

19
	.742
.027

.891

.758

.985

.197

	
	NaCM

NoCM

NaMD

NoMD

NaVN

NoVN
	.940
.947

.877

.974

.974

.969
	20
19
19

20

19

19
	.235
.348

.019

.837

.846

.762

	
	NaCM

NoCM

NaMD

NoMD

NaVN

NoVN
	.920
.940

.962

.938

.955

.938
	20
19
19

20

19

19
	.098
.269

.620

.221

.477

.248

	
	NaCM

NoCM

NaMD

NoMD

NaVN

NoVN
	.963
.907

.888

.926

.932

.936
	20
19
19

20

19

19
	.610
.064

.029

.127

.189

.219

	
	NaCM

NoCM

NaMD

NoMD

NaVN

NoVN
	.948
.946

.933

.956

.877

.940
	20
19
19

20

19

19
	.344
.341

.200

.473

.019

.269

	
	NaCM

NoCM

NaMD

NoMD

NaVN

NoVN
	.918
.945

.920

.977

.952

.944
	20
19
19

20

19

19
	.092
.328

.111

.889

.431

.312

	Positivity of Attitude
	NaCM

NoCM

NaMD

NoMD

NaVN

NoVN
	.893
.947

.921

.952

.943

.956
	20
19
19

20

19

19
	.030
.350

.119

.401

.300

.499


Shapiro-Wilk normality tests for model perception
	Four dependent variables for attitude
	Condition
	Shapiro-Wilk Statistic
	df
	Sig.

	Facilitating Learning
	NaCM

NoCM

NaMD

NoMD

NaVN

NoVN
	.964
.965

.941

.957

--

--
	20
19

19

20

--

--
	.633
.684

.275

.485

--

--

	Human Likeness
	NaCM

NoCM

NaMD

NoMD

NaVN

NoVN
	.946
.933

.911

.938

.954

.976
	20
19

19

20

19

19
	.316
.201

.078

.218

.470

.885

	Competence
	NaCM

NoCM

NaMD

NoMD

NaVN

NoVN
	.860
.969

.928

.934

.831

.958
	20
19

19

20

19

19
	.008
.751

.158

.182

.003

.532

	Engaging
	NaCM

NoCM

NaMD

NoMD

NaVN

NoVN
	.942
.903

.965

.939

.894

.942
	20
19

19

20

19

19
	.260
.056

.681

.234

.038

.285


APPENDIX Q
Box Test for Attitude

Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices for Attitude
	Box’s M

F

df1

df2

Sig.
	530.919

1.190

330

18022.279

.011


APPENDIX R
Levene’s Tests for Attitude and Model Perception
Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances for Attitude
	Measure
	Item
	F
	df1
	df2
	Sig.

	SAS
	You are standing on a very crowded bus surrounded by many Arab people.
	.701
	5
	110
	.624

	
	You are going on vacation with your best friend and his/her Arab friend of the opposite sex.
	1.257
	5
	110
	.288

	
	You are boarding a plane for vacation in Florida, and two young Arab men are boarding immediately behind you.
	1.340
	5
	110
	.253

	
	You are buying a used car from an Arab salesman.
	2.009
	5
	110
	.083

	
	You are watching a television news program about divorced Arab fathers being given custody of their children. 
	.805
	5
	110
	.548

	
	You are required to attend an Islamic religious service for a school project.
	1.126
	5
	110
	.351

	
	You notice an Arab student cheating on an exam.
	.433
	5
	110
	.825

	
	You see a group of  Arab students staging an on-campus demonstration about discrimination.
	.549
	5
	110
	.739

	
	You hear of an Arab student getting financial aid.
	1.882
	5
	110
	.103

	
	A new person of Arab descent joins your social group.
	1.017
	5
	110
	.411

	ATAM
	Positivity of Attitude
	1.840
	5
	110
	.111


Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances for Model Perception
	Measure
	F
	df1
	df2
	Sig.

	Facilitating Learning
	.913
	3
	74
	.439

	Human-Like
	3.759
	5
	110
	.004

	Competent
	5.069
	5
	110
	.000

	Engaging
	1.652
	5
	110
	.152


Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances for Facilitating Learning Subscale Items
	Measure
	Item
	F
	df1
	df2
	Sig.

	Facilitating Learning
	The Individual kept my attention.
	1.769
	5
	110
	.125

	
	The individual was interesting.
	2.303
	5
	110
	.049

	
	The individual was enjoyable.
	2.106
	5
	110
	.070


APPENDIX S
MANOVA for Attitude

MANOVA of Attitude by Ethnicity

	Measure
	Item
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	SAS
	You are standing on a very crowded bus surrounded by many Arab people.
	1
	24.59
	.52
	.48
	.005
	.02

	
	You are going on vacation with your best friend and his/her Arab friend of the opposite sex.
	1
	.02
	.001
	.98
	.000
	.01

	
	You are boarding a plane for vacation in Florida, and two young Arab men are boarding immediately behind you.
	1
	.18
	.008
	.93
	.000
	.01

	
	You are buying a used car from an Arab salesman.
	1
	11.72
	.20
	.66
	.002
	.01

	
	You are watching a television news program about divorced Arab fathers being given custody of their children.
	1
	9.72
	.29
	.59
	.003
	.01

	
	You are required to attend an Islamic religious service for a school project.
	1
	22.53
	.30
	.58
	.003
	.01

	
	You notice an Arab student cheating on an exam.
	1
	19.99
	1.27
	.26
	.011
	.05

	
	You see a group of  Arab students staging an on-campus demonstration about discrimination.
	1
	24.31
	.32
	.58
	.003
	.01

	
	You hear of an Arab student getting financial aid.
	1
	168.29
	4.27
	.04
	.037
	.22

	
	A new person of Arab descent joins your social group.
	1
	3.19
	.07
	.80
	.001
	.01

	ATAM
	Positivity of Attitude
	1
	1.00
	.95
	.33
	.009
	.03


MANOVA of Attitude by Message Content Type
	Measure
	Item
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	SAS
	You are standing on a very crowded bus surrounded by many Arab people.
	2
	37.55
	.79
	.46
	.014
	.04

	
	You are going on vacation with your best friend and his/her Arab friend of the opposite sex.
	2
	81.23
	2.20
	.12
	.039
	.16

	
	You are boarding a plane for vacation in Florida, and two young Arab men are boarding immediately behind you.
	2
	.21
	.01
	.99
	.000
	.01

	
	You are buying a used car from an Arab salesman.
	2
	98.17
	1.63
	.20
	.029
	.10

	
	You are watching a television news program about divorced Arab fathers being given custody of their children.
	2
	59.93
	1.78
	.17
	.031
	.11

	
	You are required to attend an Islamic religious service for a school project.
	2
	38.79
	.52
	.59
	.009
	.02

	
	You notice an Arab student cheating on an exam.
	2
	30.46
	1.94
	.15
	.034
	.13

	
	You see a group of  Arab students staging an on-campus demonstration about discrimination.
	2
	85.84
	1.12
	.33
	.020
	.06

	
	You hear of an Arab student getting financial aid.
	2
	61.79
	1.57
	.21
	.028
	.10

	
	A new person of Arab descent joins your social group.
	2
	109.12
	2.24
	.11
	.039
	.16

	ATAM
	Positivity of Attitude
	2
	2.72
	2.59
	.08
	.045
	.20


MANOVA of Attitude by EthnicityxMessage Content Type
	Measure
	Item
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	SAS
	You are standing on a very crowded bus surrounded by many Arab people.
	2
	168.31
	3.52
	.03
	.060
	.31

	
	You are going on vacation with your best friend and his/her Arab friend of the opposite sex.
	2
	18.53
	.50
	.61
	.009
	.02

	
	You are boarding a plane for vacation in Florida, and two young Arab men are boarding immediately behind you.
	2
	24.95
	1.07
	.35
	.019
	.06

	
	You are buying a used car from an Arab salesman.
	2
	115.05
	1.91
	.15
	.034
	.13

	
	You are watching a television news program about divorced Arab fathers being given custody of their children.
	2
	7.43
	.22
	.80
	.004
	.01

	
	You are required to attend an Islamic religious service for a school project.
	2
	60.57
	.82
	.44
	.015
	.04

	
	You notice an Arab student cheating on an exam.
	2
	31.76
	2.02
	.14
	.035
	.14

	
	You see a group of  Arab students staging an on-campus demonstration about discrimination.
	2
	198.68
	2.58
	.08
	.045
	.20

	
	You hear of an Arab student getting financial aid.
	2
	116.03
	2.94
	.06
	.051
	.24

	
	A new person of Arab descent joins your social group.
	2
	17.30
	.35
	.70
	.006
	.02

	ATAM
	Positivity of Attitude
	2
	1.81
	1.72
	.18
	.030
	.11


APPENDIX T
Two-way ANOVA for Model Perception
Two-way ANOVA Results of Model Perception Subscales by Ethnicity

	Measure
	Subscale
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	Model Perception
	Facilitating Learning
	1
	2.53
	1.33
	.25
	.02
	.21

	
	Human Likeness
	1
	.99
	.54
	.46
	.005
	.03

	
	Competent
	1
	.63
	.48
	.49
	.004
	.03

	
	Engaging
	1
	.48
	.22
	.64
	.002
	.08


Two-way ANOVA Results of Model Perception Subscales by Message Content Type
	Measure
	Subscale
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	Model Perception
	Facilitating Learning
	1
	.07
	.04
	.85
	.00
	.05

	
	Human Likeness
	2
	1.80
	.99
	.38
	.02
	.08

	
	Competent
	2
	36.63
	27.58
	.00
	.33
	1.0

	
	Engaging
	2
	5.40
	2.50
	.09
	.04
	.49


Two-way ANOVA Results of Model Perception Subscales by Ethnicity x Message Content Type
	Measure
	Subscale
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	Model Perception
	Facilitating Learning
	1
	.46
	.24
	.63
	.003
	.08

	
	Human Likeness
	2
	4.29
	2.36
	.10
	.04
	.24

	
	Competent
	2
	3.45
	2.60
	.08
	.05
	.27

	
	Engaging
	2
	1.78
	.83
	.44
	.02
	.19


Two-way ANOVA Results of Model Perception Facilitating Learning Subscale Items by Ethnicity x Message Content Type
	Measure
	Subscale
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	Model Perception
	Facilitating Learning


	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	The individual kept my attention.
	2
	11.16
	3.49
	.03
	.06
	.64

	
	
	The individual was interesting.
	2
	3.41
	1.14
	.33
	.02
	.25

	
	
	The individual was engaging.
	2
	1.40
	.59
	.56
	.01
	.15


APPENDIX U

Human Subjects Approval
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UNIVERSITY

Office of the Vice President For Research
Human Subjects Committee
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742

(850) 644-8673 - FAX (850) 644-4392

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM

Date: 8/3/2006
To:

Melissa Mackal
MC 4453

Dept.: EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY AND LEARNING SYSTEMS

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair Aoec paw
7

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research i !
The Effects of Stereotype and Message Content on Affective Outcomes in a
Computer-Based Learning Environment pretest

The forms that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the proposal
referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two members of the Human
Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited per 45 CFR § 46.110(b) 7 and has
been approved by an accelerated review process.

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to
weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential
risk and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which
may be required.

IT the project has nol been compleled by 8/1/2007 you musl request renewed approval for continuation
of the project

You are advised that any change in protocol in this project must be approved by resubmission of the
project to the Committee for approval. Also, the principal investigator must promptly report, in writing,
any unexpected problems causing risks to research subjects or others.

By copy of this memorandum, the chairman of your department and/or your major professor is
reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving human
subjects in the department, and should review protocols of such investigations as often as needed to
insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Protection from Research Risks. The
Assurance Number is IRBO0000446.

Cc: Dr. Walter Wager
HSC No. 2006.0649
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� Grade levels included: 1 (Freshman), 2 (Sophmore), 3 (Junior), 4 and (Senior).





�Part to be rewirtten


�Melissa, Too many double negatives – can you word this in a more straightforward manner?  E.g. Two of the perception variables, human likeness and competence failed Levene’s test of homogeneity.


�


�I am always suspicious of statements like this.  If you just wanted to look at the means and determine something was goin on, why do a test of significance?  If you do a test, and there are no differences, you have to simply say NSD.  It doesn’t mean that there aren’t actually differences, it just means that in this case you don’t have enough evidence to support that hypothesis.


�Again, what if the numbers went the other way, would you be talking about trends.  I suggest staying aways from this type of thinking and simply reporting what you found.  


�Now, is this a trend or a finding?


�Is this from a qualitative standpoint or a statistical finding?
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