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Abstract: The present study aims to find out the natureedfett of everyday prejudice
and discrimination in Iceland. The sample consiste89 participants, 72 of whom were
of foreign origin while the remaining 17 were loedéic. A recording form was
constructed where 15 examples of disrespectful \nehavere listed. Over a period of
two weeks, the participants were asked to indicaéeh day whether they had
experienced one of the examples that day, whérappened, and how it made them feel.
The findings suggested a significant differenceveen the Icelandic and non-Icelandic
samples in terms of perceived prejudice and disoation. The feelings experienced by
different participants in similar situations armgar, independent of origin.
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Introduction

The number of immigrants in Iceland has grown rigpgihce 2006. In 1990 there were
4,812 non-Icelandic citizens residing in Iceland {u2006 the number had gone up to
18,563. A rapid increase took place between 20@B2@Qvith 2008 having largest
number of non-Icelandic citizens in Iceland, a ltatt24,379. The reasons behind this
increase of immigrants in Iceland can first anefoost be traced back to need for labour
during those years, in part because of extensimstnaction projects. After an economic
recession hit Iceland, the number of immigrantseleged again and by the end of 2012
there were 20,957 non-Icelandic citizens who hadanpeent residence in Iceland, or
about 7% of the nation. By January 2012 the largest group of immigrants residing in
Iceland was from Poland, or 9,040 individuals. Timext largest group was from
Lithuania, or a number of 1,605 (Statistics Icelad13). Immigrants from Germany,
Denmark, Latvia, the United Kingdom, PhilippinesdaThailand were between 500-
1,000 from each country.



The increase of people with non-Icelandic backgdsuhas brought with it a
considerable discussion about prejudice, racismdasctimination in Icelandic society.
Prejudice is a term that most people think theyeustnd, but has a multifaceted
meaning. Allport (1954) defines prejudice as foklovtPrejudice is an antipathy based on
faulty and inflexible generalization. It may betfet expressed. It may be directed toward
a group or an individual of that grougAllport, 1954, p. 9). According to Allport
prejudice is first and foremost an attitude thdé@b a person’s behaviour but can be
very well hidden so that only those who the behavie directed towards can detect it.
According to van Dijk (1987) nationality-based aratist prejudices are a system for
negative evaluations of characteristics of cer@ioups which have been defined as
culturally different. Victims of prejudice are tledore groups that arthought to be
different from members of the majority group. Thexqeived difference is thought of as
negative compared to views, values, traditionsgwals of the group in power, generally
this group is dominated by the indigenous popuftafithis negative evaluation is built on
inadequate, generalized ideas about the minordym# in essence, stereotypes.

Definitions of racism are numerous and complicabed according to Philomenia
Essed racism and discrimination includes “all acteerbal, nonverbal, and paraverbal —
with intended or unintended negative or unfavouwrabbnsequences for racially or
ethnically dominated groups. It is important to $seat intentionality is not a necessary
component of racism” (Essed 1991, p.45).

Discrimination is essentially the process whegygtice influences behaviour or
actions, either at an individual-, group- or goveemt level. In the Icelandic language
discrimination is mostly talked about in the contef laws and regulations but
discrimination can also refer to the behaviour ofirdividual belonging to a majority
group towards individuals of a minority group. Disgination therefore happens when an
individual or a group is treated less favourablgdiese of their nationality or because of
something else that they have been defined lojfeesentthan the majority group.

Hidden prejudice or “everyday prejudice and disamiation” towards people with
non-Icelandic backgrounds have been far less disduand researched by academics
than racism in general. The term “everyday racis@i be traced back to Philomenia
Essed (1984). Later Essed (1991, 2002) also usesetms “everyday prejudice” and
“‘everyday discrimination” in her writings. Accoradyrto Essed (2002), everyday racism
refers to systematic, repeated and known habitsbem@viour, and therefore surfaces
within normal circumstances in people’s daily livesot as a specific, unusual
occurrence. Hence, everyday racism is always rabistmacism is not always everyday
racism (Essed, 1991).

Alvarez (2010) defines everyday racism as hiddeneryday forms of
discrimination, examples include being ignored amsdlated, made fun of and



embarrassed, or being in some way treated diffgrehtan people belonging to the
majority group. According to Alvarez (2010) thesee ancidences that would seem
innocent and harmless but when they build up tleeygreatly affect people’s mental and
physical well-being.

If prejudice and lack of respect for certain grewb society have become like any
other routine which is seen as “normal” behaviatuis not recognized as prejudiced, at
least not by members of the majority group. Thisangethat the majority group, or the
group which holds power in society, does not peeceall of the prejudice’s
manifestations, does not acknowledge them as disation, does not define them as
racism and therefore does not view them as a protHsssed, 1991).

The current study’s objective is to investigatergday prejudice and everyday
discrimination towards people with non-Icelandickgrounds residing in Iceland, and to
use a research method which has not been usedebiefdceland for this purpose.
Numerous studies looking at conditions of varioosnigrant groups in Iceland have
been conducted, as well as Icelandic people’sudtg towards immigrants. However,
researching immigrants’ everyday experiences inr tthaily lives with interviews and
similar methods would be difficult as discusseédan this article.

Research objective and questions

The main objective of the research has three compsnFirstly, assessments are made
to see if people with non-Icelandic backgroundsspeally experience prejudice and
discrimination on a regular basis in their dailye. Secondly, the locations of these
types of experiences are determined, and thirdyetimotions that come with these types
of experiences are identified. Assessments are n@adetermine if people with an
Icelandic background experience the behaviour ¢oslime extent as people with non-
Icelandic backgrounds, and if there is a differemcexperiences based on nationality.
The main research questions were as follows:

Do people with non-Icelandic backgrounds experiehdadden forms of prejudice
regularly in their daily lives?

Which forms of everyday prejudice and discriminatido people with non-Icelandic
backgrounds experience most often in their davgdr

In which circumstances do most people experienseype of behaviour?
What emotion comes with experiencing hidden pregdegularly in one’s daily life?

Do Icelandic people generally have comparable aespees of hidden prejudice and
discrimination as people with non-Icelandic backgds, in their daily lives in Iceland?



Procedure

Essed (1991) particularly mentions one problem watsearch methods when looking at
everyday prejudice, which is that respondents ese likely to remember what could be

called “small” or “unimportant” incidents and evprefer not to discuss them so they can
not be accused of exaggerating or being overlyisengEssed, 1991). Instead of asking

participants directly about their experience withejpdice, the current study used

methods addressing behaviour which, accordingdg#rticipant, demonstrates a certain
lack of respect and prejudice. The research mathbdsed on having participants record
answers to certain questions every day for twoigootis weeks in the same month. The
items asked about are based on previous studiesamifestations of everyday racism

(Alvarez, 2010; Barnes, 2000; Essed, 2002). Ppdids were asked to record everyday
if they experienced any of the 15 types of beharaéerred to on the recording sheet. In
addition, the participants were asked to mentiorretthe incidents took place and which
emotions they felt in the situations that they rded. The recording sheets were
translated to Polish, Lithuanian, Thai, and Englifable 1 shows the proportions of

respondents who had experienced any of the inddermjuestion.

Participants were chosen with opportunity sanfiges work places in the greater
Reykjavik area and from the Sudurnes area, whette ibomigrants and Icelandic people
work, from language schools in Reykjavik, in adsfitto working translators being asked
to distribute recording sheets to other people fribmir country, if interested. The
recording sheets were anonymous and came withfaleatial envelope, which could be
put into a closed box at their workplace or languaghool, handed to a research worker,
or sent by mail. Participants from outside the agnt their recording sheets by mail.
With each recording sheet came a letter in the @pate language where the research
was explained. The letter did not specify thatrsearch focused on prejudice.

Table 1. The proportion of participants who had experiencedative behaviour during
a two-week period

One Five Ten One Five Ten
Today | experienced that | felt that| time or | times or | times or | time or | times or | times or
more more more more more more

someone:

Pretended not to understand me

46%

11%

5%

0%

0%

0%

Avoided communication or contact with me

46%

6%

0%

12%

0%

0%

Called me names

14%

6%

3%

0%

0%

0%

Laughed at me

29%

6%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Ignored me, pretending they didn’t see me

58%

9%

3%

23%

0%

0%




Talked down to me — was patronising

17%

3%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Showed dislike with facial expression

43%

6%

3%

6%

0%

0%

Talked to me like | was a child

29%

8%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Stared at me, looked me up and down

49%

7%

0%

6%

0%

0%

Spoke to me loudly and drew attention to
me

40%

8%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Spoke English to me, without knowing if |
speak Icelandic

45%

11%

8%

0%

0%

0%

Showed me distrust or suspicion

45%

6%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Showed impatience toward me

37%

8%

0%

6%

0%

0%

Called abusive words after me

13%

6%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Talked ABOUT me, not WITH me 43% 11% 3%

Out of 200 recording sheets that had been sen88undividuals returned answer sheets,
72 non-Icelandic participants (51 women and 20 naamg) 17 Icelandic participants (9
women and 8 men). The mean age was 34.1 yearsQuld.of the non-Icelandic
participants 49% had resided in Iceland for moenth years, 40% had resided in Iceland
for 2-5 years and 6% for less than one year. P@iaticipants made up the majority of
the respondents, with 43 participants. Nine pardéicts were from Thailand, seven from
the Philippines, and six from Lithuania. During #ealysis, a total of seven participants
with African or South-American backgrounds were fmgether in one category. Lastly,
17 Icelandic participants returned their answesheets.

Results

When looking at an average from all groups, 82%efparticipants had experienced one
or more incidents referred to on the recording slieging the two-week period. The
percentage was 93% for people with non-Icelandakgeounds and 35% for people with
an Icelandic background. An ANOVA showed that axigant difference was found in
frequency of experiences based on country of ori§(b, 88)=7,378,p<0,001). A
Tukey's HSD showed that the difference was sigaificbetween Icelandic participants
on one hand M= 0,41, SD=0,50) and participants from Polani<£0,91, SD=0,29;
Tukey’'s HSD,p<0,001), ThailandN1=0,89,SD=0,33; Tukey’'s HSDp<0,01), Lithuana
(M=1,00, SD=0,00; Tukey's HSD,p<0,01), Africa and South AmericaMgE1,00,
SD=0,00; Tukey's HSDp=0,001) and the PhilippinesE1,00,SD=0,00; Tukey's HSD,
p=0,001) on the other hand.
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Figure 1. Proportion of participants who had experienced akyd of hidden
discrimination during the two weeks period
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Figure 2. Proportion of negative experiences between diffenational groups

Figure 1 demonstrates that the proportion of pipditts with non-Icelandic backgrounds
who had experienced any of the indicated behavieestimes or more during the two
weeks was 63% but 6% for Icelandic participantstifermore, 36% of participants with
non-Icelandic backgrounds had experienced an itetichehavior ten times or more,



with no Icelandic participants reporting this fblemselves. Lastly, 15% of participants
with non-Icelandic backgrounds experienced an méd behavior more than twenty
times during the time 14 day period.

As Figure 2 demonstrates there is little differef@ween nationality groups when
looking at how many participants had experiencetegative regard one or more times
during a two-week period. However, Polish individuare less likely than other groups
to have experienced a negative regard five timesnore during the time period.
Participants with African/South-American, Lithuamiar Thai background experienced
the negative behavior the most often, when lookingesponds that indicated ten times or
more during the two-week period. Participants witlithuanian and Philippine
backgrounds were most likely to experience a negdiehavior referred to on the sheet,
twenty times or more during the 14 day time peridthen only looking at participants
with non-Icelandic backgrounds, an ANOVA showedt thaignificant difference could
only be found between Polish participants (M= 6.®&)= 7.48) and Philippine
participants M=30.14,SD= 45.74; Tukey's HSDp=.01), as the Philippine participants
did on average record far more incidences thathadid?olish participants.

Most often participants experienced being ignasednade feel like they did not
exist, while other hidden manifestations of prejedike pretending to not understand the
person, avoiding contact with them or stare andsueathem up and down were also
very common. Interestingly, behavior which includesect discrimination or open
prejudice are far less experienced by the partidgpthan the hidden manifestations. For
example, much fewer people had experienced beitggdaaames or having insults being
yelled at them during the two weeks that they pigdited in the study.
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Figure 3. Where did hidden prejudice mostly take place?



Figure 3 shows that most of the incidents tookeiacthe workplaces of the participants.
Participants did not always indicate where they égaerienced the behaviour and these
results show the division of percentages of thaa#igpants who did indicate where it

had taken place. The category “other” includes ggasuch as “downtown”, “on the

street”, “in a bar”, “at a hair salon”, “at a doctoffice”, “at the child’s school or leisure
club”, and “at home”.

Participants wrote down a total of 215 commentsaurdigg the feelings they experienced
caused by the incidents, and 194 of those commiedsribed a negative or a very
negative feeling.
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Figure 4. Participants’ feelings in situations where they esienced everyday prejudice

The four categories representing the most commawens can be seen in Figure 4.
Some kind of a negative feeling was experience®@1% of participants. The category
“other negative feelings” includes words suctotiended, exhausted, humiliated, lonely,
isolated, disappointed, stressed, anxious, shameafairy crying, insecure,
embarrassmengndawkward.

Conclusion and Discussion

The results of this study indicate that the majooit people with a foreign background
regularly experience disrespect and discriminatdmch brings forth negative or very
negative feelings. Only five out of the 72 non-&eic participants did not experience
any behaviour towards them that would fall undeidien prejudice and discrimination
during the two week time period. After observingtttover 60% of non-Icelandic
participants experienced such a behavior towarthtfree times or more during the 14
days, it is strongly indicated that this is evesyahscrimination as defined by Essed



(2002). A large portion of the sample experienogjygtice in their daily lives and this
causes feelings of distress among the ethnic ntieethat took part in the study. Most of
the time the incidences occurred in the workplace.

It can be expected that most people can have negatperiences every now and then in
their daily lives, for example due to gender, agm;ial and economic status, disability,

physical or mental health. This study shows thaibnal origin is one factor that has a

significant effect on the frequency of those incides and they are a persistent part of
many non-lcelanders’ daily lives. It is importaatitear in mind that even though it could

be argued that three of the questions are notcgipd to the Icelandic participants since
they ask about language ability, it still does nbainge the frequency of incidents for

non-Icelandic participants.

The results indicate that the manifestation of yday prejudice and discrimination that
is obvious and visible to others is not nearly @smon as the behaviour that is disguised
and often invisible to people other than the ond® wit is directed towards. The
manifestation that most participants had experiersdieing the two weeks was people
ignoring them or pretending they were not preséinis very difficult for anyone to
“prove” that he or she was ignored or that somemretended that he or she was not
present, or that someone avoided communicating luithor her. In the same sense, it is
almost impossible for someone to “prove” that sonee@lse hadoretendednot to
understand him or her, or had shown dissatisfagtidms or her facial expressions. On
the other hand, a number of people can witness @aenbeing called names or having
insults yelled at them on the street. The resuitthis study show that this kind of a
hidden behaviour does not cause less distress ithahe case of a more obvious
manifestation. It must be considered serious 8% Df non-Icelandic participants
experienced being laughed at once or more durirg tito-week time period, and
experienced“shame”, “sadness”, “disappointment”, “irritation”, “misery”, “ being
offended”,or felt like they weréworse of a person.”

It is possible that some of the hidden manifestatiof prejudice have become such a
“normal” part of communication with people of fogeiorigin that the people who cause
the distress do not realize the consequences wfltbkaviour. This could, for example,
include when people raise their voice when theyakge people of foreign origin. The
results of this study show that 40% of participaatperienced this behaviour once or
more during the 14-day period, and the words tlestcdbed people’s feelings in those

” “,

situations werehumiliation”, “unhappy”, “bad”, “it irritates me”, *“I feel like an
idiot”, “embarrassed”, “angry”, and “I am not deaf”. It is completely possible that
some people behaved like this in good faith, sa tia person could understand them
better, but did not think about the humiliationtteames along with a raised voice and

the attention that gets drawn to the person, wiadlyreloes not understand them any



better when they shout. This is an example of aneishat can easily be worked on
during educational courses on these hidden maatfess of prejudice.

It is critical to recognize the importance of indwals who are a part of the majority
taking responsibility for their behaviour insteafl implying that the intent was not
malicious and that the experience was probablygustisunderstanding. In those cases,
the people who refuse to accept humiliating angudieed treatment are made out to be
the problem, that is, they either misunderstoodggerated or are too sensitive. Many
studies (Dutton and Linke, 1973; Dutton and Lennt74; Weitz, 1972) have shown
that the majority has a strong tendency to see skbms as broad-minded and free of
prejudice. By only acknowledging the obvious formk discrimination the hidden
manifestations are maintained.

Van Dijk (2002) emphasizes in his writings that tteaminant group’s denial of prejudice
and racism in the society is one of the main remsbat it is continually maintained and
renewed in the society. A prejudiced or racist beha is generally not accepted as
normal and so most people do not want to be coresid@cist or prejudiced, according to
van Dijk, “Sentences such as ‘I did not say/do th&ntionally’, ‘I did not mean it in
that way’, “You misunderstood me’, etc. are typiaaswers in defense to accusations of
legal or moral discrimination” (van Dijk, 2002, 08). Philomena Essed (1991) reached
the same conclusion in her studies in the Nethéslavhere her studies demonstrated a
great discrepancy between how Dutch people viewedr bwn society, which they
thought was characterized by tolerance and didcansider racism having ever been a
problem there, and the reality of what studies wWer@ing. Icelandic studies have found
the same results, specifically that Icelanders idensthemselves as having a positive
attitude toward immigrants (Fridrik H. Jonsson, 20danna Ragnarsdottir et al., 2007).

Based on the answers in this study, most partitspexperience negative behaviours in
the work place, where they tend to spend mosteaif thme in their daily lives. This is an

indication that workplaces are in need of an awesenawakening regarding various
manifestations of prejudice and the feelings caused. It can be expected that most
people know what kind of a feeling results fromlsbehaviour towards them, but fewer
people recognize hovirequentlypeople of foreign origin experience these feeling i
daily life and how the feeling intensifies when 8&n negative experiences occur
repeatedly. The role of supervisors and managensiplaces is very important in this

context, and studies have shown just how much teffesir behaviour and attitudes can
have on other employees (Essed, 1991). Supenasers a position of authority in the

workplace, which means that dealing with their pdegjed views and behaviour is
considerably more difficult, and their attitudesncalso directly encourage other
employees’ prejudiced views. In the same way, plieg and racism decreases in
workplaces when supervisors take initiative in woegk against prejudice and

discrimination. In this way a broad-minded and a\vsupervisor can promote respectful



and prejudice-free communication between employ@gessed, 1991). It would be
interesting to further study whether these kinghofdences are more common in certain
occupations as well as the effect a supervisor onamager has on communication
between Icelandic and non-Icelandic employees.

It is worth noting how consistent individuals’ ex@mces are in certain situations. The
Icelanders who indicate having experienced a speci€ident describe similar feelings
to non-Icelandic participants, although the incidetake place much less often with
Icelanders. Therefore, it is an important findirfghos study that incidents that could be
seen as minor or insignificant for those who raedperience them, have a large negative
effect on those who experience thdraquently and repeatedly In those cases, an
experience of humiliation and disregard in daifg Ican cause great distress and feel
unbearable for the individuals who experience drftakel, 1967).

In most cases, the negative feelings were not tbestin detail, but rather people wrote
down “bad” or “very bad”, although in the cases veh&eelings were described in more
detalil it is interesting how often the words “iated” and “angry” came up. It would be
interesting to study whether there is a relatiopdi@tween the length of people’s stay in
Iceland and experiences, that is, whether the negégelings perhaps start as sadness
and evolve into anger with time. The answers to dbestions certainly indicate that
some participants take certain treatment more pafigothan others, but it still causes the
vast majority distress, anger or sadness, whictoisistent with previous findings on
everyday discrimination (Alvares, 2001; GarfinkKed67; Essed, 1991).

The external validity of this study is limited bgnous factors. The results are based on a
convenience sample as opposed to a random sampiethe sample was small,
especially the sub samples of specific languagepsolrhe response rate was also rather
low; only 44% of forms handed out were returnedh® researcher. The form has not
previously been used by other researchers, aneftiverthis study’s results are not
comparable to other studies’ findings. Another gaeslimitation is that the form was
translated into four different languages and tlvendd be a difference in the meaning of
certain concepts depending on which language igjhesed.

It should be noted that this study does not reifatell forms of everyday prejudice and
discrimination, but specifically to certain persbrmehaviour and communication in
public places such as workplaces, stores and afffienstitutions where some
communication between individuals takes place. ¥ay prejudice and discrimination
can also occur when there is no direct communicatetween individuals, for example
between media professionals and the groups theysiisor members of parliament who
pass bills and regulations affecting groups thay tdo not belong to themselves. This
study did not examine how and whether other “evayydactors, such as news reports
and media promote stereotypes and prejudice. Natidet examine if and how official



institutions such as educational institutions, plodice, or official offices discriminate
between people based on national origin. Finatlys important to keep in mind that
factors such as socioeconomic status, educatiahfiaancial situation were not asked
about, but these factors can influence how pealdraated, for example in workplaces
or in various official institutions.

A large proportion of non-Iicelandic people in Ilgedaregularly experience some
manifestations of hidden prejudice or these saedalleveryday prejudice and
discrimination. Almost all non-Icelandic particigarin the study experienced some kind
of disrespect and humiliation during the 14-day dirperiod, almost two thirds
experienced such treatment five times or more sgmost a sixth experienced it 20 times
or more during the time period. Prejudiced treatnmeust therefore be considered a part
of this group’s dalily life.

These results are consistent with findings of prewi studies on the situations of
immigrants in Iceland, which are mostly based oterinews with non-Icelandic
individuals. Sigurlaug Hrund Svavarsdéttirs MA #iee (2000) on the circumstances of
Asian women in Iceland found that Icelanders h#te lrespect and tolerance for them
and they regularly experienced harassment in #nryday life. J6hanna Ingadottir's
BA thesis (1998) also found that adopted youth &lhedxperienced racism in the way
that they were teased or called names.

Despite this, previous studies indicate that logdas consider themselves to have a
positive attitude toward immigrants (Fridrik H. 38on, 2003; Hanna Ragnarsdottir et
al., 2007). This is consistent with Essed’s (20@hd van Dijk’'s (2001) theories
suggesting that most people do not want to adnptréqudiced attitudes and behaviours.
For these reasons, it can be assumed that peogdt@esfn origin can provide better
information about the behaviour of members of tbhenthant group, than the dominant
group members can themselves.

Participants’ descriptions of similar feelings iartain situations suggest that these are
not cases of bullying or coincidental individualpexiences, but rather a systematic,
complicated and multifaceted process that is mimeth with both the actions and
omissions by the dominant group. In this way, tloevgr relations between groups is
maintained through socialization and with constanewal through the media and other
communication mediums, standardized images, opsramm presentation of a reality that
justifies an unaltered state (Essed, 2002; van, R(jK2).

From the results of the current study, it can bectaled that people of a foreign origin
regularly experience disrespect and that suchnieyattcauses them considerable distress.
It is important to take the feelings of participaseriously in the situations where they
experience everyday prejudice, and that their rigsliare not made irrelevant even



though the experiences can be seen as “minor’dretles of those who rarely or never
experience them in their own daily life. This ig tbnly way for change. The first step is
to raise awareness among people about the consmuémat their behaviour toward
people of foreign origin has, suggest ways to resutl show people of foreign origin in
Iceland that there is a willingness to changeuatis and behaviours towards them for the
better.
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