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ABSTRACT

Research regarding the attitudinal antecedentsodilly discriminating behavior
is of particular importance as racial diversitythie United States continues to increase
along with instances of intergroup violence andi@min the news. In a two-part
experiment we examined racial attitudes as theyteg¢b manipulations in
environmental cues and subsequent behaviors. fitadgi we examined whether a
subtle environmental manipulation in the form acgwing a positive and negative
stereotypical interaction between minority race rbera in a two minute video
segment was associated with a decrease in att@#udicial bias measured using the
Implicit Association Test and differences in sulatiscrimination assessed via two
subtle discriminatory behavior assessment techsicuéypothetical budget cut
guestionnaire and the Lost Email Technique.

ParticipantsN = 69) were recruited from the undergraduate populiagiothe
University of Rhode Island and randomized into pusitive and negative video
conditions. Trained research assistants welcoraeticipants into the laboratory and
directed them to a computer on which to view treewoi After viewing the respective
videos, participants completed the Implicit Asstoia Test (IAT), three self-report
measures designed to obscure the purpose of thy,sand a demographics
guestionnaire all on the same computer. The reBeassistants then acquired the
participants’ preferred email addresses, infornfezint the second half of the study
would be sent via email, and introduced participantthe budget cut questionnaire
disguised as a departmental requirement for reseesc Twenty-four hours later, the

research assistants emailed a link to the secomdrtn a pre specified Gmail



account. The research assistants paired this enthithe lost email sent from a
URI.etal email address. This email was addressedrfectly) to either a common
White or Black name informing the intended recipigrat they had been awarded a
prestigious scholarship to which they applied.irérest was the response rate
between the emails compared between positive agatine video groups and
perceived White and Black recipient names.

A series of one tailed t-tests and a logistic regjan tested three hypotheses:
1) that the positive video would decrease racias lnin the IAT, 2) that the decrease in
bias would remain 24-48 hours as measured by anddéd’, and 3) that the positive
video would be related to a decrease in discrironydbehavior. Results revealed that
the positive video conditiorM = .4320,SD = .4105) significantly differed from the
negative video conditioM = .6134 SD = .3533) on the first IATt (57) = 1.80p =
.0385,d = .4736. One tailed t-tests did not reveal sigatfit differences between the
positive and negative video group on the second2A8 hours later and on
proposed budget cuts on our first behavioral me&asilihe logistic regression did not
reveal a significant interaction effect betweeneadondition, email race, and
response rate. However, the logistic regres®uaaled a main effect that trended
toward significance such that the email was mdyireturned to the sender when it
was addressed to a White name (51%) compared lack Bame (29%); = -.33,p

<.07,d= .69. Implications for educational purposes inlzost setting are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Racial prejudice and discrimination remain promirsotial issues. Simply
defined, prejudice is a preconceived, usually negg@idgment of a group and its
individual members. Discrimination is unjustifigglpically negativebehavior toward
a group or its members (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2014lids added). Prejudice and
discrimination have changed dramatically over tipegticularly towards racial and
ethnic minorities (Banaji & Heiphetz, 2010). Faosiance, prior to the Civil Rights
movement, prejudice and discrimination were morerovHowever, social norms in
post-Civil Rights America increasingly value egalian views. As a result, prejudice
and discrimination have become more covert. Pdggigis began defining these
more subtle forms of racial bias using terms sicByambolic Racism (Kinder &
Sears, 1981), Aversive Racism (Gaertner & Dovidi286), Ambivalent Racism
(Glicke & Fiske, 1996), and, most recently, ImglBias (Greenwald, McGhee, &
Schwartz, 1998).

Media in the United States is saturated with instgrof racial bias. For
example, a neighborhood watch volunteer killed gdar old African American,
Trayvon Martin, living in a Florida town after whedme call racial profiling and
others call self-defense (Kaplan, 2012) after wiasighdge ruled he was not guilty of
murder (Botelho & Yan, 2013). An Arizona sherificently stood accused of racial

profiling (Santos, 2012). Reports of discrimingtarorkplace practices are also



common. Recently, Muir (2012) compared ethnicarity representation in the
workplace today with the that of the1980’s and fbtimat minority members are
increasingly represented in the workforce, buteepntation is still not equal. Thus, it
seems that prejudice and discrimination continygetoneate every level of our
society. Given the substantial impact of prejudind discrimination and the
continuing pervasiveness of the issue, the topintefgroup bias remains an
important area of applied social psychological aesle (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2010).

Since the days of LaPiere (1934) researchers $tadeed prejudice and
discrimination across many contexts. For exant(pterell and colleagues (2007)
studied police officers’ racial bias in criticaldgon making. In a video game
exercise, researchers compared police officersmaunity members on decisions to
shoot or not to shoot based on the race of thetarBargets were black and white,
and either armed and unarmed. Results reveale ba&s in all participants’
decisions to shoot, such that both groups shot mpaickly when the target was black
compared to when the target was white regardlessether or not the target was
armed. However, police officers, on average, eweéd less racial bias than
community members in their decisions to shoot.

Bertrand and Mullainathan (2003) designed an erpant to study labor
market discrimination. These researchers sent ¢S@00 resumes that were
identical except for the names of the job applicaltte researchers manipulated these
names to give the reader the impression of eitldnite applicant or a black

applicant. They found that the common white nasueh as Emily (7.8%) and Greg



(5.5%) were significantly more likely to receivdlbacks than the common black
names such as Lakisha (5.5%) and Jamal (6.6%).

The aforementioned studies are critically imporiarthat they examine
discriminatory behaviors toward potential job apatits and potential targets.
However, research that examines the cognitive #rtddinal antecedents of
discrimination is also critical; particularly witlespect to identifying proximal
determinants that can be targeted in attemptstiacesdiscrimination. Doing so
would strengthen the literature regarding thewatgtbehavior link.

What we know so far regarding the attitude-behaknbr suggests that
attitudes may predict spontaneous and subtle befsavHowever, given the shift in
societal norms toward valuing pro-social behavoovdrd all races, explicit racial
attitudes are not often reliable predictors of uresaled discrimination (Dovidio &
Geartner, 2010). As a result, researchers iratleia focus more on links between
implicit attitudes and behaviors. We extended tecent research by manipulating
environmental racial cues, examining resultingetéhces in implicit attitudes, and
examining whether or not behavior is significaraffected by these changes.

Accordingly, and drawing heavily on a recent corhpresive review of
intergroup bias (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2010), we Imelgy defining bias and
stereotypes, followed by a more detailed delin@adioprejudice and discrimination
than offered above. We then review the most reedatvant research on prejudice
and discrimination. We follow with a review of dijt and implicit attitudes and
their respective methods of measurement. Subsdyguertreview the smaller body

of research that links prejudiced attitudes torhsimatory behavior and highlight



research suggesting implicit bias is malleablenalfy we review research linking the
malleability of implicit attitudes to differences behavior. The study to follow seeks
to build on these findings by first piloting a disginatory behavior measure,
replicating the implicit prejudice malleability efft, and then examining consequent
behavior.

Bias, Stereotypes, Prejudice, and Discrimination.

According to Dovidio and Gaertner (2010) bias i as “an unfair
evaluative, emotional, cognitive, or behaviorap@sse toward another group in ways
that devalue or disadvantage the other group andembers either directly or
indirectly by valuing or privileging members of éa@wn group” (pg. 1084).
Importantly, Dovidio and Gaertner (2010) note thiafs is not just about out-groups.
Bias is a comparative process in that it involvew lone views one’s own group
relative to other groups. In sum, bias can be sseancompassing stereotypes,
prejudice, and discrimination, three terms thatds#ned next.

Stereotypes.

Stereotypes are shared beliefs about a group gi@end can be seen as one
of the many ways people simplify the complex infatron that constitutes their social
world (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2010). Because we cdrpussibly process all of this
complex information, stereotypes act as heuristiegwever, stereotypes can also
predispose us to judge a person based only omfineriation provided in our
stereotype about the group to which the persomigsl¢Dovidio & Gaertner, 2010).
As a result, we minimalize the complexity of anivdual and formulate an unfair or

inaccurate evaluation of him or her.



Prejudice.

Dovidio and Gaertner (2010) define prejudice as “‘negative (or less
positive) evaluative or affective response, or bathothers in a given context based
on their group membership” (pg. 1085). In otherdsprejudice can be seen as ill-
founded evaluation of a person based on a stereotyp

Discrimination.

Discrimination is defined as the inappropriate timgnt of individuals based
on group membership, the key feature of which tsber (Dovidio & Gaertner,
2010). Specifically, racial discrimination reféosunfair treatment based on group
membership in the form of verbal and nonverbal brna resulting in direct harm or
failure to help an individual or group.

In sum, stereotypes and prejudice occur withinitkdeszidual whereas
discrimination involves outward behavior that affecthers. Wright and Taylor
(2007) illustrate a linear trend across these coost. According to them, beliefs
shared by one group about members of another dooapthe basis for prejudice and
discrimination is a potential behavioral resultexiiwe discuss how prejudice
attitudes may be divided into two subcategoriesliecit and explicit.

Explicit and Implicit Attitudes

Allport (1935; as cited in Petty & Wegener, 199&jted that attitudes are the
most important concept in social psychology. Inrtheost simple form, attitudes
toward others are predispositions to treat somgtith a certain degree of favor or

disfavor (Banaji & Heiphetz, 2010). In the presstudy we concentrate on attitudes



towards race and ethnicity, called prejudice. Rliegd attitudes can be viewed as
central components of a dual process model thatpacates both explicit and
implicit forms (Wilson, Lindsey, & Schooler, 2000).

Explicit attitudes.

Explicit attitudes are not often clearly definede literature and when they
are, it is often by their contrast to implicit &tles. However, according to Wilson et
al. (2000) explicit attitudes are those that camdbeeved from memory. Furthermore,
explicit attitudes are purportedly more easily amohby forces such as intergroup
contact (Allport, 1954), education (Kawakami et 2000), and motivation (Devine,
1989; Devine et al., 2002).

Explicit attitudes have typically been examinedgsself-report measures
such as open ended questionnaires or Likert-typlesacluding the Modern Racism
Scale (MRS; McConahay, 1986) and the Symbolic Ra8sale (SRS; Henry &
Sears, 2002). According to Banaji and HeiphetA(@0self-report measures are
useful in that they can provide the researcher thighindividual’sperception of his or
her accessible attitudes. Self-report measureslsmeuseful due to their relatively
low random error variance - meaning that answersiatimed, thus ostensibly careful
and deliberate, decreasing the chance for a mistasponse. In sum, these self-
report measures assess attitudes that the indlvglbath aware of and willing to
report.

However, Banaji and Heiphetz (2010) note three lerab with self-report
measures: 1) people are not always comfortableeggprg attitudes that are socially

undesirable (such as those that may be seen afiyarejudiced), 2) many attitudes



people express seem to be ones that people ameg‘yt” temporarily and, 3) people
cannot possibly report attitudes of which theywamaware. Because of these issues,
researchers have increasingly relied on impli¢ituates (see Gaertner & Dovidio,
1986, Devine, 1989, Bargh, 1999).

Implicit attitudes.

According to Wilson et al. (2000) implicit attituslbave three distinct features:
1) the individual is largely unaware of the atteunt its basis, 2) they are activated
automatically, and 3) they may influence behavibnus, implicit attitudes, although
they exist outside of awareness, may still impatiaviors. For example, consistent
with dual process models of attitudes, researdhars found that some people who
report egalitarian views may still evidence rati@s on measures designed to assess
implicit attitudes (Fazio et al., 1995; Greenwaldle, 1998) and may still subtly
discriminate against other racial groups (see DodGaertner, 2004). Next, we
will discuss implicit measures with a particulargmasis on the Implicit Association
Test (IAT; Greenwald, Schwartz, & McGhee, 1998).
Measures of Implicit Attitudes

Response latency measures are the most widelynusasures of implicit
attitudes (Wittenbrink & Schwarz, 2007). These sugas rely on what De Houwer
and Moors (2007) describe as “processes that a@ntnolled, unintentional,
autonomous, goal independent, purely stimulus drivaconscious, efficient, or fast”
(pg. 192). Specifically, response latency meastgstson two premises: 1) Exposure
to one stimulus affects responses to a relatedikisror stimuli, and 2) the response

to a stimulus will be slower when it contains caotihg ideas (De Houwer & Moors,



2007). In other words, the time it takes a pgvaat to link stimuli and categories
reveals something meaningful about how categondsa#tributes are evaluated (Lane
et al., 2007). As discussed next, these premides@ to the most widely used
implicit attitude approach, the Implicit Associatidest (Greenwald et al., 1998).

The Implicit Association Test (IAT).

The IAT measures relative strength of associatetwben pairs of concepts;
one called a category and the other, an attribDiging the assessment participants
rapidly classify individual stimuli that represehe category and attribute (in the form
of words, symbols, or pictures) into one of fowstitict categories with only two
available responses. The underlying assumptidmaispairing the category and
attribute will be easier when they share a resp@asg, both are pleasant), as
compared to when they do not (e.g., one is pleasahbne is unpleasant). Thus,
closely associated stimuli will be categorized mgueckly and accurately (Lane et al.,
2007).

Structurally, the IAT is a seven block format (Gregld et al., 1998). In the
first block, participants classify examples of taantrasting concepts into the
categories using response keys, for example fl¢lstrkey) and insect (right key). In
Block Two, participants repeat the format for St@gee, but here they differentiate
between good and bad categories. In Block Thiheeptevious two tasks are
combined and participants press a designateddeipater key when any item in the
category flower or good appears on the screenaatesignated right key when any
category insect or bad appears on the screen [ysibdreviated by flower + good or

insect + bad pairing). Block Four repeats the edoce of Block Three with an



additional set of trials. Block Five repeats thegadure of Block Two but reverses the
response keys. Block Six repeats Block Three vettersed response keys. Block
Seven is the same as Block Four with reversed nsgso These seven blocks are
typically counterbalanced in order to compensataifty order effects. The response
times between blocks are then averaged to fornvaralh measure of implicit bias.

The resulting implicit association score is thdeté#nce, in milliseconds, of the
average time it takes to respond to the stimug@mnéed. As previously noted, this is
called response latency. Theoretically, this respdatency provides a measurement
or how strongly the participant associates thegoateand attribute. If the average
pairing of the flower category and the good atti@joroduces faster responses overall
than the pairing of insect and good, even whenomesp keys are reversed, the
conclusion is that the relative strength of theoasgion between flower and good and
is greater than insect and good. Therefibis,concluded that there is an implicit
preference for flowers over insects.

The IAT is a general approach, or format, for assests of implicit bias
(Lane et al., 2007). As such, researchers hawedenumerous variations. For
example, the IAT has measured and compared impbsibciations of insects and
flowers (Greenwald et al., 1998), implicit prefecerfor Black and White people, and
many others (for a review, See Lane et al., 2007}he present study, we use a Race
Implicit Association Test to measure implicit pnefieces for Black or White racial

groups.



Relation between the IAT and Behavior

Banaji and Heiphetz state that the validity of timglicit Association Test has
been “addressed most reassuringly through stukdeskamine the relationship
between IAT scores and behaviors” (2010, p. 3@&)cording to their review, the
IAT has been shown to predict several behaviork agovoting choices, suicide
attempts, adolescents’ development of alcohol ang dddiction, and hiring of ethnic
minorities. A further look into the literature als additional evidence for the
predictive validity of the IAT. For example, resel@ers have found that the IAT
predicts aggression (Grumm, Hein, & Fingerle, 2Rithetin, Richardson, and
Maison, 2010), consumer behavior (Maison, Greenw&lBruin, 2004), alcohol
consumption (Farris, Ostafin, & Palfai, 2010; Honlg&eWeirs, 2008), food related
behavior (De Bruhin, Keer, Conner, & Rhodes, 2®Rithetin, Perugini, Prestwich, &
O’Gorman, 2007), risk taking behavior in a samglpitots (Molesworth & Chang,
2009), and smoking (Robinson, Meier, Zetocha, & dalC2005).

In three separate experimental studies, the IATalesbeen shown to predict
intergroup behavior (Heider & Skowronski, 2007; Mex@ell & Leibold, 2001,
Rudman & Ashmore, 2007). Heider and SkowronskD@@onducted two
experiments using the IAT. In their first experimhéhese researchers showed that the
IAT predicted competitive behavior toward a Blacktper in a prisoner’s dilemma,
which is a task during which hypothetical prisonams offered a choice to cooperate
with one another or betray one another to the guiawrdn attempt to shorten their
prison sentence. In Heider and Skowronski’'s (2@@f¢r experiment, they

demonstrated that scores reflecting Black preferemcthe IAT predicted more

10



friendliness toward a Black research confederteConnell and Leibold (2001)
found that IAT scores were related to friendlinessard research confederates.
These researchers trained judges to examine aactiten between White students
who had taken the IAT and either White or Blackempenters. Results revealed
significant correlations between preference scorethe IAT and the ratings by naive
judges of social interactions between the partiigaand the experimenters.
Specifically, IAT scores that indicated more wipteference were related to more
positive coding of social interactions with Whiteperimenters compared with Black
experimenter interactions.

The previous experiments demonstrated that thepwgdicts in-person, social
interactions. Rudman and Ashmore (2007), on therdtand studied discriminatory
behavior when the target group was not presentth&umore, these researchers
examined behaviors that reflect overtly hostileact They hypothesized that the IAT
could predict behavior between White participaotgards Blacks on a measure of
subtle behavior. Participants completed an IATofeed by a budget cut survey
disguised as a general survey for the Psychologgrtiment. This survey included a
guestion regarding budget cuts for Black studegaoizations. Results suggest that
IAT scores indicating White preference predictedipigants cutting budgets for
Black student organizations compared with neutratess or Black preference scores
with a medium effect sizel(= .67). In summary, the evidence presented bsethe
experiments suggests that the IAT is capable digtiag intergroup behavior.

Though evidence in support of the IAT is amassinthe literature, it has

received some criticism. For example, Blanton¢ded; Klick, Mitchell, and Tetlock
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(2009) reexamined research that used the IAThdir teview, they note that IAT
scores do not significantly predict group or indval level behavior in their
regression models. In another review Blanton @udard (2006) argued that the IAT
is based on arbitrary metrics. According to #mgument “white preference” as a
measurement of implicit bias can range from higlowe but it is unknown how much
an increase or decrease of one unit represengthal change of a true score on the
underlying continuum.

In partial response to some of the criticisms efithT, Greenwald, Pehlman,
Uhliman, and Banaji (2009) conducted a meta-anatfdise predictive validity of the
IAT. They report an average predictive validityeffecient ofr = .274 across 122
research reports with a total of 184 independemipéas including 14,900 subjects,
which is consistent with a moderate effect sizeh@n 1992). Though self-report
measures appeared to outperform the IA¥ (361) in general, performance of
explicit measures decreased for socially sensitipees, such as Black and White
intergroup behavior. Thirty-two of the originalnsples in the meta-analysis involved
measures of Black and White interracial behavlarthese samples, the predictive
validity of the IAT (r = .236) significantly exceed that of explicit measures=
.118).

Test-retest reliability measures conducted withl&Eehave been found to be
generally acceptable, with one caveat: error wagds more easily introduced into
measures that rely on reaction time. For exanipkmed blinks, sneezes, or a loud
noise paired with the appearance of the stimulug geaerate irrelevant variability in

the results. Nonetheless, researchers have faxgggptable test-retest coefficients. In

12



one study by Bosson and colleagues (2000), tesstr&dr the IAT was = .69 over a
four week period. Dasgupta et al (2001) examihedéest-retest of the Race IAT over
a 24 hour period and found fair reliability<£ .65). In an IAT taken one year after the
initial IAT regarding gender stereotypes, Dasgugrtd Asgari (2004) found the test-
retest coefficient to be=.25. In sum, test-retest coefficients of th& lrange from
acceptable at four weeks to poor at a one yeawaite

To conclude, there is a substantial evidence basepport of the predictive
validity of the implicit association test, as wa#l reasonable evidence of test-retest
reliability. An important applied question, to whiwe turn next, relates to the
malleability of implicit associations and the pdiahinfluence of changing attitudes
on subsequent behaviors. A small body of researggests that implicit racial
attitudes are malleable and that subtle manipulatioay decrease White preference,
which may in turn predict lower levels of discriratory behavior. A major goal of
the present study is to extend this nascent resdmse.

Changing Automatic, Implicit Racial Attitudes

According to Banaji and Heiphetz (2010), “[Implicttitudes are
extraordinarily malleable” (p. 357).

Attitudes form and change through many differemicesses, putatively
requiring differing amounts of cognitive delibemtiand awareness of the source of
change (Albarracin & Vargas, 2010). Implicit atties change without cognitive
deliberation as they are, by definition, outside @lwareness of the individual (Wilson
et al., 2000). However, the source of implicittatte change is important. Mere

exposure to counter-stereotypical contextual cugg change an individual’s implicit
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attitudes. This is consistent with Gawronski amdi@&hausen’s (2006) associative-
propositional-evaluation (APE) model, which ass#r& implicit attitude change
occurs partly when contextual cues cause a diftgyattern of evaluative associations
to come to mind.

In support of this model, a number of experimermigehdemonstrated that
modest manipulations can affect implicit assocraid-or example, Dasgupta and
Asgari (2004) conducted two experiments to assésthegr women’s automatic
gender stereotypes would differ between particparito were exposed to successful
women compared to those who were not. In theit @xperiment, 72 participants
were either presented with written biographies pistlres of famous and successful
women or a control stimulus followed by an IAT. dR#s revealed that those
participants who were given the biographies antupes of successful women
exhibited less gender stereotypical beliefs onAfiethan did those who were given
the control stimuli.

In their second experiment, 82 participants wendistl over the course of one
year in a naturalistic environment. This environingas either a women'’s college
where the professors were mainly women or a codidued college where the
majority of the professors were men. Participaotspleted an IAT at the beginning
of their first and second academic years. Interglst analyses revealed that all
participants’ gender stereotypes were similar wihely began college. However,
after one year, their beliefs had significantlyetiyed such that participants at the
women’s college evidenced virtually no gender stges where participants at a

coeducational college expressed stronger gendeosypes.
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In a series of four experiments, each featuringheipulation of
experimenter race, implicit preference for Whitesao IAT decreased in the presence
of a Black experimenter (Lowery, Hardin, & Sinc|&001). Implicit white
preference also decreased in the presence of amimgnter perceived as egalitarian
by participants (Sinclair, Lowery, Hardin, & Colagig, 2005). In two experiments
using the IAT, Sinclair and colleagues measured imolividuals “tune” their attitudes
to match another social actor, but only to the mixtieat participants related to this
social actor. In Experiment 1, participants wekeg an IAT by an experimenter
wearing a shirt that was either neutral or obvip@sidorsing egalitarian views.
Results of the IAT demonstrated that participahtitesd their attitudes to match the t-
shirts. In the second experiment, the researcktasss wore the same t-shirts.
However, this time some research assistants wiergdfiy and some were rude. The
results of this experiment revealed that the likigbof the experimenter moderated
the t-shirt related attitude change. In sum, @indt al. (2005) demonstrated that
participants “tuned” their implicit racial attitugéo the perceived attitudes of the
experimenter, but only to the degree that the @pents liked the experimenter.

Implicit attitudes have also been shown to changelation to other
contextual cues besides experimenter race. Fon@eain two experiments
Wittenbrink, Judd, and Park (2001) found that irtiplattitudes were different
according to situational context. In one experimparticipants’ implicit associations
towards Whites and Blacks were measured usingweségl priming task. In this
task prime words are presented followed by targete/ which then participants are

asked to categorize based on a simple judgmentasitdgood” or “bad.” Analyses

15



revealed that implicit preferences differed acaogdo whether participants were
shown a picture of Black individuals standing iarft of a church or Black individuals
standing on a street corner.

Wittenbrink et al. (2001) administered a baseliz@ &nd then randomly
assigned 99 patrticipants to view two minute vidgasadepicting positive (Black
family barbecue) or negative (Blacks in a gangteglancident) stereotypical events.
After the video clips, participants were given d@stIAT. Compared with the
baseline IAT, results of the second IAT revealess leias in participants who saw the
positive video (family barbecue) than participant® saw the negative video (gang
related incident).

Dasgupta and Greenwald (2001) also manipulatedlregntextual cues and
measured subsequent implicit attitudes. In thgpeement, they randomly assigned
25 women and 23 men to view either pictures ofdike disliked Whites and blacks
accompanied by brief descriptions of each individiRarticipants completed the IAT
immediately after exposure to the stimuli and 2dre@fter exposure. Analyses
indicated a statistically significant differenceimplicit bias both immediately after
and 24 hours after exposure, such that participahtssaw admired Blacks and
disliked Whites showed less bias toward BlacksmoitAg than did participants who
were exposed to disliked Blacks and admired Whites.

Together, these studies provide the foundatioHfefirst half of the current
study, which will attempt to replicate the previdumslings suggesting that
manipulating situational contexts can alter implattitudes towards Blacks and

Whites on an IAT. This change purportedly occuremwparticipants are presented
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with positive information to integrate with theiewkloping, on-the-spot attitude,
resulting in an implicit association that is leasially biased (Gawronski &
Bodenhausen, 2006). Consistent with researchignknplicit associations with
behavioral outcomes reviewed earlier, we will aseess the impact of manipulating
situational and contextual cues on both implict#cgsations and discriminatory
behavior, extending recent research detailed next.

To our knowledge, Stout, Dasgupta, Hunsinger, actyithus (2011)
conducted the only set of experiments that examtinedelationship between
manipulation of stereotypical contextual cues,dwkd by assessment of implicit
attitudes, with subsequent examination of behavilmitwo experimental studies and
one longitudinal correlational study, these redesnxtested a stereotype inoculation
model which proposed that exposure to female raldets in STEM (Science,
Technology, Engineering, and Math) fields affectexinen’s attitudes toward these
fields, their behavior in class, and their perfoneteon exams. In their first
experiment, Stout et al. (2010) randomly assigriz@atticipants to either a male or a
female math expert for a series of math tasksudioh a math test, followed by
multiple IAT’s and explicit attitude self-report mgures assessing their attitudes
toward math. In their second experiment, they oamg assigned 101 participants to
read biographies of successful women or men engriebowed the same IATs and
explicit self-report measures. In both studiesults indicated that exposure to female
experts enhanced female participamgdlicit but not explicit attitudes toward STEM
fields. Of particular interest, women participaexposed to a female expert exerted

more effort on a subsequent math test as measyredab number of items attempted.
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In Stout et al.’s (2011) third study, 47 women &3dmen in calculus classes
completed IATs assessing gender bias at the begjrand end of a semester.
Throughout the semester, naive research assisfasgsved the participants in class
noting relevant information such as class partiogma Roughly half of the classes
were taught by a female and the other half werghtlny a male. Stout et al. (2011)
hypothesized that participants in classes taugli¢tmales would evidence enhanced
self-efficacy and identification with STEM fieldfAAnalyses of the end of the semester
IATs supported their hypotheses. Interestinglyytheted, via observational analyses
that female participants in classes taught by fermtructors became more
responsive to their instructor over time as meakbgeamount of times they spoke up
in class. Conversely, females in classes taughtdlgs became more avoidant and
spoke less often. In sum, Stout et al. (2011) erachgender stereotypes and found
that participants show less implicit bias towarcE®Tfields as measured by the IAT
and more effort on math tests after being exposgubsitive, counter-stereotypical
and relevant stimuli (women experts). Furthermtemale participants in classes
taught by females participated in class discussignificantly more often.

Stout et al.’s (2011) manipulated exposure to eitekevant positive or
relevant negative stimuli, assessed subsequenicitrgodd explicit attitudes, and
examined behavioral differences related to the jdation and attitudes. However,
these experiments were designed to study gendeifisgmnstructs. In the present
study, we will extend this approach to examinedtiect of manipulating portrayals of

Black Americans on subsequent implicit associatenms subsequent behavior.
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CHAPTER 2

PRESENT STUDY

As detailed in the preceding literature reviewgeegshers have started to
amass evidence that implicit attitudes are malkeabtross four studies, participants
exposed to admired and counter-stereotypical iddals showed less implicit bias as
measured by an IAT (Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004; Datg@pGreenwald, 2001; Stout
et al., 2010; Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park, 2001).th®lugh these researchers found
significant differences in implicit bias betweerpexmental groups shown positive
exemplars of minority group members and controugsy only one of these studies
(Stout et al., 2011) included a behavioral outcome.

Thus, our study built upon existing literature @veral ways. First, we
extended prior research by examining the mallagtwhi implicit racial attitudes. We
employed Wittenbrink et al.’s (2001) paradigm amnelsented participants with either
a video excerpt of positive stereotypical Black\atst or a video excerpt of a negative
stereotypical Black activity. We first hypothesizbat participants shown a video of
positive Black stereotypical activity would evideness implicit bias, as measured by
the IAT, compared to those who watched a videcegfative Black stereotypes. For
our second goal, we examined whether any obseiffectof our manipulation
remained 24-48 hours later and outside the laborattting. Hypothesis 2 posited
that participants shown the positive video woul@tlernce less bias on a second IAT,

24 -48 hours later, compared to participants shihvemegative video. Our third goal
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was to examine discriminatory behavior in two se®gtyl unconnected contexts.
Specifically, our third hypothesis predicted thattgipants randomly assigned to the
positive video condition would be more likely engag a pro-social behavior

compared to those assigned to the negative videditoan.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

Sample
We recruited 69 students (17 males, 52 females)ade 45 W = 20.64,SD

= 3.77) enrolled in Psychology 113 or other introdugtcourses at the University of
Rhode Island via classroom announcements and etogbaticipate in this
experiment in exchange for extra course creditlArdPedit at the discretion of the
instructors. Four participants report part timeodlment status. The remaining 65
reported full time enrollment. Since we were exang attitudes and behavior of
Caucasian students, we excluded students fromsaglyho self-identified their race
as other than white (n=10) leaving 59 participgdatswomen, 15 men) age 18 to 45
(M = 20.52 SD = 3.63). We assigned individuals who identified their raseother
than white to the positive video condition. Aslsuthese participants were not
randomized into conditions and not included intalgses.
Materials

Video Excerpts

Following Wittenbrink, et al. (2001), two movie jgé were selected, each two
minutes long. One portrayed a positive Black Aeaamistereotype and the other, a
negative Black American stereotype. The positteeentype video was a two minute

segment from a YouTube music video titled Blackds@oncord Music Group,
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2012). This segment shows a Black father walkisghildren to school while
discussing several positive historical contribusidny prominent Black figures.

For the negative stereotype, we showed participatig minute segment
from a YouTube video clip titled Ghetto Storiesr{gatacity727, 2012) which
portrayed young Black adults arguing with othernygBlack adults threatening to
fight before being interrupted by the police. Tdegleos were chosen from a series
of video clips as they portrayed clear cut posiinel negative interactions.

Implicit Attitude Measure .

Implicit attitudes were measured using the Racditmp\ssociation Test
(RIAT; Greenwald et al, 1998; Greenwald et al., 200Breenwald et al; 2006;
Greenwald et al., 2009). Following Dasgupta anege@wald’s (2001) IAT, racial
groups were represented by African American anajiean first names and pictures.
The IAT paired the names or pictures with both gded and unpleasant words and the
participant would quickly associate the name withex word using designated
computer response keys. As noted earlier, scoréselAT were derived from the
time it takes participants to associate the woritls the names following a seven step
process (Greenwald et al., 2003; Lane et al., 2007)

Explicit Bias Measure.

Explicit bias was measured using the Symbolic Ra@&gale 2000 (SR2K;
Henry & Sears, 2002). This scale consists of gights that measures attitudes along
four themes: 1) Blacks’ work ethic and respongaipil?) excessive demands by
Blacks, 3) beliefs about continuing discriminatenmd, 4) beliefs that Blacks get an

undeserved advantage. Items are assessed userg-tyiie response options. The
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SR2K has demonstrated acceptable psychometric npiepwiith respect to internal
consistency, predictive, and discriminant valididenry & Sears, 2002). For the
current study, scores were summed across theigaghdg with higher scores indicating
greater explicit bias against Blacks.

Measure of Discrimination.

We measured discriminatory behavior using two tephes. First, we used an
approach known as the “Lost Email Technique” (Buahrand Bonacci, 2003).
Adapted from Milgram’s (1977) “lost letter techngtithis method subtly and
indirectly assessed discrimination by sending aaiktm a participant and addressing
that email to someone else, thus creating the isspye that the email was sent in
error. We varied the name of the intended rectgdi@ireate the impression in the
participants’ minds that the intended recipient whka particular race or ethnicity.
For example, Bushman and Bonacci (2004) used tmesiddohammed or Hassan
Hameed to portray an Arab recipient and Peter indoa Brice to portray a
European American recipient. The dependent vaiabihis measure was whether or
not the participant replied to the sender thatetimail was sent in error. In a previous
study Bushman & Bonacci (2004) found that whitetipgrants with prejudicial
explicit attitudes toward Arab Americans weéess likely to return an email conveying
good news when it was addressed to a common aetame than those with less
prejudicial attitudes. The pattern was reversdtemthe lost e-mail conveyed bad
news.

The results Bushman and Bonnacci found were limidtve major ways: (1)

The response rate was 22% of the sample. (2) Emwaile sent to addresses gathered
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during mass testing of undergraduate psychologiestis. (3) Because there was no
contact with recipients of the email, reasons ésponding (or not responding) were
not ascertained by the experimenter. (4) Thoughethnicity of the Arab surname
may be salient, it is not known what the perceigtthicity of the European name
was. (5) Participants may have realized the emad part of the previous study
regarding Arab Americans. We sought to investigla¢ése limitations via a pilot
study before we used this technique for the stadgltow.

Our pilot study was conducted as follows. We amoed our study to
undergraduate psychology courses as a study tfddt and cognitions. Participants
who agreed to participate in our study were scheztlfdr a laboratory session via
email. During the laboratory testing session, pgréints were given a demographics
guestionnaire, a questionnaire designed to asfé@ssi@s towards minority groups,
and measures of helping behavior and self-esteParticipants were told to expect an
email with a link to an online attitude measurehwit24 hours and thus asked for their
preferred email address. Concurrently, participame sent an email from a URI
email account informing the intended recipient th@br she had been awarded a URI
scholarship. However, this email was addressee@reitha common European-
American name or a common Black-American name exathin previous studies
(Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2003). Our intent in elmyahg these methods was to
address concerns that emails would be sent to ail address that was often
overlooked. Furthermore, we wanted to ensurethi@tontents of the email were

relevant to the recipients. And finally, we wantedncrease the likelihood that the
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names would elicit the intended perceived racsum, we wanted our conditions to
reflect verisimilitude.

We tracked responses and non-responses to thel®manitoring the email
account and updating a tracking sheet in excel dailg basis. Subsequently, one to
four days after the initial assessment sessiomicgants returned for a second
scheduled laboratory session, with the requirerttexttthey bring a printout from the
on-line measure of attitudes. Participants wera theerviewed regarding their
response or non-response to the “lost e-mail” torm the use of this approach in the
larger study (Limitations 1, 3, and 5 above). Dgrihe interview, we asked
participants a series of questions in a semi-siradtinterview format using the
following probes as guidelines: (1) Did you seesarail sent from a URI address
regarding a scholarship? (2) Did you open the én{@)l What did the email say? (4)
What did you think of the email? (5) Did you seleom it was for? (6) Did you do
anything with the email? (7) What motivated yowtowhat you did with it? (8) Did
you have any reactions to the assessments yod diliein person or the online IAT?

Of the 14 participants to whom we sent the Lost i@ reported via
interview that they had seen the email (92.9%)ly®mo responded via email to
inform the sender that the email was erroneousiy €&l.3%). The following results
of our pilot study were gleaned from the interviedumong the 12 pilot participants
who did not respond via email, we used a semi &trad interview with probes and
follow up questions to determine the reasons bethadack of email response. We
ascertained the following categories from theivaars: The email was sent in error (n

=6, 42.9%) the email was spam (n=5, 35.7%), aackthail was not seen (n=1,
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8.3%). From these results, we determined thatadeddressed enough of the
existing limitations to incorporate this approawstour larger thesis study. Given that
we had addressed most of the limitations assocwitiackhe earlier use of the Lost e-
mail technique but still observed modest respoatstin our pilot study, we
ultimately opted to retain the Lost e-mail approacthe larger study but augment it
with a budget questionnaire explained below (Rud&ashmore, 2009).

For the current study, we used only emails convggmod news (selection for
a scholarship). We adopted names for the lostldroan Bertrand and
Mullainathan’s (2003) research on job market dmmaration. We closely matched
these names on response rate from Bertrand anciiathan (2003), amount of
syllables, and initial phoneme. We used the Femaees Allison (White) and Ebony
(Black), and male names Geoffrey (White) and JgBiaick).

Second, we assessed discriminatory behavior udhgliget questionnaire
disguised as a survey by the Student Affairs ogtgnfor university officials
(Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 1993; Rudman & Ashmd@72Zanna, 2004).
Following previous research (Rudman & Ashmore, 20@¢ prefaced the survey
with the following statement:

We have been asked to administer this short swaseart of all of our

research protocols this year, as a means of gathstuident opinions.

The student government has been forced to cutifigrdi certain

student organizations by 20%. We ask that you betpy

recommending which organizations listed below stidwalve their

funds decreased. The student organizations &ee lis the first
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column. The current funding is in the second caliand is currently

equal across groups. Please place your recommdémaeitig in the

third column. Keep in mind that your suggestiolnggd result in an

approximately 20% decrease in funding. Please plasesurvey in the

envelope when you are through. The results ofdiigey will be

presented to the student government.

We presented eight student organizations in theeguncluding the
focal group amidst other racial/ethnic organizatiQpatin American Student
Association [LASA], Indian Students Association,rkan Students
Association, National Society of Black Engineer$SPE]) and four fillers
(e.g. College Republicans, College Democrats, 8atir Dancing Club,
Snowboarding and Ski Club). Current funding for fibeal group in was listed
as USD $11, 500. The difference between this anitjpmnts’ recommended
funding for that group was computed so that higires indicated greater
budget cuts (i.e. economic discrimination).

Ancillary measures.

Ancillary measures included a self-esteem scaleaaraltruism scale. The
purpose of these measures was engage studenkeimsbbrt assessments to obscure
the study’s major focus. To these ends, the Rosgribelf-Esteem scale (RSE;
Rosenberg, 1965) and the Self-Report Altruism SE&IRA; Rushton, Chrisjohn, &
Fekken, 1981) were administered along with the SR2& a demographics
guestionnaire. The RSE is a 10 item assessmehapmoximately 5-10 minutes to

complete and is designed to measure participaelisieported self-esteem. The SRA
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took approximately 5-10 minutes. This 20 item sc¢aldesigned to measure
participants’ level of altruism, or willingnesstielp without the promise of gain.
Procedure

We recruited students from a large Northeastermeausity. The sample
included undergraduate Psychology students. Reweni methods included
classroom announcements and emails through listséie targeted Caucasian
participants ages 18 and older. Racial diverdityhe sample was considered but the
primary scope of this study is on implicit biasiifhite students. Students wishing to
participate in the study contacted the researchibosthen set up an appointment to
come to the laboratory. As described in the Desaption, participants were
randomly assigned and stratified by gender.

Upon arrival, research assistants introduced thieséo the participants and
welcomed them to a study of “social cognitions.thié participants asked, the
research assistant told them, “We are studying im@asuring social cognitions may
differ in the lab compared to measuring them oet$dh settings.” Participants were
told that they were going to watch a two minutesadlip (see materials) followed by
a cognitive measure (in reality, the IAT) and ssaH-report measures of social
cognition. The research assistants told parti¢gotnat they would receive an email
after completion of the first half of this studytiwvia link to the at-home assessment (a
second IAT).

Following an introduction to the study, the resbaassistants gave participants
the consent form (Appendix A). Next, the reseassistant instructed the participants

to open a shortcut placed on the computer desktpfay the assigned movie clip.
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After the two minute video segment completed, #s=arch assistants instructed
participants to click on another desktop shortbat brought them to the IAT. At this
point, the research assistant only instructed #mggpants to carefully read the
instructions provided as the IAT contains its owhda written instructions.

Immediately following the IAT, the research assitsadirected participants to
yet a third desktop shortcut, which led them tetao$ online questionnaires via
Inquisit Labs and Millisecond Software includingl@mographic questionnaire
(Appendix B1), the self-esteem measure (RSE; Appddd), the Symbolic Racism
Scale (SR2K; Appendix B3), and the Altruism Sc8RA; see Appendix B4). The
demographics form included a section for participaemail addresses so the research
assistants could send the link to the IAT that téltake outside the laboratory.
After completing the packet, the research assistatrioduced the budget cut
guestionnaire (Appendix C) following the stepsdéstbove. The participants
completed the short questionnaire and placed thethrei envelope labeled “Student
Organization Budgets.”

The research assistants then thanked the partisipad informed them that an
email with the link and instructions to the secqadt of the study would be sent to
their preferred email address approximately 24 fiafter the first appointment
concludes (Appendix D). Research assistants gskeitipants to complete the
second half of the study at home on a PC/Mac laptafesktop computer and not on
a cellphone, tablet, or other portable Internetickev The research assistants also
instructed the participants to complete the sed¢witiof the study within 24 after

receiving the email link. Just prior to sending #mail with the IAT link, the
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research assistants sent the Lost Email measstgté discrimination from a
different email address (URIcentennialscholarshifa@ei.edu; Appendix E) to the
same preferred email address.

In order to minimize non-responses we advisedgyaants that we would
receive personalized notifications upon completbthe IAT. If participants did not
complete the IAT, we sent up to two follow-up eraifter which the participant was
excluded from the study. The completion notiiima prompted the research
assistants to send a “Study Reaction Form” (AppeRili which assessed participants’
reactions to the videos, the IAT, the SRA, MRS, trelBudget Cut Questionnaire.
After participants completed and returned the sta@dygtion form we concluded their
participation in the study by sending the debrigfiorm (Appendix G), part of which
they submitted to their professors for researcHitre
Design

The main study design was a 2 (Video ConditionitResPortrayal, Negative
Portrayal) X 2 (Lost Email Target: White name, Blaame) factorial design with
Lost-email response/non-response and hypotheticijdd cuts as dependent variables
(in separate analyses). As detailed in the redhitsconstituted the tests of
Hypothesis 3. We also assessed hypothesizedahffes on IAT scores at Times 1
and 2 as a function of Video Condition using indefent sample t-tests (Hypotheses

1 and 2).
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Prior to tests of study hypotheses, we analyzed&i# to ensure assumptions
of the general linear model had not been viola®dr analyses tested three
assumptions: 1) that the populations from whichgamare derived were normally
distributed, 2) the samples were independent ofama¢her, and 3) the variances of
the populations were homogeneous. All data andlyzet the assumptions presented
above with the exception of those data pertainnipé budget cut questionnaire,
which were not normally distributed. Consequerttyrectional factors were
employed. Corrections included alleviating zerothe data set followed by a log
transformation. Resulting data were normallyribsted.

We included explicit procedures to minimize missitaga. These procedures
included two e-mail reminders to complete the sdd&T, as well as two reminders
to complete the study reaction form. We also stmec the study so that participants
would not receive course credit if they did not @bete the second IAT and study
reaction form, reasoning that this would decredsgian. Nonetheless, for reasons
enumerated below, we had an overall attrition c&t23% between the laboratory
measures and the measures taken online (IAT 2;E-@sail). Four participants were
non-responders to our follow-up attempts and nthers were unable to complete the
study before its termination Prior to analyses, we analyzed the Study Remétorm

for any indications that participants were awaréefpurpose of the study.
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Specifically, if a participant was able to connéha video (V) to either of the
behavioral dependent variables, that participantldvbave been excluded from the
study. We found no such instances. Interestirggyeral participants reported that
the purpose of the study was to examine racisnmerQiarticipants discussed racism
and perceptions. And one participant reportedttiastudy involved subconscious
racism.

Hypotheses 1 and 2.

Hypothesis 1 predicted that participants randorsbigned to the positive
stereotype video condition would evidence less ioithias than those randomly
assigned to the negative stereotype video as nmexhbyran IAT immediately after the
manipulation. As hypothesized, a one-tailed ttegealed a significant difference
between participants randomly assigned to eitreeptsitive or negative video such
that participants shown the positive video evideress bias on the IATIM = .4320,
D =.4105) compared to those shown the negativeoide= .6134,D = .3533)
administered immediately after the vidé¢7) = 1.80p = .0385, Cohen’d = .4736.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that this effect would dembserved on a subsequent
(24 to 48 hour) post-test IAT condition. A ondddit test did not reveal any
significant differences between the positive vidlelo= .5286,3D = .3880) and
negative videoNl = .4886,5D = .2988) conditions and IAT2 scoreé$44) = -0.38p
= 0.6462.

Hypothesis 3

We hypothesized that participants shown the p@sgtereotype video would

discriminate less than those shown a negative \adaneasured by The Lost Email
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technique. This technique assesses discriminatdrg\bor by way of a response or
non-response to the lost e-mail. As such, thealyses were conducted via logistic
regression. Specifically, using factorial coding eamducted a 2 (Video Condition;
positive, negative) X 2 (Lost E-mail Target: Whiteme, Black Name) logistic
regression to examine levels of response to thieelosail. The logistic regression
model tested for both main effects and our hypatieestwo-way interaction. The
main effect of the video condition was not sigrafit. However, the main effect of e-
mail race name approached significarfte ¢.33, p < .07, d = -0.69) such that a Black
name in the e-mail decreased the level of respandesting the e-mail was sent to
the wrong addressee. Specifically, when the emad addressed to a black name, 29
percent responded. When the email was addressedhite name, 51 percent
responded (Figure 1). Our analyses did not finchiyothesized interaction effect to
be significant.

Figure 1 Response rate to the “Lost Email.”
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For a second test of Hypothesis 3 we employedwadset groups t-test to
examine group differences on proposed budget outBlack student organizations on
the budget questionnaire mentioned above. Weipated that participants in the
negative stereotype video group would, on avernaggose larger budget cuts for
Black student organizations compared to particpanthe positive stereotype video
group. To analyze these data, proposed budgefanadi student organizations were
summed and, since the directions were to decretadwnding, participants who
increased the total budget were removed from aeslys total of eight participants
were removed, four from the positive video groud &our from the negative video
group. As mentioned above, the data were log fimam&d to meet assumptions. A
subsequent t test did not reveal any significaifiéinces between participants shown

the positive video compared to those shown thetnegadeo,t (57) =.22p = .41.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

In the study above, we tested three hypothesesdiagamplicit racial bias
and discriminatory behavior. We first hypothesitieat participants who viewed a
video of positive Black stereotypical activity wdudvidence less implicit bias, as
measured by the IAT, compared to those who were/slzovideo of negative Black
stereotypes. For our second hypothesis, we pestitbiat participants shown the
positive video would evidence less bias on a setAmd24 -48 hours later, compared
to participants shown the negative video. Finaily; third hypothesis examined
behavior and we hypothesized that participantsoanyg assigned to the positive
video condition would be more likely engage in a-pocial behavior compared to
those assigned to the negative video condition.

Consistent with our first hypothesis, our studywséd that participants who
were shown a video portraying Black people in atp@ssituation (i.e., a father and
his children discussing African History lessonsa@mool) evidenced less implicit
racial bias as measured by the Implicit Associafieat compared to participants who
viewed a video portraying Blacks in a negativeditun (i.e., gang related argument).
We did not find evidence to support our second kiygsgis that the reduction in
implicit bias scores would remain 24-48 hours latéfe also did not find evidence to

conclude that discriminatory behavior as measuyeeither The Lost Email technique
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or the Budget Cut Questionnaire was related to vigwither a positive or negative
video, although we did observe a trend for a m#eceof race, which was robust in
terms of effect size. Specifically, we found thiat perceived race of the intended
email recipient affected the average rate of respauch that those who received an
email sent to a Black name were less likely to oesito the sender indicating that the
email had been sent in error.

As reviewed earlier, across a number of targeth as@ender and ethnicity,
several studies have examined the malleabilityngficit attitudes in response to
fairly subtle manipulations, such as was employeaur study. Our results
compliment those found in the previous literatuF@r example, Dasgupta and Asgari
(2004) showed that participants who were giventp@sportrayals of women
exhibited less gender stereotypical beliefs onAfiethan did those who were given a
control stimulus. In another study, implicit prefiace for Whites on an IAT was less
for participants in the presence of a Black experitar compared to those in the
presence of a White experimenter (Lowery, Hardir§i&clair, 2001). Dasgupta and
Greenwald (2001) showed that participants’ impliattial bias differed significantly
between participants shown pictures of liked olikksl Whites and blacks
accompanied by brief descriptions of each individéend most similarly to our
study,Wittenbrink et al. (2001) administered a basel&€ to participants followed
by two minute video clips depicting positive (Bla@hknily barbecue) or negative
(Blacks in a gang-related incident) racial sterpesyfollowed by a post test IAT.
Compared with the baseline IAT, results of the sdd@\T revealed less bias in

participants who saw the positive video (familyli®sgue) than participants who saw
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the negative video (gang related incident). Thoaghresults did not yield significant
differences between IAT scores 24 hours after #régypants viewed the videos,
Dasgupta and Greenwald (2001) found such a diféerafter exposure to pictures and
descriptions of admired and disliked Whites andcB$a as described previously.

Individual differences in IAT scores have been édkvith a number of
behaviors. (Heider & Skowronski, 2007; McConnelL&ibold, 2001; Rudman &
Ashmore, 2007). To our knowledge only one studylimked environmental
manipulations to implicit attitudes and subsequmsttavior. Stout et al. (2010)
showed differences in implicit gender preferenaeshe IAT and behavior of female
students between classes taught by males and feswath that those in the classes
taught by females exerted more effort on testeutSdt al. (2010) also found that
females became more responsive to their instraster time when that instructor was
female compared to a male instructor as measurednoynt of times they spoke up
in class. We did not find a direct link from ourvronmental manipulation to our
implicit attitude measure and subsequent behawawever, we did find a link
between our video manipulation and implicit ra@titudes. Furthermore, we found a
relationship between manipulation of race and digoatory behavior on our lost
email measure.
Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions

Our study has built upon the literature in two intpat ways. First, we
supported previous findings that participants’ impkacial attitudes can be changed
using fairly subtle environmental manipulationstsas exposure to video portrayals

of positive and negative racial stereotypes. Beécwe found subtle racial
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discrimination as measured by differences in respaate according to the perceived
race of an intended recipient in a lost email measin sum, this study replicated two
major findings from the intergroup bias literatuegarding attitudes and behavior.

Though our study strengthened the literature, stVienitations were present
in our design. First, and possibly most impactfak our sample size Our study
included a sample size of 59. As such our study uvalerpowered. Second, our two-
part study was conducted first in a laboratoryisgtiollowed by online measures sent
via email and taken at the participants’ homes. [im@icit Association Test is a
measure of response latency in milliseconds, amah@e environment may introduce
more distractions into the response patterns tharidia laboratory setting. With
more possible distraction in the environment rasoftthe second IAT may reflect a
setting change rather than comparable IAT scorésetdirst part of the study.
Furthermore, there was no way to control what tyfpkaternet device used to
complete the second IAT. Research is unclear daggthe effects of completing the
IAT on tablets and phones. Third, our limited ségize did not allow for the
examination of gender effects that may have beesent between conditions. In sum,
future research is needed in this area that adebess limitations.

Future studies that replicate the current desigh aiarger sample size to
increase power may illuminate any possible intévactffects between exposure to
racial stereotypes and race of intended email i@imn the decision to engage in pro
social behavior. An increased sample size in &usitudies will also allow for the

examination of gender effects. Furthermore, fusivelies could employ our two-
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session design with both sessions in the laboratay improve interpretability of
differences in response latency and decreasaaitrates.

Today we see more racial diversity in the workfasod in schools than at any
time in history (Gebeloff, Evans, & Scheinkman, 2D1Perhaps relatedly, intergroup
bias and racial discrimination often appear in nbe&dlines and impact our daily
lives. As such, understanding the mechanisms behridl bias and discrimination is
vitally important to a harmonious life in a glolzdd world. Our growing knowledge
of racial bias and subtle discrimination may alstréase harmonious intergroup
contact in the rapidly diversifying school systearéhin the United States. This study
represents one step forward in the effort to urtdedsattitudes and behavior as they
relate to racial diversity.

Implications for our findings, and those of pre\saesearchers in this area
(Dasgupta & Asgari; Dasgupta & Greenwald, 2004usét al., 2010; Wittenbrink et
al., 2001) are far reaching. For example, impgrtire knowledge of implicit bias
upon the school system during psychology, socialiss, and other cultural education
modalities may potentially reduce intergroup focti Indeed, attitudes exist as a dual
process model in which explicit attitudes are knamd retrievable while implicit
attitudes operate without the individual’'s knowledyVilson, Lindsey, & Schooler,
2000). Furthermore, explicit attitudes can chathgeugh education (Kawakami et al.,
2000). These considerations suggest that an sedoabprogram in schools aimed at

making the implicit explicit could increase harmmums intergroup contact.

39



APPENDICES

Appendix A
Consent form
The University of Rhode Island
Department of: Psychology
AddressChafee Hall
10 Chafee Road
Kingston, R1 02881
Title of Project: Measurement Differences SociagQitons
Dear Participant:

You have been invited to take part in the reseprofect described below. If
you have any questions, please feel free to Gakdory Paquin: 401-330-0203) or
(Mark Wood, 874-4252), the people mainly responsible for this study.

The purpose of this study is to examine social dagrs when assessed in that
laboratory and at home. Responses to these itdliMzeveconfidential and kept in a

secure location.

YOU MUST BE AT LEAST 18 YEARS OLD to be in this research project.

If you decide to take part in this stydyour participation will involve filling

completing an online assessment of cognitions #intyfout a few short
guestionnaires pertaining to social cognitionstoflents towards other individuals.
These questionnaires will take approximately 36 ndnutes to complete. Following
these questionnaires, you will be sent a link toralme assessment of social
cognitions that you will complete at home. Thisessment will take approximately

30 minutes.
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The possible risks or discomforts of the studyram@mal, although you may

feel some embarrassment answering questions abeatepmatters, rest assured your
answers will kept private and confidential.

Although there are no direct benefits of the styadyr answers will help

increase the knowledge regarding these methodssesament and their future use in
psychological research and you will receive extrarse credit for your participation.

Your part in this study is confidentiallhat means that you will be assigned a

participant number and your responses will be agsstwith that number and not
your name. Your data will be kept in a locked @ibinet for up to five years.
Scientific reports will be based on group data waidnot identify you or any
individual as being in this project.

The decision to participate in this research ptdgap to you You do not

have to participate and you can refuse to answegaestion.

Participation in this study is not expected to hentful or injurious to you

However, if this study causes you any injury, ybowdd write or call Greg Paquin or
Mark Wood at the University of Rhode Island at (Y8¥4-2193
If you have any more questions or concerns abasistody, you may contact
University of Rhode Island's Vice President for &esh, 70 Lower College Road,
Suite 2, URI, Kingston, RI, (401) 874-4328.

You are at least 18 years old. You have read@heent form and your

guestions have been answered to your satisfaconr continuation to the study

indicates your understanding of the consent forthyaour willingness to participate in

the study.
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Appendix B: Measures
B1: Demographic Questionnaire
I'd like to ask you some general questions aboutseif.

1. What is your age?

2. What is your gender?
i. Male
ii. Female
iii. Other
3. What is your race?
i. American Indian or Alaska Native
ii. Asian
iii. Black or African American
iv. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
v. White/Caucasian
vi. Other
4. Would you say your ethnicity is Hispanic or Latino?
i. No, not Hispanic or Latino
ii. Yes, Hispanic or Latino
5. What is your year in School?
i. Firstyear
il. Second year
iii. Third year
iv. Fourth year
v. Beyond fourth year
6. Are you a full time or part time student?
i. Full time
ii. Parttime
7. Do you live on campus or off campus?
i. On campus
ii. Off campus
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B2: Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE; Rosenbet§) 19

Below is a list of statements concerning your gehkeelings about yourself. If you
strongly agree with the statement, circle SA. lfiyagree, circle A. If you disagree,
circle D. If you strongly disagree, circle SD.

1.
STRONGLY
AGREE

2
AGREE

3.
DISAGREE

4,
STRONGLY
DISAGREE

| feel that I'm a
person of worth,
at least on an
equal plane with
others.

SA

SD

| feel that | have
a number of good
gualities.

SA

SD

All'in all, I am
inclined to feel
that | am a
failure.

SA

SD

| am able to do
things as well as
most other
people.

SA

SD

| feel | do not
have much to be
proud of.

SA

SD

| take a positive
attitude toward
myself.

SA

SD

On the whole, |
am satisfied with
myself.

SA

SD

| wish | could
have more

respect for

SA

SD
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myself.

9. | I certainly feel SA A SD
useless at times.
10. | Attimes | think | | SA A SD

am no good at all
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B3: The Symbolic Racism Scale (SRS; Henry & Se2082)

Please circle the answer that best describes hoviegb about the following
statements.

1. It's really a matter of some people not tryitayd enough; if blacks would only try
harder they could be just as well off as whites.

<1> Strongly agree

<2> Somewhat agree
<3> Somewhat disagree
<4> Strongly disagree

2. lIrish, ltalian, Jewish and many other minosteercame prejudice and worked
their way up. Blacks should do the same.

<1> Strongly agree

<2> Somewhat agree
<3> Somewhat disagree
<4> Strongly disagree

3. Some say that black leaders have been tryipgdhb too fast. Others feel that they
haven't pushed fast enough. What do you think?

<1> Trying to push very much too fast
<2> Going too slowly
<3> Moving at about the right speed

4. How much of the racial tension that existsdhm United States today do you think
blacks are responsible for creating?

<1> All of it

<2> Most

<3> Some

<4> Not much at all

5. How much discrimination against blacks do yeel there is in the United States
today, limiting their chances to get ahead?

<1> A lot

<2> Some

<3> Just a little
<4> None at all

6. Generations of slavery and discrimination hereated conditions that make it
difficult for blacks to work their way out of thewer class.
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<1> Strongly agree

<2> Somewhat agree
<3> Somewhat disagree
<4> Strongly disagree

7. Over the past few years, blacks have gottemthes they deserve.

<1> Strongly agree

<2> Somewhat agree
<3> Somewhat disagree
<4> Strongly disagree

8. Over the past few years, blacks have gottere moonomically than they deserve.
<1> Strongly agree
<2> Somewhat agree

<3> Somewhat disagree
<4> Strongly disagree
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B4: Self-Report Altruism scale (SRA; Rushton, Cjots, & Fekken, 1981)

Instructions: Check the category on the right that conforms éoftBquency with
which you have carried out the following acts.

Never

Once

More
than
once

Often

Very
often

1. I have helped push a stranger’s car o
of the snow.

2. | have given directions to a stranger.

3. | have made change for a stranger.

4. | have given money to a charity.

5. | have given money to a stranger whg
needed it (or asked me for it).

6. | have donated goods or clothes to a
charity.

7. | have done volunteer work for a
charity.

8. | have donated blood.

9. | have helped carry a stranger’s
belongings (books, parcels, etc.).

10.1 have delayed an elevator and held t
door open for a stranger.

11.1 have allowed someone to go ahead
me in a lineup (at photocopy machine
in the supermarket).

of

12.1 have given a stranger a lift in my cat.

13.1 have pointed out a clerk’s error (in &
bank, at the supermarket) in
undercharging me for an item.

14.1 have let a neighbor whom | didn’t

know too well borrow an item of some

value to me (e.g., a dish, tools, etc.)

15.1 have bought ‘charity” Christmas carf
deliberately because | knew it was a

s

good cause.
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16.1 have helped a classmate who | did 1
know that well with a homework
assignment when my knowledge was
greater than his or hers.

10t

17.1 have before being asked, voluntarily
looked after a neighbor’s pets or
children without being paid for it.

18.1 have offered to help a handicapped
elderly stranger across a street.

or

19.1 have offered my seat on a bus or tra
to a stranger who was standing.

n

20.1 have helped an acquaintance to mo

Ve

households.

48




Appendix C
Student Organization Budget Questionnaire

Thank you in advance for providing your input retiag budgets for student
organizations. Budgets for these organizationsaftene from a limited supplemental
funding pool for Recognized Student Organizatid®S@). Funds are being cut
throughout the university. Because of this, waldsthed a sub-committee of the
Finance Committee in the Student Senate.

This committee has been asked to evaluate budfjatkstudent organizations
and recommend a cut of approximately 20%. Thetiegidudget is $92,000. This
budget will decrease $18,400 resulting in $73,008vailable money to the following
organizations.

We ask that you help out by providing your opinioagarding recommended
funding for the student organizations listed beloie name of the student
organization is in column 1. Current funding fack organization is listed in column
2. Please place your recommended funding in coldmNote: Recommended

funding may differ between organizations.

Student Organization Current Funding Recommendedifg
Latin American Student | $11,500 $

Association

Indian Students $11,500 $

Association

Korean Students $11,500 $

Association

College Republicans $11,500 $

College Democrats $11,500 $
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National Society of Black
Engineers

$11,500

Snowboarding and Ski $11,500
Club
Ballroom Dancing club $11,500
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Appendix D
The Email with the Link and Instructions to the IAT

Hello,

If you are receiving this email then you have adreeparticipate in the Social
Cognitions research study at URI and you have @yrezet with a research assistant.
As noted in this meeting, the next step is for ymtake an Implicit Association Test
(IAT) online. This should take between 10 and lButes. You must bring the
printed IAT results page to your scheduled appogminfior your PIA or extra course
credit (as appropriate).

Please make sure you have the adequate amoumteofvithout distractions, and are
on a computer with printer access. Once the assggssmcomplete please print your
results and bring them to your next scheduled mgetth the researchers. If you
have any questions please contact us at gregorypg@agunail.com or
mark_wood@uri.edu.

Please follow directions below:

1. Print this email to refer back to directions.

2. Click (or copy and paste) this link when reaaly t
begin. https://implicit.harvard.edu/implicit/demo/

3. Read the “IAT home” section and click "go to ttemonstration tests" in blue.

4. Read the preliminary information and the genmfarmation about the IAT if you
wish. Then proceed by clicking "l wish to proceaublue.

5. Scroll down and click on "Race IAT" in the bloex located on the left side of the

page next to the Race ('Black-White' IAT) descapti
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6. Read instructions and click "click here to bégmblue when ready.

7. A new browser should open. Read instructionsciiold "continue” in the white
box.

8. A message may appear saying “your study has timeditj if you have taken
this IAT before. If so, click "log in" in blue and proceed to the next step.

If not, please proceed to step 14.

9. Enter your email address then click "registerthie white box, or "log in" in the
brown box if you are an existing user.

10. Fill out registration form if needed then click "proceed" in white box.

11. Read registration form if needed then cliclogered" in blue.

12. You will now be redirected back to the instioietpage. Read instructions and
click "click here to begin" in blue when ready.

13. A new browser should open. Read instructiomsdiink "continue” in the white
box.

14. Please fill out the questionnaire then clicikK"®@n the bottom of the screen.
15. Please fill out the second set of questions ttiek "OK" on the bottom of the
screen.

16. Read directions on the following screen andr.wjwu are ready, click "I am ready
to begin."

17. A black box will appear. Please click on tharas, ‘Click here to begihin red.
18. You will be directed to a set of instructiofd.EASE READ THESE
INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY . And press the space bar to begin.

19. When you finish the IAT you must press spaceotttinue to another set of

52



guestions.

20. Please answer the following questions and ¢k’ at the bottom of the page.
(There may be two sets of questions).

24. The result of your Race IAT will be presentétha top of the page with a final,
short set of questions. Please answer these fastiquns then click “proceed” at the
bottom of the page.

26. You will be forwarded to a page that stategyuthtave completed

the African American — European American IAT”

27. You are finished with this part of the studlease print this page either by copy-
and-pasting into Microsoft Word or by converting theb page to a pdf document.
THIS IS THE PRINT-OUT YOU MUST RETURN TO THE RESEAR CHERS
AT YOUR SCHEDULED APPOINTMENT. PLEASE DO NOT FORGE T IT.

At the end of your appointment you will receive manformation on the IAT and the
purpose of this study.

Thank you! The Social Cognitions Research Team
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Appendix E
The Lost-Email (Adapted from Bushman and Bonad24)
Dear [Mr./Ms.] [Black American name/White Americaame],

Thank you for applying for The URI Centennial Sketnship. As you know,
these scholarships are highly competitive and smengonly to a few select
individuals. They cover tuition for four yearsaastate funded university. There is
also an additional $500 per year stipend for sttedenspend on academic related
supplies (e.g., books). This scholarship is abél®NLY for students planning to
attend a state-funded university.

Because of the large number of applicants, thes we are late in sending out
these notices. Because of the time sensitive @atiuthis material, we wanted to
immediately inform you of the committee’s decisiagarding your application. We
realize that our decision may affect your decigmattend a state funded or private
institution.

We are happy to inform you that you have beercsadeto receive The
Centennial Scholarship. Congratulations! Onlyrtiest qualified individuals receive
this scholarship.

We ask that you respond to this email within 48 imform us whether you
will formally accept our scholarship offer. Duethe high number of qualified
applicants, we would like to extend offers to oteerdents on our waiting list if you
choose to decline our scholarship.

Thank you for applying for the scholarship. WeKdorward to receiving

your response within 48 h.
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Sincerely,
[name of chairperson of scholarship committee]

Chair, Centennial Scholarship Committee
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Appendix F

Study Reaction Form

Hello Participant,

Thank you for your participation in our study, ScCognitions. You've

completed the initial meeting which included thél'land some other questionnaires.

You've also completed your second IAT at home. wNee would like to ask you a

few questions about your reactions to the studterAfou answer these questions, you

will have completed your research requirementsveaavill send you a completion

form that you will submit to your professor/insttacfor research credit. This should

only take about five minutes of your time.

There are no right or wrong answers. Please lbp&s and honest as you can.

Your feedback is important to us and is very mygpreciated.

1.

2.

In your words, what was the purpose of this study?
What did you think about the video you saw?

What did you think about the Implicit AssociatiorsE?
What is your overall response to the study?

Please feel free to share any other thoughts yee &bout the study.

Thanks again for your participation in our study!

Sincerely,

The Social Cognitions Research Team
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Appendix G

Debriefing Form

Measurement Differences in Social Cognitions

We thank you for participating in this pilot studyou filled out a
demographics questionnaire, self-report assessnmahtsling the Symbolic Racism
Scale, and an online assessment called the Impksibciation Test. You also
received a Lost Email. The purpose of this studg ¥ assess social cognitions and
how they relate to the likelihood that you woulture the lost email. You were
originally unaware that the Lost Email was the ®ofithis study. This was necessary
because awareness of the email before the stuénhveguld have changed our
results.

We want to remind you that ALL DATA ARE CONFIDENTLAand will not
be linked with your name. Any results will be pghked anonymously as group data.
If any part of this study has caused you any sties® are available resources. You
may choose to seek counseling by contacting thesaing center at the University of

Rhode Island.

Counseling Center
217 Roosevelt Hall
90 Lower College Road

Kingston, R1 02881
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Phone: 401-874-2288
Fax: 401-874-5010
If you would like any information about the resuttr have specific concerns
regarding the study feel free to contact us udnegriformation listed below.
Gregory Paquin
gregorypaguin@gmail.com
or
Mark Wood, Ph.D.
Mark_wood@uri.edu
If you are interested in learning more about tiel\s you may find the
following references helpful. They may be foundhet URI library or online in the
library database:

Bushman, B.J., &Bonacci, A.M. (2004). You've gotimalsing e-mail to examine
the effect of prejudiced attitudes on discrimioatagainst Arabslournal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 40, 753-759.

Greenwald, A. G., McGhee, D. E., & Schwartz, JKL(1998). Measuring individual
differences in implicit cognition: The Implicit Asciation TestJournal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 1464-1480.
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Appendix H
FOOTNOTES
YIn striving for verisimilitude of the lost email bavioral measure, we used an
existing scholarship foundation. Participants tmdily members of participants
contacted enrollment services to verify the auticégtof the scholarship notification
email. Due to concerns raised by the univerdity,study was prematurely

terminated.
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