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ABSTRACT

ERIN COOLEY: Groups as Justification for Blatant Race Stereotyping
(Under the direction of B. Keith Payne)

Research has shown that groups are perceived as more aggressive and less
trustworthy than individuals and Blacks are perceived as more aggressive thias. \\hi
two studies, | examined how these biases interact, leading to espedjalliv@gerceptions
of Black groups. In Study 1, subjects made ratings of the aggressiveness avutttiirsess
of Black groups, White groups, Black individuals and White individuals. On measures of
both implicit and explicit attitudes, participants displayed a tendency to Ridgk groups
as more aggressive and less trustworthy than Black individuals; this tendengyeater
than a similar tendency to judge White groups as more aggressive and lesstinyshan
White individuals. While | expected racial bias on a measure of implitiices, | was
surprised to see strong levels of racial bias on a measure of explicdegtih a college
population that tends to be liberally biased. In Study 2, | simplified my design to loo&tonly
explicit ratings of Black and White groups. | also included hypothesized moderat
including a validated measure of general expectations about groups. Resultednithiaat
Black groups were rated as more aggressive and less trustworthy than My gurther,
this racial bias was most likely among those who also had negative diquecédout groups
in general. Consistent with the justification-suppression theory of prejudiocaclude that
participants use their negative expectations about groups as a justificagapri@ssing

prejudice toward Black groups on an explicit measure.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Imagine you have just arrived for your first night-shift at a local convenigtioce.
As you are organizing shelves, an hour or so into your shift, you notice a Bithaklual
lingering outside the storefront. Not wanting any action on your part to be takaocea
related, you busy yourself with organizing the products you are placing on thessi#el
couple of minutes later you glance at the door and see that this individual has bekthyjoine
two other Black individuals. At this point, do you feel any more justified to take actions
asking them to leave, notifying your supervisor, calling the police? Would geling of
threat be any stronger than that you would have felt for a White individual who was then
joined by two other White individuals? The present research suggests that teesanay

be “yes” and “yes.”

Centrality of Groups

Humans are a group-dwelling species (Coon, 1946); undoubtedly this aspect of
humanity has both practical and psychological implications for human survival and
experience. Practically, groups increase the chance of survival and reodiiciugh
providing childcare, protection, and additional forces for attaining food, water, ater shel
(Kameda & Tindale, 2006; Macdonald, 1983). In modern times, research in organizational

behavior supports that working together, in many instances, leads to better out@mes



working as individuals (Gigone & Hastie, 1997; Hill, 1982; Gruenfeld & Hollingshead,

1993; Kraut, 2002).

Beyond the utility of groups, the psychological function of human groups is much
more complicated. Reflecting the centrality of group membership to th@ agHl (1981)
proposed that human identity can be divided into two dimensions: individual identity and
social identity. This novel proposal of a “social” identity refers to the portion atieutity
that is intertwined with our group membership. Supporting the importance of group
membership to the self, Leary and Baumeister (2005) reviewed evidence tagbenence
of “belonging” reduces both physical, as well as, psychological impaismienparticular,
these authors present various literatures signifying the relation betigaely smotional
contact with others and the decreased occurrence of anxiety and experisssssastwell
as, cancers and a variety of other illnesses. In fact, loneliness appeaexteemely
detrimental to our health with repercussions including increased cortisldl, Ipligsical
illness, and even mental illness (see Leary & Baumeister, 2005, for revieen iGe
evidence that groups are integral to our human experience, it becomes important to
understand not just how individuals interact with one another, but also the distinct social

dynamics of groups of individuals acting together.



CHAPTER 2

INTERGROUP INTERACTION

Salient instances of extreme violence between groups are not scarcetzike Na
toward the Jewish people, the KKK toward African Americans, Palestiniarisraedls, pro-
Gaddafi and anti-Gaddafi groups in Libya; the list goes on and on. With theseasstia
mind, it is easy to envision instances of extreme intergroup conflict betweleesteddlished
and cohesive groups who represent a particular religion, race, or belief dykmmise, the
level of anger and hostility that one may expect from such groups seems todwiflesse

expressed by individuals acting independently from their group membership.

While these real-world rivals are important to explore in their own right, more
startling evidence comes from the findings on interactions between miniougisysee
Pinter & Greenwald, 2011 for a review). In these studies, individuals are grouped together
based on arbitrary details such as whether they tend to overestimate or underegtien
guessing the number of dots that appear on a screen (Tajfel, Billig, Bundigmn&nii, 1971).
Although such group memberships are unrelated to the deep-seated ideologicalhgiioups t
we commonly imagine in contentious intergroup interactions, evidence of intergrouptconfl
still emerges. In fact, even these “minimal groups” show a rapid production of ingroup
favoritism, frequently accompanied by outgroup aversion and even outgroup hate and

hostility.



In the well-known Robber’s Cave studies, Sherif et al. (1961) show clearly how even
groups formed arbitrarily, can quickly develop a strong dislike of other similar groups
leading to diverse forms of outgroup hostility. Specifically, Sherif et al. (19@ljght 24
boys, 12 years of age, to an isolated campsite where they were divided ramdoriviyp
groups; after a short time of separation, these two groups interacted in tompetsigned
to invoke mutual frustration. Quickly, outgroup hostility rose to an impressive ladl: e
group engaged in outgroup stereotypes, outgroup ridicule, intergroup avoidance, and even
intergroup violence. This finding of extreme intergroup behavior, based on group®that ar
formed arbitrarily, has been replicated numerous times in controlled laboratorgse
(Tajfel et al., 1971, Diehl, 1988; Ostrom, 1992). These findings imply that there is an
inherent aspect of group membership, separate from shared group beliefsogjiedeol

which cause humans to behave distinctly when interacting as a group.

More recently, laboratory research has directly examined interactiomedret
individuals as they compare to interactions between even minimal groups. Eaixhelsas
consistently found that interactions between groups (again, even minimal)grpepste
distinctly from interactions between individuals: specifically, the behaifigroups is more
competitive and marked by less trust than the behavior of individuals. This phenomenon,
termed the interindividual intergroup discontinuity effect has been widely chsehr
(McCallum et al., 1985; Insko et al. 1987, 1990, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1998, 2005; Cohen,
Wildschut, & Insko 2010; Gaertner & Insko, 2000, 2001; Schopler et al., 1993, 1999;

Wildschut, Insko, Gaertner, 2002; Wildschut et al., 2003

In the original studies by Insko et al. (1987), two individuals or two groups interacted

with one another in a game of money payoffs, specifically a prisoner’s dilemme ga
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(PDG). In a PDG, interaction partners can either choose to cooperate or cantohoos
compete. If both sides cooperate, both receive equal and moderately beneftioiadesut
(average amounts of money). Competing leads to a less clear outcome. If ondlsde of
interaction chooses to compete and the other side cooperates, then the competing team
benefits by gaining extra money. If both teams compete, both receive ifetoomes
(lowest amount of money). A matrix, similar to those used in the studies on the

interindividual intergroup discontinuity effect can be seen in Appendix A.

In comparing intergroup interactions with interindividual interactions in th&,PD
groups are much more likely to compete. Further research has shown thaethsividual
intergroup discontinuity is partially mediated by trust: groups tend to fedrlestof their
interaction partner and this lack of trust is related to increased tendencygeted@ohen et
al., 2010). This finding suggests a pernicious cycle of expectations (“The other ghaugt wi
be trustworthy”) and behavioral confirmation (“I need to compete to preemphthreir

cooperative nature”).

The interindividual intergroup discontinuity has been replicated outside of the lab
setting, as well as with competitive and cooperative interactions asideheoRDG matrix
(Pemberton, Insko, & Schopler, 1995; Schopler et al., 2001; Wolf et al., 2008). The
interindividual intergroup discontinuity effect has also proven to be cross-clyltufalist:
in fact, the tendency for groups to behave more competitively than individualsler simi
across individualistic and collectivistic cultures (Wildschut et al., 2001; Taiees Y uki,

2002; Derlega et al. 2002)



Furthering the implications of the interindividual intergroup discontinuity, Meel
Hinsz (2003) have found that not only competition, but also aggression is enhanced when a
group is the receiver or the giver of the potentially aggressive responseicapecthese
researchers found that when groups and individuals are given the task of deciding how much
hot sauce another group or individual must ingest, groups are more likely to choose painful
outcomes for others (i.e. large amounts of hot sauce) (Meier & Hinsz, 2003)stintgye
they also found increased aggression with interactions between an individual and a group:
apparently a group does not need to be interacting with another group to see evidence of

increased aggression.



CHAPTER 3

EXISTING STEREOTYPES OF GROUPS AND BLACKS

Perception of Groups

Given these behavioral differences of even minimal groups, it would maketsahse
people would hold different expectations for the behavior of groups as compared to the
behavior of individuals. Hoyle, Pinkley, and Insko (1989) found just this: participants asked
to consider adjectives they believed would apply to interindividual interactiomsrgesaced
to intergroup interactions, attributed adjectives related to “abrasivenessiufpigteractions
and adjectives related to “agreeableness” to interindividual interactBven the negativity
of both expectations and outcomes involving groups, in the present analyses, | examine how
perceptions of groups interact with established race-related stereotygesteraction
involving a Black group. Are Blacks viewed as a group especially vulnerable ¢ thes

negative group-based judgments?

Stereotypes of Blacks

Many stereotypes associated with Black individuals are negative in valence:
unintelligent, hostile, poor, lazy and dishonest (Devine, 1989; Devine and Eliot, 1995).
Broadly, stereotypes can be defined as cognitive representations of guheldlbeliefs
about individuals based on their group membership (Jost & Hamilton, 2005). Although

stereotypes free cognitive energy by simplifying perception of gttierse cognitive



shortcuts will inevitably lead to the mischaracterization of some group memieeesid® of
this, stereotyping can lead to not only undesirable, but also inaccurate percepbitesof

based on superficial characteristics (Allport, 1954; Tajfel, 1981).

On the surface, America has made substantial progress in the past 50 yghtsq f
race-related stereotyping and discrimination (Schuman, Steeh, Bobo, & Krysan, 1997)
Fewer people are willing to directly express stereotype-basedsyend those that do
openly express race-related prejudice are more likely to be chastssad.example, the
recent comments of Senate majority leader Harry Reid elicited pubtageutn
conjecturing why Obama had found success with the American public, Reid statsditiev
to Obama'’s “light skinned appearance” and speaking patterns “with no Negro dialsst unle
he wanted to have one.” Reid was compelled to apologize due to the public outcry which
followed his remarks (Preston, 2010). In relation to this, the fact that Obama hadduoten
our first Black President, provides a more salient indicator of increasebtodeiance, and
may, in and of itself, have positive repercussions for perceptions of BlacksdPédunt
2009). Unfortunately, the salience of America’s election of Obama may cag®bfidh

more subtle present-day racism, as well as, the continuation of blatant bigotry

In fact, there are a variety of factors that undermine the positivityecdpparent
changes in race- related interactions. For one, the majority of sociabpsyical
experiments are run on college sophomores. Because this population tends to be far more
liberal than the more general population, levels of direct prejudice may be umdaies
(Henry, 2008). In more representative populations, the expressprajudice toward Blacks
has by no means disappeared. A recent national elections survey reflectedvithtahdi

differences in explicit prejudice were strong predictors of voting for @beaross a variety



of measures of explicit prejudice: feelings of warmth, empathy, and at@mifor Blacks, as
well as, a battery of items measuring Symbolic Racism (Payne, Krosagxk,R_elkes,
Akhtar, & Tompson, 2010). Therefore, despite the apparent increase in interracaaide)e

emblems of prejudice toward Blacks persist.



CHAPTER 4

MEASURING ATTITUDES TOWARD BLACKS

In response to the apparent complexity of modern day prejudice expressiongseasur
of racial bias have become more sophisticated; specifically, measuresobf alirexplicit,
attitudes have become less direct, while a new class of measures whichicaltect
implicit attitudes and stereotyping have gained momentum. In regard teddsplicit
measures, two scales are commonly used: the Modern Racism Scale (MgCh886aand
the Symbolic Racism Scale (Kinder & Sears, 1981). Each of these scalesesldres
explicit prejudice that is distinct from blatant old- fashioned racism; vathildashioned
racism is marked by openly negative affect toward Blacks, Modern Racism mauabIiy
Racism capture a more discrete, although still explicit, level of biasrtioyar, Modern
Racism contends that the affective and cognitive aspects of prejudice im.distder this
form of racism, it is thought that the affective, emotion-laden portion of prejigliearned
early in life and therefore, difficult to overcome—even despite later cogridisagreement
with prejudice (McConahay, Hardee, Batts, 1981; McConahay, 1986). Symbolic Racism,
used in the present study, measures underlying prejudice toward Black®bdbke
endorsement of beliefs that Blacks violate traditional values. Theseslaiestrongly
driven by a value of individualism, or the obligation of an individual to manage and

overcome his or her own struggles. Given this, Symbolic Racism tends to predicaipoli



conservatism, as well as the rejection of pro-black policies such as afferaation (Sears

1988; Sears & Henry, 2003).

In comparison, measures of implicit attitudes avoid direct reports ofcktsit
completely by tapping into quick, automatic associations. The early literaumplicit
attitudes argued that there were four necessary components necessarydao attikele
implicit. Bargh (1994) described these as the “four horseman” of automaacityof
awareness, independence of cognitive resources, lack of controllability, and lantbn.
However, current theory proposes that not all four of these elements must occur for a
measure to be described as implicit (BeeHouwer, Teige-Mocigemba, & Spruyt, 2009, for
review). In fact, we have unpublished data showing that particigaawvare of the bias
that they report on an implicit measure, and that how they think about this expressia of bia
specifically how much thegwn these implicit attitudes, dictates how they report their biases
on a subsequent direct measure (Payne, Cooley, & Lei, 2010). Therefore, theaspects
implicit measures focused on in the present analysis are the latter tworeamtgp lack of

controllability and independence from the goals and intentions of the respondent.

There are currently myriad measures that can be used to measure naqmici
attitudes. These measures include, but are not limited to: the Implicit Assodiast (IAT;
Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998), the Go/No Go Association Test (GNA&k I80s
Banaji 2001), the Affect Misattribution Procedure (AMP; Payne, Govorun, & 8teR@05),
as well as, a variety of other sequential priming tasks (Fazio, Jackson, Duntahiagngy
1995; Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park, 1997) Of these, the IAT published by Greenwald and

colleagues (1998), is one of the most widely used implicit measures. The AMP, Used in t
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present study, is also gaining popularity as a reliable and valid measure oitiatptudes

which provides large effect sizes.

Although a degree of debate continues as to whether implicit and explioidedtit
represent one underlying attitude or two separate attitudes, many agiestititand
explicit attitudes may result from separate processing systems (BoSngder, 1975;
Shiffrin & Snyder, 1977; Sloman, 1996; Smith & DeCoster, 2000; Strack & Deutsch, 2004).
In fact, Payne and Stewart (2007), in their process disassociation approach, atietigm
separate those portions of our judgments that are automatic (implicit) fronptrtisas

that result from controlled (explicit) responding.

Because measures of implicit and explicit attitudes sometimes convanrysjraes
diverge, and sometimes overlap only slightly, it is helpful to measure both implicit a
explicit attitudes to better capture the mechanisms and processes undediuityals’
prejudices. Given this varying relation between implicit and explicit ddgutheorists have
developed a variety of theories to predict when the two will be related and heyewitl
not. Cunninham, Preacher, & Banaji (2001) have found that using latent variables tgn grea
reduce the measurement error of implicit measures, which thereforasesrenplicit-
explicit correspondence. Processing capacity, and whether one isrespessonal or
extrapersonal associations has also proven useful for understanding implicit-ex
correspondence (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; Fazio, 1990; Fazio & Towles-Schwen, 1999;
Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2007; Payne, Cooley, & Lei, 2010). Finally, structural fit, or
matching the procedural components of implicit and explicit measures, impnoviest:

explicit correspondence (Payne, Burkley, & Stokes, 2008).
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CHAPTER 5

THE PRESENT RESEARCH

In the present series of studies, | measure both direct, explicit race el as
automatic, implicit bias to examine my expectation of increased stereotyjpigcks
viewed as a group. To boost correspondence between these two types of measures, |
increased structural fit by using the same images of Blacks and Whitestliamplicit and
explicit judgments (see Appendix A). Evidence shows that this process canerionpésit-

explicit correspondence.

To measure implicit bias | used the AMP. The AMP’s approach to measuring tmplici
attitudes is to take advantage of the ambiguity associated with the origintofuadedy
measuring to what extent people misattribute attitudes toward photos (sueltlasBIVhite
individuals or groups) onto subsequent ambiguous objects (such as Chinese pictographs).
Participants are asked to ignore the photos which flash before the Chinegegpictand to
judge whether they believe the pictograph is pleasant or unpleasant. The AbtPflisxable
in that the response dimensions (pleasant or unpleasant) can be catered to the taskat hand (

the present analyses: aggressive or non- aggressive and trustworthy or wwaorttrys

In Study 1, | tested my primary prediction regarding stereotyping of 8\dekved
as a group. Specifically, | measured explicit and implicit stereotygfipdpotos of White and
Black individuals and White and Black groups on the dimensions of aggression and trust. |

hypothesized that Blacks viewed as a group would be particularly likely to be judged as



aggressive and non-trustworthy. In Study 2, | explored the mechanism behind thesenha
tendency to stereotype Blacks viewed as a group. Specifically, | measu@dement of
adjectives used to describe interactions between groups as compared to endafsement
adjectives used to describe interactions between individuals. | predicted tleaivtios
expected intergroup interactions to be particularly abrasive in general suhdequently
feel more justified in expressing bias on an explicit measure (the samia &edy 1) when

rating Black groups
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CHAPTER 6

STUDY 1

My goal in the first study was to determine if people are more likely to use
stereotypes about Blacks when these Blacks are encountered as asgyppps&d to when
they are encountered as individuals. | focused on two specific dimensionsabf raci
stereotypes: aggression and trustworthiness. Aggression is relevant to both judgments
groups as well as judgments of Blacks: an identical behavior is perceivedeas mor
competitive when executed by a group as compared to when it is executed by an ihdividua
and aggression is a common stereotype of Blacks (Devine & Eliot, 1995; Insko et al. 1987,
1990, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1998, 2005). Trust is relevant to judgments of groups as well:
research has shown a tendency to view groups, and especially those to which we do not
belong (outgroups), with distrust (Campbell & Levine, 1961; Cohen et al., 2010). Therefore,
| expected White participants, for whom Blacks are a relevant racial outgogudge Black
groups as more aggressive and less trustworthy than Black individuals. | dxpecte
difference to be much greater than a similar tendency to rate White gsonpsea
aggressive and less trustworthy than White individuals. | measured eaclppat®s

attitudes as reported on both implicit and explicit measures in a countedxhidesign.

Method

Participants



Participants were 111 undergraduates (86% White; 9% African Americadaak; B
8% Asian; 3% Hispanic; 3% Native American or Pacific Islander; 2% Débe¢he
University of North Carolina- Chapel hill participating for partial ceursedit. Up to four
participants signed up for 60-minute sessions through an internet website for hseaaohre
participation. Eight participants who reported being able to speak, read, or understand
Chinese were eliminated due the difficultly of interpreting their inithi@ses: because the
AMP uses Chinese symbols as neutral stimuli, being able to read these synebfases
with their neutrality. Additionally, because | was interested in attd#tioard Blacks, to
simplify my interpretations | only analyzed the data of those who gqadiried as White. All

analyses were run on the remaining 85 participants (22 males; 63 females).

Procedure

Upon arriving to the experiment, participants were seated at a computer iduadlivi
cubicles for privacy. After signing an informed consent, the experimeatearbrief

explanation of the study to participants.

Participants were told that they would be completing two unrelated tasks on the
computer. One task was described as a concentration task (implicit)cfimgthe other
task, participants were told they would be making judgments about groups and individuals
based only on looking at their photos. These two tasks were counterbalanced so that some
participants completed the measure of explicit attitudes first and sonepaarts completed
the measure of implicit attitudes first. Participants concluded by comgpleto general

measures of race attitudes.

Explicit evaluations

16



For the explicit measure of stereotyping, participants saw photo primésosf B
groups, Black individuals, White groups and White individuals in a 2 (group context: group
or individual) x 2 (race: Black or White) within-subjects design. A total of 12kBla
individual photos and 12 White individual photos were used; group photos were created by
using Adobe Photoshop to put three of the same race individuals into one photo. The
background and size of the pictures were standardized across primesgahgdtie
background was the hallway of the UNC-Chapel Hill psychology building which supported

the explanation that these were prior participants in our experiments.

Each participant was exposed to 6 White individual photos and 6 Black individual
photos. The group photos they saw consisted of two White groups of three and 2 Black
groups of 3; these groups consisted of the individuals from the photos that participants had
not yet been exposed to. This assured that no participant saw a particular ingiredeated
as both an individual, as well as, part of a group. All photos showed only the neck and face of
the models, with neutral facial expressions. These photos were previouslygpddide that
Black and White photos were matched on attractiveness and were selected toybe highl

prototypical of their respective racial category.

Before seeing the photos, participants were told that, even with small amounts of
information, people’s judgments about others can be quite accurate. Thereforegithey w
told they would view photos of participants who came into lab last semester totiimerac
experimental game. Participants were told that in one version of the prior seubdggdw
individuals sign up so that we would have individuals interacting with other individoals. |
another version, the experimenter explained that we had participants sign up in groups of

three so that we could have groups interacting with other groups. The interaction was

17



described as an experimental game that involved opportunities for gaining poiniisgoy us
either cooperative or competitive strategies. This information was lyesbated by the
experimenter before the study began; additionally, this information appearetfuntioss

given by the computer program directly before the explicit judgment portion.

Participants then saw 6 individual Black photos, 6 individual White photos, 2 White
group photos and 2 Black group photos created as explained previously. Each photo was
shown two times in random order so that participants could answer both how aggressive they
found the individual or group in each photo to be, as well as, how trustworthy they found the
individual or group to be. These judgments were made aatht(all) to 5 Extremely)
response scales. Because participants were directly reporting tlggirgnts$, there was not a

need to ask them to make the same judgment multiple times as is common in insgbcit ta

Implicit evaluations (AMP)

To measure implicit attitudes, | used the AMP. The primes were the photos kf Blac
groups, Black individuals, White groups and White individuals used in the explicit task.
Contrary to the explicit task, though, participants were asked to ignore ltrenidé of these
photos on their judgments. Previous research has shown that it takes as little agat00 ms
the eye to make a full saccade, or left to right motion (Fischer & Weber, 1993audget
was important that participants had time to see all three group members ioupghoto
primes, all primes appeared in the center of the screen for a conservative 200 ms. The
Chinese pictograph subsequently appeared for 125 ms. A blank gray square followed and
remained on the screen until participants made their judgments. Specipealigipants

were instructed to choose if the Chinese symbol’s meaning was more in hneneiof two

18



English concepts. In one block of trials these judgments involved pressing “Q” for “non
trustworthy” or “P” for “trustworthy.” In a second block of trials, theségments involved
pressing “Q” for “non aggressive” or “P” for “aggressive.” In each of weelilocks, there
were 80 randomly ordered trials: 20 trials with Black group photo primes, 20 tribls wit
Black individual photo primes, 20 trials with White group photo primes, and 20 trials with
White individual photo primes. All primes were randomly paired with one of 80 unique

Chinese pictographs.

Participants were told this task was a concentration task. They were adviyeor€o i
the photo prime and focus on the Chinese symbol. This warning served to make certain that
any influences of the photo primes occurred even though participants were @astouct
ignore their influence; this increases confidence that differeneasdications of automatic
influences of attitudes elicited by the photo primes. Participants madeguatigabout
whether the Chinese symbol’'s meaning was more in line with the English concept of
“trustworthy” or “non trustworthy” in one block. In the other block, participants naade

similar judgment using “aggressive” or “non aggressive” response options.

Self-report attitude measures

Two self-report measures of racial attitudes completed the study: tHeofym
Racism scale (SRS; Henry & Sears, 2002) and the Internal and Externzt\dos to
Control Prejudice scale (IMS/EMS; Dunton & Fazio, 1997; Plant & Devine, 1998). The SRS
is a 10-item scale measuring a subtle form of present day racism: the tegheeh
individuals resist change to the current racial status quo. The scale megsaezsent to

items such as “Irish, Italian, Jewish, and many other minorities overcajoneipe and
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worked their way up. Blacks should do the same.” The IMS/EMS is a 10 item assesEme
how motivated participants are to control prejudice. Responses were madestoongl¥(
disagree) to 9 Gtrongly agree) scale. This scale is a combination of both internal motivation
(IMS) and external motivation (EMS) subscales. The internal motivation sulbseatures
intrinsic motivation to control prejudice with items such as “I attempt tonawbmprejudiced
ways toward Black people because it is personally important to me.” The exsigosable
measures extrinsic motivation to control prejudice with items such as “Beaftosiay's PC
(politically correct) standards | try to appear nonprejudiced towarckRlaople.” Previous
research has found that these two subscales can have differential impagsessiens of

prejudice (Plant & Devine, 1998).

Results

Scoring of DVs

For explicit judgments of how aggressive photos appeared, | first took separate
averages of responses to Black group photos, Black individual photos, White group photos
and White individual photos. | then converted these averages into proportions of the
maximum possible score to allow comparisons with explicit evaluations inrfamnbéy/ses.
Because ratings were on a 1 to 5 scale, | subtracted 1 from all scoresdorongaum of O
and then divided this number by 4. This process was repeated for explicit judgnitesws of

trustworthy each photo appeared.

For implicit judgments of aggressiveness, | looked at the block of 80 AMP trials (20

per type of prime) measuring aggression. | then calculated the proportion of times
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participants hit the response key which indicated “aggressive” for Blackgy Black

individuals, White groups, and White individuals.

Likewise, for implicit judgments of trustworthiness, | looked at the block of 80 AMP
trials measuring trust. | then calculated the proportion of times partisipérihe response

key which indicated “trustworthy” for each type of prime.

Impact of Groups on Race Bias

Although | counterbalanced measures of implicit and explicit attitudes, | did not
observe any effect of order for aggressiveness ratings. Thereforeptaming analyses are
collapsed across order condition. To examine my main hypothesis for aggressivene
judgments, | performed a 2 (Race: Black or White) x 2 (Group: Individual or Gra2ip) x
(Type of Measure: Implicit or Explicit) repeated measures arsabfsrariance (ANOVA). |
found support for my main hypothesis as can be seen in Figure 1. Black photos were rated as
more aggressive than White photbgl, 84) = 48.23p < .001, and groups were rated as
more aggressive than individu#él, 84) = 23.77p < .001. Importantly, these main effects
were qualified by a significant Race x Group interactié, 84) = 16.74p < .001.
Specifically, Black groups were judged as significantly more agiyeethan White groups,
F(1, 84) = 59.57p < .001; likewise, Black individuals were judged as significantly more
aggressive than White individudf$1,84) = 20.24p < .001. Additionally, Black groups
were judged as significantly more aggressive than Black individedls84) = 41.43p <
.001, while ratings of White groups did not differ from ratings of White individgls 84)
= 2.86,p = .10. The three-way, Race x Group x Type of Measure interaction revealed no

significant difference between the explicit and implicit measii@s,84) = 1.64p = .20. In
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sum, Blacks were perceived as more aggressive than Whites, especially\ghmups; this

racial bias was evident on both explicit and implicit measures.

As with aggressiveness ratings, | did not observe any effect of the onteastires
of implicit and explicit attitudes for trustworthiness ratings. Therefiieeremaining
analyses are collapsed across order condition. To examine my main hypothesis for
trustworthiness judgments, | performed a second 2 (Race: Black or WBRi{gnoup:
Individual or Group) x 2 (Type of Measure: Implicit or Explicit) repeatedsuess analysis
of variance (ANOVA). Again, | found support for my main hypothesis as can be seen in
Figure 2. Black photos were rated as less trustworthy than White pRto84) = 18. 97p
<.001, and groups were rated as less trustworthy than indivig{ial84) = 8.76p < .01.
These main effects were qualified by a significant Race x Groupdtiterg=(1, 84) = 8.35,
p < .01. Specifically, Black groups were judged as significantly less trustyvitran White
groups,F(1, 84) = 26.89p < .001; likewise, Black individuals were judged as significantly
less trustworthy than White individudf$1,84) = 5.83p = .02. Additionally, Black groups
were judged as significantly less trustworthy than Black individe@ls84) = 13.75p <
.001, while ratings of White groups did not differ from ratings of White individiagls 84)
=.322,p = .57. As with aggression, the Race x Group x Type of Measure interaction
revealed no significant differences based on type of medqlre84) = .576p = .45. In
sum, Blacks were perceived as less trustworthy than Whites, espedciatyinvgroups; as

with aggression ratings, this racial bias was evident on both explicit anditmpdasures.

Discussion
Past research has established that groups are perceived differently froduaidi

In their work on universal stereotypes, Campbell & Levine (1961), proposed that cross-
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culturally, outgroups, or groups to which we do not belong, are perceived as “aggaeskive
expansionistic” and with sentiments such as “they will cheat us if they Canfigbell &
Levine, 1961, Levine, 1965). More recently, the interindividual intergroup discontinuity
effect has found that, in the context of a PDG, groups behave more competitively than
individuals (Insko et al., 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1998, 2001; Meier & Hinsz, 2004;
Wolf, Insko, Kirchner, & Wildschut, 2008). A mediator of this increased competition
between two groups, as compared to the level of competition between two individuals, is the
tendency to view groups with more distrust (Cohen et al., 2010). Likewise, previcarchese
has found similar race-based stereotypes of Blacks. Although, in modern times,goeople
less likely toendorse stereotypes of Blacks, a majority repkmbwledge of the common
stereotypes of Blacks; one prominent stereotype involves viewing Blacggrassive

(Devine, 1989; Devine & Eliot, 1995).

Consistent with this literature, | predicted that race-related biameais \wteract with
relevant outgroup biases, to create exacerbated stereotyping fiks Biewed as a group.
Specifically, | predicted that White subjects would view Blacks groups #sylarly
aggressive and non-trustworthy. | found support for my hypothesis through two mais effect
and an interaction: groups were judged as more aggressive and less trystveorth
individuals, Blacks were judged as more aggressive and less trustworthy thas, \&ind the
detrimental effect of seeing Blacks as a group was much stronger thafeth@iefeeing
Whites as a group. In other words, Black groups were judged as more aggresséas and |
trustworthy than White groups, and this difference was significantly langara similar

tendency to rate Black individuals as more aggressive and less trustwortiWiia
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individuals. Unfortunately, these findings seem to imply that multiple Blac&wed as a

group, may be especially susceptible to stereotypical judgments.

As stated earlier, because of increasingly strong norms that overtly iagdaicse
biases is not socially acceptable, | expected that participants wouldsbgaebias on an
explicit measure than on an implicit measure such as the AMP. Contrary tcethictipn,
however, both the measure of implicit race attitudes as well as the measxpboifrace
attitudes showed exacerbated stereotyping of Black groups. Although some @videnc
suggests that explicit stereotyping has not diminished as much as we may thirddtto

see such extreme explicit reports of stereotyping among a liberallyl lmakege population.

There are a variety of suggestions why explicit and implicit measwek or would
not be correlated. Some theories propose that implicit and explicit measuissowil
distinct results when motivations and opportunity to control prejudice are preaeitt &
Towles-Schwen, 1999). Motivations to control prejudice are predicted to have an impact on
deliberate, explicit judgments, due to the fact that participants have timepauitg#o take
their motivations into account. Measures of implicit attitudes are thought suneeattitudes
that are too automatic for motivations to intervene. Contrary to this hypothessppats
in the current study were high in motivations to control prejudice, yet still shdveed) s
explicit biases. Why might participants, who were relatively high in motivatmosentrol
prejudice, feel so uniformly comfortable expressing extreme bias on a deastim? |

considered two plausible explanations for this finding.

First, | was asking participants to make judgments based on minimal infemmat

specifically, participants made ratings of photos of individuals and photos of groups and were
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told that people can be quite accurate at making judgments about others based on small
amounts of information (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1993; Rule & Ambady, 2010; Freeman,
Johnson, Ambady, & Rule, 2010). Therefore, | may have been inadvertently encouraging
participants to consider their gut reactions to be valid. Thus, on the direct megshuéy of

a Black group may have appeared on the screen asking for a judgment of how\agytiress
group appeared. Participants may have felt an automatic negative readtisrptmto, and,
instead of correcting for this quick reaction, they may have felt encouragecetat &heir
primary reaction as valid. Our previous research has indicated that thoughts atsout one
implicit reactions can impact their correlation with explicit reportsy(fe, Cooley, & Lei,

2010).

This explanation, however, does not account for the finding that participants seemed
to feel particularly comfortable rating Black groups as aggressig@an- trustworthy,
above and beyond bias expressed toward Black individuals. The difference between bias
expressed toward White and Black groups was significantly greater thanfénerdié
between bias expressed toward White and Black individuals. Therefore, | suspetiilda
accepting one’s gut reaction as valid may account for some of the comfoptr@ssrg bias

directly, that it does not fully account for the explicit findings.

Secondly, research has shown that certain forms of racism function byeimang
sensitivity to “nonracial factors that can justify, rationalize, or leg#e behavior that more
generally disadvantages Blacks relative to Whites” (Gaertner\ddizn 1986; Crandall &
Eshleman, 2003). The Justification-Suppression model of the expression of prejudice
provides a framework that would explain my counterintuitive results. In #&sarch,

Crandall and Eshleman (2003) argue that individuals, early in development, are egposed t
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and absorb prejudice toward racial outgroups. However, they argue, norms of tolachnce a
appropriate expression cause most to suppress these ingrained prejudices. Thegiagpot
that prejudice is only expressed when there is a race-irrelevant atgiificsuch as religion,
political orientation, or situational ambiguity. For example, Snyder, Ketrienta, and
Mentzer (1979) found that when choosing between two rooms in which to watch a movie,
one room with a disabled person already occupying it, participants were katyedi avoid

the disabled person if they could attribute it to wanting to see an alteroate (ire. a

different movie was playing in each theatre). However, if both theatres wgiregailae

same movie, participants did not show an avoidance of the handicapped occupant. In other
words, the preference of one movie over the other, when available, was used asatiprstific
for a choice that was clearly based on differential responding to a disabled pevsaxterid
this justification- suppression argument to the present study, it seems gakatbl
participants are using the fact that they are judging a group as a jtistifilca extreme
judgments of aggression and non-trustworthiness of Blacks viewed as a groug | woul
expect that those participants who are high in other measures of racism would bketyos

to look for, and use, justifications for suppressing prejudice. In other words, | thought my

hypothesis may be particularly likely among those with higher racial bias

Study 2 aimed to test this hypothesis by looking at expectations about iot@sacti
between groups as compared to expectations about interactions between individuals
independent of race, as a moderator of direct racial bias as expressed thraggtofati

photos of White and Black groups.
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CHAPTER 7

STUDY 2

In Study 2 | examined whether negative expectations about groups in general function
as a justification for race-related stereotyping. In line with the Jegidn- Suppression
model of the expression of prejudice, Study 2 examined whether race-irrelevifingfiesis
for prejudice (in this case, the degree to which participants believe that grewgisasive),
moderate overt expressions of negative beliefs about Blacks. Specifitatly, Sexamined
ratings of the aggressiveness and trustworthiness of photos of groups with the Relcer(Bl
White) of the groups as a within subjects variable. | also measured the tdegteeh
participants expect groups to be more abrasive than individuals as a continuousanotierat

the effect of race on judgments of groups.

Previous research has shown that participants expect hypothetical interacti
between groups to be more abrasive and less agreeable than hypotheticébinsera
between individuals (Hoyle et al., 1989). This tendency holds even when particigants ar
expecting to take part in the interactions themselves (Hoyle et al., 1989% $tutthy, |
predicted that negative expectations about groups in general would serve agatjostfor
expressing prejudice and would moderate the degree of bias expressed on subsglgient ex

ratings of the aggressiveness and trustworthiness of White and Black grouptc@lyeti



expected that participants who believe interactions between groups arelgdytabrasive

would be more likely to show race- related stereotyping of Black groups.

While | did not have a specific hypothesis about individual difference variabtes tha
may enhance the use of justifications to express prejudice, an open questiondiatiexpl
was whether the use of justifications to directly express racial prejondigde related to
other measures of racism. To examine this question, | included a measurebofiSym
Racism. Symbolic Racism measures a more subtle form of explicit ragismeasuring
underlying prejudice toward Blacks based on the endorsement of beliefs that Bidates vi
traditional values. These beliefs are strongly driven by a belief in thgatibh of an
individual to manage and overcome his or her own struggles. Given the relevance of this
scale, | included Symbolic Racism scores in relevant analyses to expldhemthe
tendency to use negative group expectations as a justification of expliaithiasi varies
based on levels of underlying racial attitudes. In other words, in addition to looking at
moderation of explicit race bias by expectations about groups, | also measuntealiSy
Racism in order to explore individual differences in the use of justificatibsseins
possible that having justifications available may allow participants tadeefortable
expressing their underlying racial attitudes in their ratings of photos df Brat White

groups.

To verify that negative group expectations are operating as a justificatopladit
prejudice, | also included a measure of implicit stereotyping. Under nothsgis, | would
expect that negative expectations about groups in general may serve agatjostor
moderator of an explicit tendency to rate Black groups as more aggressiessand |

trustworthy than White groups; however, | would not expect that justifications would be
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related to implicit stereotyping. As described above, measures of inglittides function
by interfering with conscious corrections of automatic attitudes. Theréforedicted that
negative expectations about groups would moderate explicit prejudice but not implicit

prejudice.

Method

Participants

Participants were 113 undergraduates (63 % White; 11% African Americaaadx; Bl
19% Asian; 4% Hispanic; 1% Native American or Pacific Islander; 2% Othtre a
University of North Carolina- Chapel Hill participating for partial tsicredit. Up to five
participants signed up for 60-minute sessions through an internet website for hseaaohre
participation. Because my interest in the use of justifications for expgasgial prejudice
may operate differently if a participant is Black, to simplify inter@tiiens | ran all analyses
on non-Black participants. Analyses were run on the remaining 101 participants (73%

female; 27% male).

Procedure

Upon arriving to the experiment, participants were seated at a computer iduadlivi
cubicles for privacy. After signing an informed consent, participants coedpdeseries of

tasks prompted by the computer in front of them.

First participants read that they would be completing two unrelated tasks on the
computer. In the first task, participants learned that researchergaassied in their
expectations about interactions between individuals and their expectations abaatianter
between groups. Participants then reported the degree to which they endaesedt ser
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adjectives in describing interactions between individuals and interactionsebegvaips.
The same photos of Black and White groups used in Study 1 followed. Specifically,
participants were told that people can be quite accurate at making judgbumrttethers
based on small amounts of information; for that reason, participants learned¢aaters
are interested in their ratings of photos of groups who had interacted in an expErgasrd
the previous semester. | expected that those who endorsed more adjecteedaelat
abrasiveness in respect to interactions between groups as compared thonssoatween
individuals on the general measure of expectations subsequently would feel rifoed jios
report Black groups as particularly aggressive and non-trustworthy gacehto White

groups.

The second portion of the experiment was described as a concentration tasit (impli
ratings). As in Study 1, | measured implicit attitudes by using an AMtier Abmpleting the

AMP, participants completed two questionnaires measuring generalktingdes.

Measure of General Expectations

The measure of general expectations of interactions between groupspasembio
interactions between individuals was adapted from Hoyle et al., (1989). Iistilndies,
participants were asked to rate 14 adjectives @hnoét never applies) to 9 @most always
applies) scales to reflect how much they believed each adjective applied to intehiradior
intergroup interactions. To examine the factor structure of these adjectoyds,and
colleagues performed an exploratory factor analysis, which was then ceshforma
withheld portion of the initial sample in a confirmatory factor analysis. THeeutound

that the adjectives loaded onto two distinct factors: Agreeableness (Hetpfal,
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Forgiving, Unselfish, Patient, Trustworthy, Cooperative) and AbrasiveRessd),

Competitive, Overconfident, Aggressive, Demanding, Boastful, Domineering).

This procedure was adapted from its original pencil and paper format for use as a
computer-based questionnaire in the present study. Specifically, particigaatireat told
that researchers were interested in their expectations of interacttare®bendividuals and
their expectations of interactions between groups. In the following portiorgipants were
told to report how much they endorsed each adjective as descriptive of interadiiceenbe
individuals on the 1 to 9 scale. Each adjective appeared on the computer screen hlane wit
scale; once participants made their rating for that adjective, the negtiageljappeared with
the same 1 to 9 response scale. Participants then repeated this series of éAtgifigm

expectations of interactions between groups.

Explicit evaluations

The explicit measure of stereotyping replicated the one used in Study 1 with one
minor exception. Because my interest was to explore my finding that groupsks$ Bia
compared to individual Blacks, may be particularly vulnerable to stereotypemlified the
design by eliminating judgments of photos of Black and White individuals. Therefore
participants made ratings on a randomized series of the 4 photos of Black groups and the 4
photos of White groups used in Study 1. In one block of judgments, all 8 photos were rated
on how aggressive the group in the photo appeared onch dt @ll) to 5 Eextremely) scale.

In another block, all photos were rated on how trustworthy the group in the photo appeared

on a1 fot at all) to 5 extremely) scale. Photos appeared in a random order.

Salf-report attitude measures
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| used the Symbolic Racism Scale as my self-report measure of tttudes (SRS;
Henry & Sears, 2002). As discussed previously, | wanted to explore the postihtlitiye
use of justifications may be particularly likely for those who hold negadive related

beliefs.

Results

Scoring of Continuous Moderators

To understand participants’ general expectations about groups as compared to
individuals, | first examined whether groups were rated as more abrasive thadualdivan
the measure of general expectations. Replicating previous work using thjd smand that
overall, participants expected interactions between gravdps(62,3D =1.25) to be more
abrasive than interactions between individums=5.17,SD = 1.27),F(1,100) = 7.341p =

.008,1n°= .068.

Given that abrasiveness has been found to be a unique factor in previous work using
the scale, | created an individual difference variable of expectationsasiamess of
interactions between groups as compared to expectations of the abrasivenesaobioims
between individuals. Specifically, | subtracted the average score on therabheasifactor
when rating individuals, from the same score in regard to groups; higher values of this
moderator indicated that a participant viewed interactions between groups asbnasree
than interactions between individual € .444 ,.SD = 1.65). To create the Symbolic Racism
variable, | summed scores across the ten items that make up the Symboht Stabesi/ =

23,9D = 4.67).
Main analyses
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Explicit evaluations of aggressiveness were scored as the proportion of the maximum
rating of aggressiveness as in Study 1. To examine explicit raciabbiaggressiveness
ratings, | performed a 2-way (Race of group: Black or White) repeateslinesaanalysis of
variance (ANOVA) with general expectations about groups, Symbolic iRaaisd their
interaction entered as continuous covariates. All covariates were staeddrdfore entering
them into the ANOVA. | found support for my main hypothesis as can be seen in Figure 3.
Photos of Black groupsM = .49 =.18) were rated as more aggressive than photos of

White groups {1 = .34SD =.18),F(1, 97) = 80.08p < .001 1= .452.

Having established race related bias in aggressiveness ratingsyihedahe
interaction of this racial bias with the two continuous moderators. The tendency Biaeck
groups as more aggressive than White groups was not moderated by genetatienpec
about groups(1, 97) =.769p =.383. However, the tendency to rate Black groups as more
aggressive than White groups was moderated by Symbolic Racism as | miglt #sqsec
who were higher in Symbolic Racism showed more racial B{ds,97) = 4.43p =.038.

Finally, the interaction of general group expectations with Symbolic Raadso

significantly moderated the tendency to rate Black groups as more aggtbssi White
groups:F(1, 97) = 4.8p = .031. Simple effects analyses showed that among those high in
the expectation that groups are abrasive, Symbolic Racism moderated tlo¢ lagl bias
such that those who were high in Symbolic Racism showed significantly morebiasia

than those who were low in Symbolic Racig(, 93) = 3.20p = .03. On the other hand, for
those who were low in the expectation that groups are abrasive, racial biasexpogsard
Black groups did not differ based on levels of Symbolic Radi@n93) = 1.026p = .363

(see Figure 4).
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Explicit evaluations of trustworthiness were scored as the proportion of the maximum
rating of trustworthiness as in Study 1. To examine explicit race biasiftworthiness
ratings, | performed a 2-way (Race of group: Black or White) repeateslinesaanalysis of
variance (ANOVA) with general expectations about groups, Symbolic iRaaisd their
interaction entered as continuous covariates. All covariates were stiaeddrefore entering
them into the ANOVA. Again, | found support for my main hypothesis such that Black
groups M = .38,SD = .15) were rated as less trustworthy than White gradps @42,3D =

.13),F(1, 97) = 5.992p = .016,1>= .058 (see Figure 5).

Looking at moderation analyses, the effects of both continuous moderators were
significant. Symbolic Racism predicted the tendency to rate Black grolgssasustworthy
than White groupds;(1, 97) = 13.12p <.001. More importantly, the tendency to rate Black
groups as less trustworthy than White groups was moderated by gempecthéons about
groups,F(1, 97) = 5.08p =.027.There was no three way interacti¢if2, 97) = .335p =
.564 (see Table 1). In total, these results indicate that the tendency to ratgrBiges as
less trustworthy than White groups is related to both high Symbolic Racism aeddkeacy
to have general expectations that groups are abrasive, but not the interadtese dib

moderators.
Additional Analyses

Although not central to my hypothesis, | ran a series of additional analyses on
implicit ratings of Black and White groups. Because implicit measured #wpisame
conscious deliberation available on an explicit measure, | did not expectaisiifs to

work in the same way on my measure of implicit attitudes.
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Implicit bias was calculated as the proportion of the maximum rating of aggres
as in Study 1. These analyses of implicit ratings involved eliminating aticadil 1
participants: 9 participants who reported being able to read Chinese (due todhe use
Chinese symbols on the AMP), and 3 participants who did not follow task directions for the
implicit measure and pressed the same button for all stimuli. The followingsaesaigre

run on the remaining 90 participants.

To examine implicit ratings of aggressiveness, | performed a 2-Reage(of group:
Black or White) repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) wiitbrgleexpectations
about groups, Symbolic Racism, and their interaction entered as continuous esvatlat
covariates were standardized before entering them into the ANOVA. Aexwpticit bias,
on a measure of implicit attitudes, participants showed a tendency to assaggessive”
more often with Black group$A = .50,SD = .161) than with White group®i(= .44,SD =

.139),F(1, 86) = 7.315p = .008,1*=.078.

Further supporting my hypothesis that participants were consciously using
justifications to express explicit bias, moderation analyses that wergcant for explicit
bias were not significant for implicit bias. Implicit bias was not modeiayegeneral
expectations about grougs(1, 86) = 1.824p = .18, nor Symbolic Racisnx(1, 86) = .569,
p = .453. Additionally, the interaction of group expectations with Symbolic Racism dlso di

not reach significancé;(1, 86) = 2.428p = .123.

To examine implicit ratings of trustworthiness, | performed a 2-wag¢Rf group:
Black or White) repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) wiitergleexpectations

about groups, Symbolic Racism, and their interaction entered as continuous esvAliat
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covariates were standardized before entering them into the ANOVA. Aexplicit bias,
on a measure of implicit attitudes, participants showed a tendency to asdasivectthy”
more often with White group$/A = .56,SD = .134) than with Black group#i(= .52,SD =

.167),F(1, 86) = 3.842p = .0531°=.043.

Further supporting my hypotheses that participants were consciously using
justifications to express explicit bias, moderation analyses involvingrgleexpectations
about groups that were significant for explicit bias were not significaminjalicit bias.
While implicit race bias was moderated by Symbolic Raciih, 86) = 5.88p = .017,
implicit bias was not moderated by general expectations about gF{ap86) = .03p =
.864. Additionally, the interaction of general expectations about groups with Symbolic

Racism did not reach significandg1, 86) = 0.67p = .796.

Discussion

Study 2 simplified my Study 1 design to replicate the finding that on an explicit
measure, Black groups would be rated as more aggressive and less trustworthy tha
comparable White groups. Following my hypotheses, Study 2 results demonsiaated t
participants are willing to express racial bias toward groups on an expiagure: Black
groups were rated as more aggressive and less trustworthy than White groups

In Study 2, | also explored a potential mechanism behind this explicit ragal bia
hypothesized that explicit racial bias expressed toward Black groupspesgte through the
use of justifications for expressing prejudice. In particular, | expebttdegative
expectations about groups in general may moderate racial bias expressddBiaaia
groups. Further | thought it was possible that justifications may be sought dutyntbese

who display other forms of subtle racism—specifically as measured bhybdoBg Racism
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scale. Symbolic Racism measures a more subtle form of racism by mgaswterlying
negative affect toward Blacks based on the endorsement of beliefs that Btdates vi
traditional values. As predicted, results indicated that general expectatibgsothyzs are
abrasive moderate levels of racial bias expressed toward Black groups qti@h ex
measure. However, there were slightly different patterns of moderation degendi

whether subjects were rating groups on aggressiveness or trustworthiness.

In the case of aggression, the tendency to rate Black groups as more aggrassive tha
White groups on an explicit measure was moderated by the interaction of SyrmdmémR
and negative group expectations. Those who were high in the expectation that groups are
abrasive and high in Symbolic Racism expressed significantly more reasdhbn those
who were high in the expectation that groups are abrasive but low in Symbolic Racism.
interpreted these findings as indicating that expectations that group<nalgeme abrasive
serves as a justification for people to express their underlying ratiadles (as measured by

the Symbolic Racism Scale) on explicit ratings of Black groups.

In the case of trust, the tendency to rate Black groups as less trusttharthyhite
groups on an explicit measure was moderated by negative expectations aboutrgtoups a
Symbolic Racism individually, but not by their interaction. While | thought it wasiples
that high levels of Symbolic Racism may make individuals particularlyewafaand likely
to use justifications for expressing prejudice, | did not expect the role of SyrRamlism to

vary based on type of rating (i.e. aggressiveness or trustworthiness).

To explain this unexpected difference, it seems possible that the two adje¢cibes

were differentially tied to knowledge of stereotypes of Blacks. While aggeesss is a
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well-known stereotype of Blacks, trust is more generally related to outgridepmé, 1989;
Devine and Eliot, 1995). Therefore it may be that aggressiveness ratingegreeted as a
more race-relevant judgment than trustworthiness ratings. It followsativags of
aggressiveness may be a more likely candidate to interact with levels bb&yRacism
because aggression is a distinct stereotype of Blacks. In line with thesatiph, use of
negative expectations about groups as a justification for racial bias dependedisof

Symbolic Racism for aggressiveness ratings, but not for trustworthinessrating

My findings were further supported by examining parallel moderation asabfs
implicit racial bias. | found that while Black groups were more assocratbdhe term
“aggressive” and less associated with the term “trustworthy” as cechpakVhite groups on
a measure of implicit attitudes, negative expectations about groups did not modpliate
racial bias. | did not expect the use of justifications to operate on implitidat, as
measures of these attitudes capture reactions that take place befoi@usateitheration can

Ooccur.
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CHAPTER 8

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The present two studies expand upon knowledge of intergroup conflict and race
stereotyping by examining perceptions of Blacks who are viewed as a gré&itpdly 1 |
found that for both implicit and explicit ratings, Black groups were rated as maesaiyg
and less trustworthy than Black individuals. Importantly, this tendency wacagtly
larger than a similar tendency to rate White groups as more aggresslessatrdstworthy
than White individuals. While | expected racial bias on a measure of ingitititdes, | were
surprised to see equally strong levels of racial bias on a measure of extpligies in a

college population that tends to be motivated to control prejudice.

Study 2 explored the mechanisms behind my Study 1 findings of strong explicit bias
toward Black groups. | first simplified my design by looking only at expgberceptions of
Black and White groups. Again indicating explicit racial bias, | found thetkBgroups were
rated as more aggressive and less trustworthy than White groups. Fditftewered that
negative expectations about groups in general played a strong role in tresiexpoé racial
bias. For aggressiveness ratings, negative expectations about groupsahrgederated the
degree to which participants expressed their racial attitudes (as iddigaSmbolic
Racism scores) in their ratings of photos of Black and White groups. In panrtitudse who

were high in the expectation that groups in general are abrasive and also higthali&S



Racism expressed the most racial bias in aggressiveness judgments. Worttrinss
ratings, those who were high in the expectation that groups are abrasive dn®wedt
racial bias, regardless of levels of Symbolic Racism. | interpretse firalings as indicating
that negative expectations about groups in general may serve as one jastificaple use

to express particularly negative judgments of Blacks viewed as a group.

Theoretical Contribution

Our findings both contribute to existing theories about interactions between groups as
well as build upon theories of how racial bias toward Blacks is expressed. Ipiisgtiieg
prior work of Hoyle et al. (1989), | found that people hold negative general expestati
about interactions between groups. Specifically, with no other information about the groups
or individuals available, purely imagining interactions between groups and thedwn pur
imagining interactions between individuals leads to differential percephgpsthetical
interactions between groups are more strongly associated with neagjdegves such as
“hostile” and “domineering” as compared to hypothetical interactions betwdemduals.
Other research shows that these negative expectations about groups seem tbdrethase
differences in how groups behave. In the Robbers Cave studies, for example,rfsherif a
colleagues (1961) show that dividing otherwise similar boys into groups at a seamyer
created surprising levels of aggression and even violence between the two groups in
subsequent camp games. Extending these findings to the lab, work on the interindividual
intergroup discontinuity shows consistently that groups behave more competiiavely t
individuals (Insko et al., 1994). These findings have been extended to actual aggression
within the lab (Meier & Hinsz, 2003) and have been found cross culturally (Takemura &

Yuki, 2002). Therefore the present replication of the finding that people expect groups to be
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more abrasive than individuals becomes more understandable when one considersehat t

perceptions may sometimes be quite accurate: graupshave differently than individuals.

Given my interpretation that these negative expectations about groups serve as a
justification for expressing explicit racial bias toward Black groupsctineent findings also
extend the Justification- Suppression theory of prejudice. As Crandall & Ezshi@D03)
proposed, people seem willing to express their race related beliefs as latg arelevant
justifications (in this case, negative expectations about groups in gemeraljadlable. In the
present study, group membership was experimentally combined with racededxpl
Black groups are perceived. While Black individuals may elicit negative jadtgnvhen
certain justifications are available, Black groups seem to elicitiaatisise of justifications.
In fact, the present studies show that the mere fact that multiple Blackeaed together
allows participants who are otherwise motivated to control prejudice to faéepis
expressing negative beliefs based on race. In other words, it seems possibleghat som
participants are rating Black groups as particularly aggressive anustwerthy while
maintaining that these ratings are unrelated to skin color; instead theyntagathat their

negative ratings stem from their belief that groups are generally upgimoaio

Given that humans are a group dwelling species and that people seek out others who
are similar to themselves, the fact that Blacks appearing as a geopa@rticularly
vulnerable to explicit racial bias is problematic. One way to tackle thisl t@ies may be to
encourage recategorization of Black groups into a superordinate group which is independent
of race and which includes the participant as a group member. Previous resebhech on t
Common Ingroup ldentity Model shows that categorizing outgroups into higher ocotgsg

to which the participant belongs, reduces bias expressed toward former outgroupsmember
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(Gaertner, Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman & Rust, 1993; Dovidio, Gaertner, Validzoc &
Matoka, 1997). For example, in the context of the present study, encouraging parttoipants
think of the groups of Blacks as part of the more inclusive group of University of Chalpel Hil
undergraduates would allow White participants to have a common ingroup identity with the
Black groups in the photos (i.e. school affiliation). Because negative expectdtouts a
groups probably only applies to outgroups, a common ingroup identity may decrease the

availability of this justification for expressing explicit racial biesard Black groups.

A different approach to eliminating the negative explicit bias expressead Black
groups may stem from research on the Cross Race Effect. The Cross fReceetsrs to a
well-established perceptual bias in which those who are of another race mppeaimilar
to one another than do members of our own race: in other words this effect refers ta the ide
that we more easily individuate ingroup members than outgroup members (Chance &
Goldstein, 1996; Meissner & Brigham, 2001). As an example, these studies indicate that
White individual will tend to have a harder time recognizing individuating featuras of
Black individual than of another White individual. Research also indicates thabtiee
similar members of a group seem, the more “group-like” they are pedceivbe (Crawford,
Sherman & Hamilton, 2002). Combining this with the Cross Race Effect, it seenfsigossi
that Black groups may seem more “group-like” than White groups (assumingvpescsie
White) due to a greater difficulty in individuating racial outgroups. Thergéosecond
potential strategy to reduce the expression of racial bias toward Blagisgrould be the
use of individuation, or the focus on the individual rather than the group. In line with this
idea, research on the Cross Race Effect has shown that individuation trainimgifieg

skills that help individuate cross race others) minimizes difficulty in individgautgroup
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members (McGugin, Tanaka, Lebrecht, Tarr, & Gauthier, 2011; Hugenberg;, Mille
Claypool 2007). Therefore, training participants to distinguish among others of araather
and emphasizing a focus on one individual in the group rather than the whole group, may
help to eliminate the salience of group membership and prevent its use as atjostifar

expressing explicit racial bias.

Measurement Implications

On a measurement level, these findings also raise interesting questionthalippe
of stimuli that should be used in experiments to best capture racial attitudeas8explicit
racial bias expressed toward groups correlated quite strongly with Sgridaalism (more
strongly, although not significantly, than racial bias expressed toward indiyidualsems
possible that explicit bias toward Black groups rather than explicit biasddslack
individuals, may be a better proxy of individuals’ race attitudes. In other wordsjdgec
scales that measure explicit prejudice such as Symbolic Racism andtimigiva control
prejudice generally ask for attitudes toward “Blacks” as a groupgsatihBlack groups may
be a more accurate way of measuring race stereotyping. Future studeksnore formally
investigate whether explicit ratings of Black groups show greater ggemvevalidity with
explicit measures of prejudice than do explicit ratings of Black individuals.cbhisl have

implications for how racial bias is measured in the lab in the future.

Practical Implications

On a more practical level, the present findings have implications for irter-ra
conflict in general. When race conflict arises, Blacks are often viewedrasi:-united by

skin color, beliefs, friendships, and motive. Given the present finding that raci& bias
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exacerbated when applied toward Black groups, we can begin to imagine sopsrcycle

of conflict escalation between groups of different races. Some evidenbesfpotential
pattern of conflict escalation comes from work on the interindividual intergroup
discontinuity. These studies have shown that groups behave more competitivelysand les
cooperatively than individuals. Additionally, this competitive behavior between ititegac
groups has been found to be mediated by a lack of trust for groups (Cohen et al., 2010).
Mixing these findings with my current findings, if a White group had the expectttat
actions undertaken by a Black group would be particularly aggressive and nomoitiugtw
this could lead White group members to behave in a way that elicits more nbgiaxeor
from Black groups. Therefore, interactions with groups of Blacks may more fisihto a
pattern of increasing anger and lack of trust based on racially biased &spectauture
studies could examine patterns of behavior within actual interactions between groups of

different races.

A related question is whether groups that differ based on affiliation with different
nations will exhibit particularly lethal levels of conflict when these tations are
predominantly different races. This line of thought stems from the idea thahate
inherently conceptualized as groups and frequently differ in skin color. For examgie, do t
present findings imply that a conflict between England and America (both preaitiyi
light-skinned) would be less violent than a conflict between Africa and America
(predominantly dark-skinned and predominantly light-skinned, respectively)? troretc
the present findings, it seems possible that nations may encounter more iotdisefrom
others who do not share their racial identity than from others who do share their racial

identity-- holding constant for ideological differences. Future directions coaltieg this
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potential by looking at records of international conflict and examining i wave more

violent outcomes when the combating nations are of different races.

Overall, the present studies help to clarify how Blacks are perceived. Thaisgdi
indicate the need to explore both theoretical and practical applications. T¢adlyét is
important to understand how using groups as compared to individual stimuli changes the
meaning of ratings as well as their relation with general measuresaifatiitudes such as
Symbolic Racism. Practically, the current findings help to clarify how negaxplicit
perceptions of Black groups may contribute to intense intergroup conflickéetfferent
races. Hopefully we can use this information to create more effectiveantmns for

reducing conflict between groups of different races.
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Table 1. Moderation of Explicit Racial Bias for Trustworthiness Judgmen&r dyp
Expectations and Symbolic Racism, Study 2

Race Bias (Z) for Trustworthiness Ratings

Predictor B S T p-value
Constant 011 .094 115 .909
Group 212 .093 2.281 .025
Expectations (GE)

Symbolic Racism .339 .094 3.591 .001
(SR)

GE X SR -.053 .091 -.579 .564

Note: B's are unstandardized regression coefficients. All variables were slasthbefore
being entered into the regression.
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Figure 1. Rated aggressiveness of groups and individuals of differesit race
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Figure 2. Rated trustworthiness of groups and individuals of different races.
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Figure 3. Rated aggressiveness of Black and White groups.
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Figure 4. Moderation of aggressiveness ratings by Symbolic Racism rmecigexpectations
about groups.
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Figure 5. Rated trustworthiness of Black and White groups.
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