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 Although interracial dating and marriage is increasing in the United States, it has 
not yet reached normalcy. People’s automatic and controlled responses to interracial cou-
ples may differ from their responses to same race couples. This study examined attitudes 
toward interracial couples versus same race couples using implicit and explicit measures.
 Participants completed an online survey before coming to a research lab for fur-
ther testing. The online survey included a newly developed self-report measure of inter-
racial attitudes, and widely used measures of right-wing authoritarianism (RWA), social 
dominance orientation (SDO), bicultural identity integration (BII), internal motivation 
to respond without prejudice toward Asians, and impression management (IM, BIDR). 
In the lab session, participants completed an Implicit Association Test (IAT) adapted to 
assess attitudes toward interracial relative to same-race couples. Heart rate (HR) was also 
recorded, using a Biopac M30 system, as participants viewed photos of same-race or 
interracial couples. All self-report measures were internally consistent. A principal com-
ponents analysis with oblique rotation revealed Social Approval and Interracial Attraction 
were two factors of the interracial attitudes scale. Correlation analyses reveal that implicit 
and explicit attitudes correspond with one another. Both correlated negatively with RWA 
and SDO. Additionally, we found demographics such as socioeconomic status and politi-
cal ideology may predict attitudes towards interracial couples. Regression analyses show 
socioeconomic status, SDO and RWA uniquely predict implicit and explicit interracial 
attraction. We found that RWA mediated the relationship between SDO and factors of 
interracial attraction. These results indicate that there are still racist influences in society 
factors of interracial couples were associated with political ideology, gender, SDO, RWA, 
and religiosity.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Interracial marriage has been used as a determinant of racial relations in the 

United States.  Attitudes toward interracial couples are important topics as the number 

of interracial and interethnic marriages rise in the United States.  In 2010, there were an 

estimated 5,369,035 interracial/interethnic marriages in the United States.  This is almost 

a 33% increase from the 4,040,984 interracial/interethnic marriages in 2000 (US Census 

Bureau, 2010).   

In many cultures, interracial and interethnic dating is considered threatening to the 

continuity of the cultural heritage of the group (Uskul, Lalonde & Konanur, 2011; Mano-

har, 2008).  Particularly in Eastern culture, the question of cultural values comes into play 

regarding potential partners, and environmental influences from close family and friends 

play a role in the occurrence of interracial relationships and marriages (Miller, Olson, & 

Fazio, 2004; Zhang & Kline, 2009).  Interracial marriages are also stereotypically viewed 

as less stable than intraracial marriages.  However, studies have been shown to disprove 

those stereotypes (Troy, Lewis-Smith, & Laurenceau, 2006; Bratter, 2008).  People’s 

expectations regarding anxiety towards interracial or different race couples and people, 

however, predict how well the interaction will go (Plant, 2004).

History of Interracial Dating

After increased immigration of Asian workers into the United States in the 1700s 

and 1800s, anti-miscegenation laws were passed preventing Asian workers from marrying 

Whites.  The first anti-miscegenation laws, however, were passed as early as the 1600s 

to prevent African-Americans from marrying Whites and to keep biracial children from 

inheriting property (Le, 2014).  Additionally, many laws were passed as part of a larger 
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Anti-Asian movement including the 1875 Page Law and the 1882 Chinese Exclusion 

Act.  These laws prevented Asian men from bringing their wives to the United States, and 

therefore, if they wanted to marry, they had to date and marry non-Asians. After World 

War II, however, service men began to bring home their brides from Asian countries 

such as China, Japan and South Korea.  This coupled with the Immigration Act of 1965, 

helped these Asian brides sponsor their families and relatives to the US. In 1967, the 

United States Supreme Court ruled anti-miscegenation laws unconstitutional in Loving v.  

Virginia. 

Attraction

In order to understand interracial attraction or the attitudes and factors that af-

fect interracial attraction, we must understand attraction.  Attraction makes people begin 

to like, or love, one another.  It is what makes someone want repeated interaction wiht 

someone (Darley & Berscheid, 1967) and is related to social acceptance in humans — 

people who approve of you, like you, will include you.  Evolutionarily, people have a 

fundamental “need to belong” (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). This need may have helped 

our ancestors live and work together.  As humans, many times, we don’t go directly to 

nature for our needs, we meet them with the help of another person or group of people.  

Needing to belong may have helped people form strong social networks, which led to 

culture and the benefits of culture (Baumeister & Leary, 1995).  To enjoy the benefits of 

culture, however, there is a need to connect with others.  Everyone, in a sense, needs oth-

ers.  Several hypotheses have been proposed to explain attraction and why we are attract-

ed to the people we like. 

Similarity/Matching Hypothesis

Attraction seems to be colloquially defined by two phrases, “opposites attract” 

and “birds of a feather flock together.” These phrases seem to contradict one another, so 
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which one is actually true? Research shows that when it comes to attraction, people tend 

to become attracted to, and marry people who are similar to them — IQ, physical attrac-

tiveness, socioeconomic status and many other traits (Newcomb, 1961; Morry, 2007; 

Morry, Kito & Ortiz, 2011).  Researchers have questioned, however, whether it is not 

similarity that breeds attraction, but rather dissimilarity that breeds dislike (Rosenbaum, 

1986). In other words, it is the differences that prevent people from being attracted to one 

another not the similarities that bring people together. In this case, could race dissimilari-

ty matter more than race similarity in looking at interracial couples?

Familiarity/Mere Exposure

When it comes to first interactions, people tend to prefer people who are familiar 

over people who are new.  Therefore seeing someone a lot or spending a lot of time with 

him or her can breed attraction.  In Hartley (1946), researchers found when people were 

asked to rate a fictitious group of “Danerians,” they rated them as possessing more unde-

sirable traits potentially because people were not familiar with the group.  

This “mere exposure” effect also extends to shared experience such as attending 

the same university, being in the same sorority or fraternity, or between military veterans.  

Individuals may have never met one another in the context of their shared experiences 

 — people could have never met at their university, be separated by several years, been 

in the same sorority at different universities or been stationed at very different places in 

the military, but they will bond over their experiences (Zajonc, 1968; Bornstein, 1989; 

Moreland & Topolinski, 2010). Again, the origins may stretch to evolutionary terms.  If 

people prefer familiar people, they are more likely to form bonds and groups that would 

facilitate survival (Halberstadt & Rhodes, 2000). 

Consistent with this hypothesis of attraction, attitudes towards interracial couples 

could therefore be influenced by the amount of experience a person has had interacting 

and befriending people of dissimilar races. It could be affected by the area a person was 
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raised in or the socioeconomic status of a person and their family. In each of these cases, 

people are influenced by the environment around them, what is common and what is not 

so common. 

Social Allergy/Fatal Attraction

However, mere exposure can also have an opposite effect especially in long-term 

relationships: the social allergy effect.  If something or someone annoys you, the more 

time you spend around it, the more annoyed it could make you.  This is a common prob-

lem faced by couples who move in together for the first time, the little annoyances be-

come very big things.  

The dark horse to familiarity and similarity is when it becomes fatal attraction 

  — when a quality that a person initially finds appealing becomes disliked or intolerable 

(Felmlee, 1998). Felmlee found qualities are susceptible to fatal attraction if they fall 

under three kinds of different: different from the dater’s qualities, different from average, 

or different from the norm. 

Physical Attractiveness

Studies have shown that physical attractiveness is more than just “looking good.”  

People who are rated as more physically attractive are also rated higher in positive traits 

such as honesty, popularity, warmth and success (Dion, Berscheid & Walster, 1972; Ea-

gly, 1991).  Additionally, people who are more plain-looking earn less money than those 

who are average, who earn less than those who are attractive (Hamermesh & Biddle, 

1994).  

Attractiveness is consistent across cultural groups (Cunningham, Roberts, Bar-

bee, Druen, & Wu, 1995) with the majority of studies concerning attractiveness relating 

to faces and occasionally waist-to-hip ratio (Singh, 1993; Singh & Young, 1995; Platek 

& Singh, 2010). Cross-cultural beauty is somewhat universal even though that meant at 
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times people rate people in outgroups are more attractive than ingroup members. This 

is critical. If not, interracial and cultural relations would be more weighted concerning 

attraction.   

Asian American Perceived Attractiveness

According to the Multiple Fitness Model (Cunningham et al.  1995), social per-

ception looks at the relationship between the target’s face and body, the perceiver’s 

desired attributes and characteristics, and the perceiver’s evaluation of the target.  The 

model includes the evolution of physical appearance over time with evolutionary vari-

ables and different facial features.  Cunningham et al. found attractiveness is not just one 

quality, it is instead, a combination of qualities such as expressivity, sexual maturity, and 

grooming.  Contrary to popular culture, however, researchers found little to no differenc-

es between perceiver culture and the perceived attractiveness of the target. This could 

mean race may not be a factor when attractiveness is assessed, but it is a factor when 

determining whether that person is date-material.  

Evans and McConnell (2003) found that compared with most other racial groups, 

Asian women strive for more mainstream definitions of beauty — typically views sim-

ilar to that of White women.  They suggest this is the result of women conforming to 

dominant (White) culture.  They also found Asian women reported the largest amount of 

dissatisfaction with their bodies. 

Wilkins, Chan, and Kaiser (2011)  found that Asians are stereotypically portrayed 

as more feminine, which is an attractive quality in women, but less so in men.  Accord-

ingly, the closer an Asian man was rated as being prototypically Asian, the lower the 

male’s perceived attractiveness.  But there was no relationship between prototypical 

Asian appearances and perceived attractiveness in female Asians.  

Asian men were rated as the least attractive of any other race while Asian wom-

en were rated as the most attractive (Lewis, 2012).  In fact, attractiveness was reversed 
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between men and women with the most attractive races of men being Black, White then 

Asian while Asian women were the most attractive followed by White and Black women.  

With couples, Lewis found more attractive White and Black men were involved in inter-

racial relationships while Asian men who were more attractive tended to be in same race 

relationships.  For women, it was found that Asian and White women who were involved 

in interracial relationships were generally more attractive than those in a same race rela-

tionship – the exception being between White women in relationships with Black men.  

Prejudice/Racism

The other part of interracial attraction is the underlying prejudice or racist attitude 

held by others.  Prejudice and racism may be the factor behind the second glances and 

double takes towards interracial couples.  Prejudice is a negative attitude towards a per-

son or group of people because of a their relation with a certain group (Graziano, Bruce, 

Sheese, & Tobin, 2007).  Racism is a form of prejudice where people harbor negative atti-

tudes towards people because of their ethnicity.  Although racism is not as direct as it was 

in the past, racism still exists in more subtle forms such as aversive racists — Europeans 

may sit further away from minorities and act in a less friendly manner.  

Prejudice towards Asians

Weaver (2012) found non-Asian groups did not want to have Asian Americans as 

neighbors or to marry their close relatives.  It is widespread rather than just a small seg-

ment.  Blacks and Hispanics rated Asian-Americans as wealthier while Jews and Whites 

rated Asian-Americans as less wealthy.  In terms of intelligence, Blacks and Hispanics 

rated Asians-Americans as significantly more intelligent and less violence-prone.  Asian 

Americans were also rated by Blacks and Whites as significantly more hard-working.   

Demographic and Personality Predictors of Attitudes
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A variety of factors may predict attitudes towards interracial couples such as po-

litical ideology and socioeconomic status.  There may be a difference in attitudes between 

men and women, young and old.  Where a person is raised or the type of home they grow 

up in may influence especially their implicit attitudes towards these couples.  

Area Raised/Socioeconomic Status

Studies have looked at the connection between higher socioeconomic status and 

interracial romantic relationships.  One such theory is the status-caste exchange theory 

(Rosenfeld, 2005; Wang & Kao, 2007).  The theory suggests members of minority groups 

who have a higher socioeconomic status are more likely to date and marry members of 

a higher-status majority group as a way of compensating for their lower status.  Further-

more it suggests the hierarchy of racial groups as being White, Asian, Hispanic and Black 

(Fu, 2001; Wang & Kao, 2007).  According to the theory, higher socioeconomic status 

minorities are more likely to date lower socioeconomic status members of a higher racial 

status.  

Wang and Kao (2007) disagree with the theory citing instead that interracial dat-

ing is influenced by the opportunity theory (Blau, 1977).  The theory says the opportunity 

for interracial contact promotes interracial dating.  Blau argues higher socioeconomic 

status members of a racial minority group may attend schools and spend more time with 

White and other higher-status groups.  This will lead to higher opportunities to interact 

and higher levels of interracial dating.  Ultimately, Wang and Kao say SES does matter 

but it does not increase odds, it increases opportunities. Consistent with the opportunity 

theory, Reis, Maniaci, Caprariello, Finkel, and Eastwick (2011) found that familiarity 

does promote general attraction.  If members of different socioeconomic status spend 

more time together, the familiarity could breed attraction and facilitate interracial attrac-

tion.  

Levin, Taylor, and Caudle (2007) used a longitudinal study to examine interracial 
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dating against several demographic factors such as SES, pre-college ingroup friendships, 

gender, and generational status.  They found that in general, students engage in more 

ingroup dating than intergroup dating, but in general, there was no predictable pattern 

except in the case of Asian Americans — higher SES Asian Americans were more likely 

to date people of other races.  They also found that in general, men intergroup dated more 

than women except in the case of Asian Americans — Asian American women were more 

likely to date interracially than Asian American men.  Generational status also influenced 

Latino and Asian-American interracial dating. Although members of those groups have 

been present in the United States since the 1500’s and 1860’s respectively, this genera-

tional finding is consistent with the fact that large fractions of these groups have lived in 

the US for fewer generations.  Friendships were strong predictors of ingroup and inter-

group dating.

Political Ideology

Eastwick, Richeson, Son, and Finkel (2009) found political ideology, conserva-

tism, and liberalism, were associated with attitudes towards interracial relationships.  In 

their studies, political ideology predicted more conservative Whites held more in-group 

favoritism.  They also found a preference for White partners.  Blacks political ideology 

predicted more out-group favoritism, more favoritism towards the majority group.  Anal-

ysis on Black political ideology however did not predict a preference of White to Black 

partners.  Eastwick and colleagues also noted in their study, however, that because differ-

ent interracial arrangements illicit different taboos and situations, the results may not be 

generalized to other types of interracial couples. They also said social dominance orienta-

tion may account for the association between conservatism and measures of racial bias.  

Religion/Religious Ideology

Several studies have found demographics such as religious tradition and church 
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attendance are predictors of interracial marriage.  Several studies have found that people 

who typically favor interracial marriages are less religious (Herman & Campbell, 2012; 

Johnson & Jacobson, 2005;  Perry, 2014).  This is especially found in Protestants.  Perry 

(2014) did find that Whites who attend racially diverse congregations have more favor-

able attitudes towards interracial couples.  

System Justification

System justification is the rationalization of existing social boundaries as a result 

of personality measures (Jost & Banaji, 1994). Religion and political ideology can both 

be used as means for system justification. People high in religiosity or high in conserva-

tive ideology may be more susceptible to upholding the anti-interracial beliefs held by 

their ancestors. Jost et. al. (2014) found that religious ideology makes people happier or 

more satisfied with the current state of things. Higher ratings in religious or conservative 

political ideology may therefore be related to lower acceptance of interracial dating be-

cause it violates the formerly prevalent view against interracial interaction. 

Implicit and Explicit Levels of Measurement

As racism becomes more frowned upon by society, self-reported prejudices de-

cline; however, automatic prejudices still persist (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). Implicit 

measures aim to gauge a participant’s automatic responses to stimuli while explicit mea-

sures gauge a participant’s self-reported responses to stimuli. 

Previous studies on implicit and explicit prejudice regarding interracial interaction 

found explicit attitudes predict implicit bias.  Dovido, Kawakami, and Gaertner (2002) 

examined White racial attitudes towards African Americans and how implicit and explic-

it attitudes differ between perceptions and interactions.  They found attitudes influence 

behavior and perceptions and the participants used different information to form impres-

sions of their interactions.  They supported the hypothesis that explicit attitudes predict 
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deliberate behavior and implicit attitudes influence spontaneous behavior.  

Implicit Measures of Interracial Attraction

McGrane and White (2007) found prejudice and attitudes vary by minority and 

majority groups.  In their study, they found Asian participants had less implicit prejudice 

and more explicit prejudice than White participants.  They hypothesized based on their 

study that the overall group differences are due to the higher or lower social status of the 

racial groups.  

Humans also experience a physiological reaction in the presence of other races. 

When it comes to facial recognition, humans show a more accurate recognition when it 

comes to faces of their own race (Natu, Raboy, & O’Toole, 2010). Willadsen-Jensen and 

Ito (2008) found facial perception in Asians and Whites is sensitive to both perceiver and 

target race as well as the context — meaning that non-Whites can adopt the perspective 

of their majority counterparts. Wilton, Sanchez, and Giamo (2014) however found racial 

identification influences conclusions about intergroup relations rather than attending to 

racial labels of others.

 There has also been evidence of a slight increase in skin conductance, which is 

a measure of electrodermal activity, when participants are shown someone of a different 

race versus seeing someone of the same race (Dotsch & Wigboldus, 2008).  They argue 

that skin conductance is an indicator of affective processes and will be affected by inter-

racial interactions. This leads to the question of whether there will also be a measurable 

increase in electrodermal activity, or heart rate, when participants are shown an image of 

an interracial couple versus an intraracial couple.   

Implicit measures quantify automatic responses. One of the most widely used 

tools for implicit measurement is the Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald, 1998).  

The IAT measures response time when grouping an experimental category with a posi-

tive/negative heading. The quicker the participant’s response time, the more automatic the 
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response, and the stronger possibility of an underlying prejudice.  

 IATs are used to identify automatic associations in a 2x2 format with the first set 

of categories being experimental versus control and the second set being positive versus 

negative.  Implicit studies have shown that people will automatically associate positive 

words with names of their former significant others (Zayas & Shoda, 2005) indicating an 

association between positive words and attraction.  This technique could also possibly 

indicate some association between positive and negative words and interracial (experi-

mental) and same race (control) couples.

There has been some controversy regarding the validity of the Implicit Associa-

tion Test.  One stem of controversy examines whether the IAT measures the attitude of 

a person or the attitude that resides in the culture.  (Arkes & Tetlock 2004; Blanton & Jac-

card 2006; Karpinski & Hilton, 2001; Olson & Fazio, 2004).  Karpinski & Hilton (2001) 

found IAT scores more readily reflect the environmental associations a person has expe-

rienced rather than individual differences.  Greenwald, Rudman, Nosek, Banaji, Fam-

ham, and Mellott (2002) refute the arguments regarding the validity of the IAT  by citing 

several studies (Greenwald, 2001; Blair, Ma, & Lenton 2001) where the Implicit Associa-

tion Test was used to demonstrate bias and attitudes in individuals over group differences.  

For this study, an Attraction IAT was developed to assess perceptions of interracial dating 

and interracial attraction.

Byars, Jordan, Brock and vanDellen (2012) used an interracial dating IAT to test 

implicit attitudes. They found that implicit attitudes towards interracial dating are not 

easily swayed. They additionally found that implicit and explicit attitudes were positively 

correlated. Evidence of unconscious racial bias was found in Phelps, OConnor, Cunning-

ham, Funayama, Gatenby, Gore, and Banaji (2000) at the neural level. Using fMRI tech-

niques, they found evidence of the amygdala-activity differences in implicit behavioral 

responses of White subjects towards Black and White faces. 

Measures of Explicit Interracial Attraction
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Explicit measures are typically used to assess conscious beliefs and feelings.  

Although explicit measures are not automatic, explicit measures provide valuable infor-

mation about metacognitive conclusions allowing the participant to reflect on his or her 

beliefs and views.  Explicit prejudices can be generalized to suggest that a certain attitude 

towards a specific outgroup is fairly indicative of a similar attitude towards other out-

groups (Cunningham, Nezlek, & Banaji, 2004).   

Personality Predictors of Prejudice

Measures of Right Wing Authoritarianism (RWA; Altemeyer, 1996), Social 

Dominance Orientation (SDO; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), Social Distance (SD; Bogar-

dus, 1933), Bicultural Identity Integration (BII; Benet-Martinez, 2005), and a variety of 

demographic factors such as political ideology and religious affiliation were used in the 

explicit measure of this study.  

Social Dominance Orientation

Sidanius and Pratto (1999) found people who were high in SDO had higher 

prejudice against a variety of low-status groups.  It suggests that groups in the more 

“superior” group should dominate lower status groups.  They should identify more with 

their own group.  Alternatively, lower-status group members should reject their in-group.   

Umphress, Smith-Crowe, Brief, Dietz, and Watkins (2007) found people who had high 

SDO were attracted to organizations predominantly comprised of people from high-sta-

tus groups members.  SDO has also been correlated with video game sexism towards 

women and sexist attitudes (Feather & McKee, 2012; Fox & Tang, 2014). Cokley, Tran, 

Hall-Clark, Chapman, Bessa, Finley, and Martinez (2010) suggested that SDO strongly 

predicts racial attitudes, while right-wing authoritarianism predicts gender attitudes more 

strongly. 
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Right Wing Authoritarianism

Right Wing Authoritarianism (RWA; Altemeyer, 1981) has been shown to mea-

sure submission, aggression, and conventionalism.  It has also been associated with polit-

ical conservativeness (Wilson & Sibley, 2013).  RWA, along with SDO, were found to be 

major predictors of prejudice (Heaven & Quintin, 2003). Researchers did find, however, 

that RWA and SDO each make a unique contribution to explaining prejudice except when 

looking at attitudes towards Asians. Smith and Kalin (2006) found that RWA is consis-

tently a moderator for judging morality, but rarely moderated liking.

Right Wing Authoritarianism and Social Dominance Orientation have been asso-

ciated with different personality factors (Sibley & Duckett, 2008). When controlling for 

RWA, there was decreased association between prejudice and Openness, but when con-

trolling for SDO there was a decreased association between prejudice and Agreeableness. 

Social Distance Scale

Social distance aims to provide measure of prejudice among different demogr-

phics (Bogrdus, 1993). Social distance over the last several years has increased (Parillo 

& Donoghue, 2013).  Over the past several years, Asians have been viewed favorably as 

a group and in measures of social distance. Weaver (2008) found that Asians are typically 

rated high in a racial heirarchy  — below Whites and Jews. 

Hypotheses

Taking all of these factors into consideration, in this study, I hypothesize that there 

will still be a noticeable prejudice towards interracial dating between Asians and Whites 

both implicitly and explicitly.  I believe implicit and explicit attitudes will correlate and 

correspond with one another. Additionally I hypothesize that factors associated with 

conservativeness such as socioeconomic status, religiosity, and political ideology will 

predict attitudes towards interracial couples. I believe that SDO and RWA will correlate 



14

negatively with interracial  attraction. I believe that people who separate their cultural 

identities will be more likely to disprove of interracial dating.  I further hypothesize that 

the higher socioeconomic status a participant was raised in, the less accepting they will be 

of interracial dating. I also believe that people who are more religious will be less accept-

ing of interracial dating. Finally I believe that physiologically, when a participant views a 

picture of an interracial couple versus a same race couple, the participant’s heart rate will 

speed up slightly.  
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CHAPTER TWO

Methods

Participants

Data was collected from 122 participants (83.6% female; 66.9% White, 12.2% 

Hispanic, 9.9% Asian/Pacific Islander, 8.3% African American, 1.7% Other). 33.9% of 

participants indicated that they have dated other people of the same and different races 

(agree/strongly agree) while only 6.5% of participants indicated dating only interracial-

ly (agree/strongly agree). 45.9% of people said they only dated people of the same race 

(agree/strongly agree). Participants were recruited though the Department of Psychology 

and Neuroscience human subject pool (SONA).  They were given course credit for par-

ticipation. Power analyses run with G*Power 3.1.9.2 showed a target sample size of 120 

(α = .05, β = .80, es = .25) would provide adequate statistical power to detect a medium 

effect size. 

Stimuli

Physiological Heart Rate Measure

Initially, I had an interest in also evaluating participants’ physiological responses 

to intra-racial and interracial couples. Heart rate was measured using a BIOPAC MP30 

system from the Department of Biology.  The system was installed onto the computer.  

The system was attached to the computer through a USB port and attached to a pow-

er source through an electrical outlet in the room.  The heart rate monitor SS4LA was 

attached to the second channel of the BIOPAC system.  The system was assembled at the 

beginning of each day and taken apart at the end of the day.  The system was recalibrat-
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ed for every participant.  Segments of data where the participant moved their left hand 

were discarded as well as any segment where the participant made any major movements.  

Heart rate was recorded for an average of 11 minutes: five minutes for baseline and six 

minutes while the participants were viewing the pictures.  This data was not analyzed or 

included in the results section due to difficulty cleaning and analyzing the data.  

Self-Report Measures

Participants were asked to fill out a questionnaire before coming into the lab.  Par-

ticipants who did not take the survey prior to coming into the lab were asked to complete 

the survey at their earliest convenience.  Questions consisted of measures of social dis-

tance, social dominance orientation, bicultural identity integration and right wing author-

itarianism as well as a 20-statement questionnaire about interracial couples on a 7-point 

Likert scale.

Social Dominance Orientation.  

Social dominance orientation (SDO) is 16-item self-report measure on a 7-point 

Likert-like scale which measures preference for inequality among social groups (Pratto, 

Sidanius, Stallworth & Mallee, 1994).  This measure is largely considered a measure of 

intergroup relations.  Specifically, it examines one’s preference for equal versus hierar-

chical relations among groups.  People with higher preference for hierarchical relations 

would typically score higher on SDO and those in favor of more equal relations would 

typically score lower on SDO.  Sample items from this scale include, “It’s probably a 

good thing that certain groups are at the top and other groups are at the bottom,” “All 

groups should be given an equal chance in life,” and “We should strive to make incomes 

as equal as possible.”

Social Distance Scale.  
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Social distance scale measures how accepting people are of different racial groups 

(Bogardus, 1993; Parillo & Donoghue, 2013).  Social Distance was measured using 5 

matrix questions that assessed comfortability working with people of the same and dif-

ferent races on a 3-point scale: Not at all comfortable, Somewhat comfortable, and Very 

comfortable.  Social Distance was also measured using a 14-statement self-report mea-

sure that assessed views of social equality and distance on a 7-point Likert-type scale that 

ranged from 1-Very negative to 7- Very positive.

Right Wing Authoritarianism.  

RWA was measured using an adapted 11-item measure based on the Right Wing 

Authoritarianism scale (Altemeyer, 1981; Smith & Winter, 2002).  Participants responded 

using a 7-point Likert-scale.  Right Wing Authoritarianism measures authoritarianism in 

three clusters, authoritarianian submission, conventionalism and authoritarian aggression 

(Passini, 2008).  The scale included items like “What our country really needs is a strong, 

determined leader who will crush evil, and take us back to our true path,” “What our 

country needs most is discipline, with everyone following our leader in unity” and “There 

is nothing wrong with premarital sexual intercourse.”  

Bicultural Identity Integration Scale.  

The Bicultural Identity Integration Scale (BII; Benet-Martinez & Haritatos 2005) 

is used to measure the extent to which a bicultural person views the cultural identities 

within their lives as compatible or incompatible.  

BII was measured using an adapted version of the 8-item scale.  It was adapted 

replacing “Chinese” with “Asian.” The scale included items such as, “I keep my culture 

and American culture separate,” “I feel like someone moving between two cultures,” and 

“I feel caught between American and Asian cultures.” However, the results of the Bicul-

tual Identity Integration Scale were not analyzed because most participants did not fill out 
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the scale in its entirety.

Interracial Attraction Questionnaire.  

There was also a 20-item questionnaire given to participants in order to assess 

specific views towards interracial dating.  These items were assessed on a 7-point Likert-

type scale ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree.  Items included statements 

such as, “I find myself attracted to members of the opposite sex that are the same race 

as me,” “My friends would approve of me dating someone from a different race,” and “I 

think it’s moral for people to only date within their race.”

Implicit Association Test

A Windows-based software computer program was used to measure implicit 

attitudes towards interracial couples.  Participants were seated at a computer and asked to 

read the instructions on the computer monitor.  Participants were asked to press the “d” 

key if the word was associated with the word on the left of the screen and “k” if the word 

or photo in the middle was associated with the word on the right of the screen.  Pleasant 

words were lucky, peace, heaven, cheer, happy, and love.  Unpleasant words were evil, 

pain, ugly, vomit, stink, and rotten.  

There were a total of seven trial blocks that each person participated in.  Blocks 1, 

2, 3, 5, and 6 were practice trials while blocks 2 and 7 were testing blocks.  

 The pictures used in both the PowerPoint and the Implicit Association Test were 

taken from an online search for “interracial asian White couples” and “White couples.” 

There were 12 pictures used from that search: six interracial couples and six same race 

couples.  These pictures were used both in the PowerPoint presentation and the IAT.  

Procedure

At sign up and before coming into the lab, participants were asked to complete 
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an online questionnaire consisting of measures used to gauge self-reported perceptions 

regarding racial biases, prejudices, and attraction.  Participants were asked to indicate 

informed consent in the first question.   

During the in-lab portion of the study, participants were asked to come to an 

office-like research lab in the Baylor Sciences Building to complete two computerized 

tasks.

Participants were greeted by a Research Assistant who brought them into an 

office-like room.  They were asked to leave all belongings outside the room in order to 

reduce the possibility of outside influence.  Participants were seated in front of a comput-

er screen and given a brief overview by the Research Assistant about the tasks they would 

be involved in.  After the initial briefing, participants were prepped with the BIOPAC 

heart rate monitor on the participant’s left index finger.  Participants were asked to sit for 

five minutes while a baseline heart rate was taken.  

 During the first task, participants were asked to view a variety of picture stimuli 

which consisted of interracial and same-race Asian-White couples on a 15-second, timed 

Microsoft PowerPoint presentation.  They were asked to view the slideshow twice, first 

without any task and second indicating which couple looked the most attracted to one 

another.  Participants were asked to refrain from moving during the trials.  There were 

three conditions for the PowerPoint presentation:  Mixed, Interracial-SameRace, and 

SameRace-Interracial.  In the Mixed condition, participants viewed the pictures in a set 

order which mixed interracial and same-race couples.  In the Interracial-SameRace con-

dition, participants were presented with the interracial-couple pictures first and then the 

same-race couple pictures second.  In the SameRace-Interracial condition, participants 

were presented with the same-race couple pictures first and the interracial-couple pictures 

second.  

The second task was the Implicit Association Test (IAT, Greenwald et al., 1998; 

2009).  The purpose of the Implicit Association Test was to assess attitude towards Asian-
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White couples relative to same-race White-White couples.  The IAT was developed by 

Greenwald as a means to measure automatic associations.  In an IAT, participants are first 

asked to match a word or picture to two categories specific to the experiment.  

For example, in an interracial couple IAT, a participant may be asked to match a 

picture of a same-race couple to the category “same race” and then a picture of an in-

terracial couple to the category “interracial”.  Then the participants are asked to match 

a different set of words/pictures to two categories: one positive and one negative (i.e.  

pleasant/ unpleasant, good/bad).  In the third trial, the participants are asked to complete 

a combined task that pairs two of the categories together and has the participant continue 

to match the picture or word with the category.  In the fourth trial block, the experimental 

(same-race, interracial) categories are switched and participants are asked to again match 

the picture/word to the category.  In the final fifth block, the participants are asked to 

complete another combined task that switches the experimental categories while keeping 

the positive/negative category the same (Greenwald, McGhee & Schwartz, 1998).
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CHAPTER THREE

Results

Baseline Levels of Implicit and Explicit Attitudes

Participants’ self-reported interracial (M=4.13, SD = 1.79 on a 7-point scale) 

attraction was less than their self-reported attraction to same race (M=5.70, SD = 1.62) 

attraction, (t(120)= 6.03, p < .000, α= .05).  Participants also self-reported relating more 

easily with those of the same race (M=4.76, SD=1.39) than those of a different race 

(M=3.64, SD=1.33) (t(121) = 5.85, p <.000, α = .05).  Participants had a high approval of 

interracial dating (M=6.02, SD=1.12) as well as disagreeing with the statement that it is 

moral for people to only date within their race (M=2.17, SD = 1.43). 

Interracial IAT Effect

The Implicit Association Test was scored using Greenwald et al.’s  (2003) im-

proved scoring algorithm.  Attitudes in the IAT were similar to the results found in the 

explicit measures.  In the incongruent IAT condition, interracial attraction and moral, the 

average latency was higher (M=1293.63, SD = 359.80) than in the congruent condition, 

same race and moral, (M=893.71, SD = 235.34). They were significantly different. 

Dimensions of Interracial Attraction

Interracial Attraction scale items were factor analyzed and yielded two different 

factors in a Scree plot.  Factor 1 was interpreted social approval of interracial attraction.  

Factor 2 was a direct measure of interracial attraction.  The statements in each factor are 

shown in Table 1.  

Implicit and Explicit Correlations
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Correlations were computed to explore associations between implicit attitudes and 

demographics.  Implicit attitudes correlated positively with interracial attraction and so-

cial approval of interracial attraction.  It also correlated negatively with Right Wing Au-

thoritarianism and Social Dominance Orientation (Table 2). Implicit and perceived social 

approval of interracial attraction (r =.27, p = .003) and explicit interracial attraction (r = 

.28, p = .002) correlated positively with one another. Implicit attitudes towards interracial 

couples were negatively correlated with social dominance orientation (r  = -.23, p = .012), 

political ideology (r = .26, p = .004), and positively with socioeconomic status raised (r 

= .20, p = .026). Explicit interracial attraction (Factor 2) was negatively correlated with 

Social Distance towards Asians (r =-.32, p < .000), SDO (r = .23, p = .01), and RWA (r 

= -.28, p = .002). It was positively correlated with social approval towards interracial 

attraction (Factor 1; r = .40, p < .000). Explicit social approval towards interracial attrac-

tion was negatively correlated with religiosity (r = -.29, p = .002), interest in religion (r 

= -.26, p = .005), SDO (r = -.36, p < .000), RWA (r = -.38, p < .000), and Social Distance 

towards Asians (r = -.32, p < .000).  It was positively correlated with political ideology (r 

= .30, p = .001) and socioeconomic status raised (r = .22, p = .01).   

Regressions

Next, significant correlates of interracial attractions were entered into a regression 

model.  In the regression model, we regressed our Implicit Association Test on religiosity, 

gender, age, impression management, socioeconomic status raised, SDO and RWA. The 

model was significant (R2 = .15, F(7, 100) = 2.57, p = .018), but none of the individual 

predictors were significant.

Then, a simple regression was performed using explicit social approval towards 

interracial attraction with religiosity, gender, age, impression management, socioeconom-

ic status raised, SDO and RWA.  The model was again significant (R2 = .265, F(7, 100) 

= 5.16, p < .001) and I found that SDO was significant. Social approval for interracial 
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attraction increases as SDO decreases. 

I performed a third, simple regression using explicit interracial attraction with 

religiosity, gender, age, impression management, socioeconomic status raised, SDO and 

RWA.  This model was not significant (R2 = .12, F(7, 100) = 1.91, p = .08).  

A three-step, hierarchical regression was performed with the implicit data.  Religi-

osity, gender, age, socioeconomic status raised and impression management were entered 

in the first stage.  The first model was not significant (R2 = .09, F(5, 98) = 1.86, p = .11).  

In the second stage (R2 = .13, F(6, 97) = 2.49, p = .03), SDO was entered and was also 

a significant variable. As implicit interracial attraction increases, SDO decreases  In the 

third stage, RWA was added, and while the model was significant (R2 = .16, F(7, 96) = 

2.62, p = .02), none of the variables were significant [Table 3].

Next I performed a regression for my explicit measure of interracial attraction.  I 

entered religiosity, gender, age, socioeconomic status raised and impression management 

into the first step of the model (R2 = .11, F(5, 98) = 2.40, p = .04).  The first stage was 

significant and gender and age were significant.  In the second stage (R2 = .17, F(6, 97) = 

3.37, p = .01), I entered SDO.  When I entered SDO, religiosity, SDO, and gender were 

all significant. As explicit interracial attraction increases, religiosity and SDO decrease. 

In the third step (R2 = .18, F(7, 96) = 2.95, p = .01), I entered RWA and only SDO and 

gender were still significant. So as SDO increases, explicit interracial attraction decreases 

[Table 4].  

A third regression model was performed for our explicit measure of social ap-

proval toward interracial attraction.  In the first model, we entered religiosity, gender, age, 

socioeconomic status raised and impression management.  The model was significant (R2 

= .19, F(5, 96) = 4.46, p = .001) and SES raised religiosity were significant variables.  In 

the second stage (R2 = .28, F(6, 95) = 6.08, p < .000), SDO was entered and was also a 

significant variable.  Religiosity was also significant after the second stage but SES raised 

was no longer significant.  In the third stage (R2 = .29, F(7, 94) = 5.55, p < .000), RWA 
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was added, but in this model still only SDO and religiosity were significant [Table 5].

Then, the same three-stage hierarchical regressions were performed, but this time 

the order in which SDO and RWA were entered was flipped so that RWA was entered 

second and SDO third. In the explicit social approval model, I found the model was sig-

nificant at every step.  In the first step (R2 = ..19, F(5, 96) = 4.46, p = .001), I found SES 

raised and religiosity to be significant.  After adding RWA (R2 = .24, F(4, 95) = 4.98, p < 

.000), SES raised was still significant but religiosity was not.  Additionally, RWA was a 

significant variable.  In the third step (R2 = .29, F(7, 94) = 5.54, p < .000), SDO was add-

ed.  After adding SDO, religiosity being significant again and SDO was significant.  RWA 

was not significant, however [Table 6].  

In the explicit interracial attraction model, we found all stages of the model were 

significant.  In stage one (R2 = .11, F(5, 98) = 2.40, p = .04), age and gender were sig-

nificant predictors.  After adding in RWA in the second stage (R2 = .13, F(6, 97) = 2.49, 

p = .03), only gender was significant and after adding SDO, only gender and SDO were 

significant (R2 = .18, F(7, 96) = 2.95, p = .04) [Table 7].  

We found in the implicit model that the first stage of the model was not significant 

(R2 = .09, F(5, 98) = 1.86, p = .11), but the second (R2 = .14, F(6, 97) = 2.66, p = .02) 

and third stages (R2 = .16, F(7, 96) = 2.62, p = .02) of the model were significant.  After 

entering RWA, we found that RWA as a significant predictor, but after we added SDO, we 

found that nothing was significant [Table 8].

Mediation Analyses

After running the regressions, it occurred that there may be mediation between 

RWA and SDO and the factors of implicit and explicit interracial attraction (Hayes, 

2013).  Using Process 2.12.1, we ran mediation analyses to examine the effect of RWA 

and SDO on factors of interracial attraction. In the first model, we explored whether RWA 

mediates the relationship between Social Approval of Interracial Attraction and SDO.  
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The model was significant (R2 = .20, F(113) = 14.08, p < .000) with the total effect of per-

ceived social approval of interracial dating on SDO being -.52 (95% confidence interval 

(-.76--.27).  The direct effect of SDO on social approval was -.41 (95% confidence inter-

val (.12 - .52)) The indirect effect of perceived social approval and SDO was -.11 (95% 

confidence interval (-.28- -.02) [Figure 1]. 

In the second model, we looked at how RWA mediates the relationship between 

interracial attraction and SDO (R2 = .05, F(113) = 6.33, p = .01).  This model was not sig-

nificant (95% confidence interval (-.49-.01)).  While the total effect of SDO on Explicit 

Interracial Attraction (-.31; 95% confidence interval (-.55 - -.07)) is significant, the direct 

(-.24; 95% confidence interval (-.49 - .01)) and indirect effect (-.07; 95% confidence in-

terval (-.22 - .00)) of RWA’s mediation of SDO’s effect on interracial attraction were not 

significant [Figure 2].

In the third model, we looked at RWA’s mediation of the effect of SDO on implic-

it attitudes towards interracial attraction (R2 = .05, F(113) = 6.05, p = .02).  This model 

was significant for the total (-.10; 95% confidence interval (-.18 - -.02)) and indirect 

effects of SDO on implicit attitudes (.03, 95% confidence interval (-.08 - -.01)), but not 

for the direct effect of SDO on implicit attitudes direct (-.07; 95% confidence interval 

-.15 - .01))  [Figure 3].  
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CHAPTER FOUR

Discussion

This study examines predictors of and implicit and explicit attitudes towards in-

terracial couples.   It examines associations between implicit attitudes, measured using an 

Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald et al.), and explicit attitudes, including demo-

graphic measures such as socioeconomic status raised as well as political ideology, race, 

gender and age.  

There are correlations between implicit attitudes and attraction.   People who 

respond higher to being attracted interracially also respond more positively implicitly to-

wards pictures of interracial couples.  People who respond higher in regards to same race 

attraction show a negative implicit response towards interracial couples.  Also, partici-

pants who had only dated members of the opposite sex of the same race also have a more 

negative response implicitly towards interracial couples.  This effectively answers the 

question of whether there is a measurable difference between how people view interracial 

couples versus same race couples.  

My next question is whether attitudes towards interracial couples are associated 

with explicit measures.  We first look at Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) and Right 

Wing Authoritarianism (RWA) measures with respect to our IAT data as well as self-re-

ported interracial and same race attraction.  

We found interracial attraction decreases as SDO and RWA increases.  RWA and 

SDO are also positively correlated with individuals having only dated of the same race.  

This is consistent with our hypothesis that individuals who scored higher on measures 

such as SDO and RWA would score lower on implicit attitudes towards interracial cou-

ples.  

We found a negative correlation between dating both interracially  and SDO and 
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RWA.  Our negative correlation between SDO and implicit attitudes suggests that indi-

viduals who lean more towards conforming to social norms would be less likely to report 

they are attracted interracially.  This suggests society has not completely departed from 

older, traditional same race dating norms.  Additionally, our negative RWA correlation 

suggests individuals who are more conservative, lean right, are less likely to report inter-

racial attraction.  

We then examined the effect of demographics on implicit and explicit interracial 

attraction specifically focusing on Socioeconomic status raised and political ideology. As 

socioeconomic status decreases, there is an increase in positive response towards interra-

cial attraction implicitly and explicitly.  There is also an increase in interracial attraction 

for individuals who respond as more liberal ideologically.  Participants who had only 

dated individuals of the same race or dated a combination of same race and inter-race 

individuals respond as more conservative ideologically.  

I found similar results with the regression analyses, however, I saw that many of 

the measures and demographics such as SDO and socioeconomic status fell in and out of 

significance during each step of the regression model. SDO and RWA were consistently 

significant in the models. I found gender was only a significant predictor of explicit inter-

racial attraction and not significant in implicit interracial attraction and explicit interracial 

attraction. The addition of RWA consistently reduced the significance of SDO, particular-

ly implicit attitudes and explicit attitudes towards social approval.

There was also very good evidence that RWA mediates the relationship between 

interracial attraction and SDO. In all three models, there were elements of the model that 

were significant. 

My findings were consistent with the familiarity/mere exposure hypothesis con-

cerning attraction. The area and socioeconomic class a person was raised in typically 

dictates the ethnicities and races of the people with whom they interact. It could also be 

consistent with the similarity hypothesis because people will tend to date and interact 
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with those they deem to have similar values with them. Race and culture by extension are 

good indicators of values especially concerning family. 

Implications

Researchers suggest that interracial marriage is a determinant of racial relations in 

the U.S.  (Perry, 2014).  However, these findings suggest that though interracial marriages 

are on the rise, there is still work to be done.  

Eastwick and his colleagues found in their study (2009) that Black political 

ideology did not predict preference for interracial partners.  However, in this study, we 

found some results that suggest political ideology may influence White-Asian interracial 

attraction – the more conservative a person is, the less likely they would endorse interra-

cial attraction.  Eastwick also suggested that Social Dominance Orientation may account 

for some of the association between conservatism and measures of racial bias which was 

supported by this study.  SDO and RWA both accounted for the association of conserva-

tiveness and measures of racial bias.  

Consistent with the opportunity theory, we found that the higher socioeconomic 

status a person grew up in, the less likely they were to approve of interracial attraction 

(Fu, 2001; Wang & Kao, 2007).  This follows the assumption that higher economic class-

es are heavily populated with the majority groups and few people from minority groups.  

However since we did not look into the socioeconomic status of the different partners in 

a relationship, we could not examine theories that higher socioeconomic status minorities 

are more likely to date lower socioeconomic status members of a higher racial class.  

Limitations and Conclusions

The study looks at predominantly female (83.6% female), conservative Whites 

(66.4%) as a result of the ethnic make up of the general student body (65% White).  

Additional studies would look at responses from students across different races, political 
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ideologies and locations.  

Additionally, many of the studies on interracial couples examine the frequency of 

interracial dating by gender, but we did not find much significance in the gender.  Part of 

the reason could be the predominately female make up of the sample, but further studies 

would examine the attractiveness according to males and females.  

There was evidence in the results of an effect of religiosity on interracial attrac-

tion.  This did not generalize to the other measures of religiosity in the survey, but the 

results suggest religion may also play a factor in approval and participation in interracial 

relationships.  Since the sample was from a Christian university, we can assume that the 

effect of religion may not be as evident as a result of the large number of Christians in the 

population.  

Attractiveness was also not asked in this study.  Future studies would examine 

how attractive people rate the different couples in the IAT and how attractive they rate 

different races.  

The idea that racism is not completely gone from American society is nothing 

new.  However, this evidence that this racism is evidenced even with a “model” minori-

ty group suggests we still have much work to do in regards to abolishing racism even in 

normal society.   
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Factor 1 (Social Approval of Interracial Attraction):

1. My parents would approve of me dating someone from a different race.
2. My friends would approve of me dating someone from a different race.
3. I think it’s moral for people to date people from a different race.
4. I approve of dating interracially.

Factor 2 (Interracial Attraction):

1. I relate more to other people of a different race than me.
2. I prefer to spend more time with people of a different race than me.
3.I find myself attractied to members of the opposite sex that are a different race than 
me

Table 1: 
Interracial Attraction Scale: Factor Analysis

TABLES AND FIGURES
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tβ

1. Gender

2. Age

3. SES_raised

4. BIDRIM

6. SDO

7. RWA

Table 3

Hierarchical Regression - Implicit Attitudes Towards Interracial Attraction

Note: * p<.05; ** p<.01, ***p<.001

t t

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

β β

.35.04 .40 .04.04 .00

-1.88-.19 -1.43 -1.50-.14 -.15

1.78.19 1.09 1.18.12 .12

.56.06 .15 .31.02 .03

-2.29* -1.50-.23 -.16

-1.76-.20

5. Religiosity -1.25-.13 -1.32 -.47-.14 -.05
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tβ

1. Gender

2. Age

3. SES_raised

4. BIDRIM

6. SDO

7. RWA

Table 4

Hierarchical Regression - Explicit Attitudes Towards Interracial Attraction

Note: * p<.05; ** p<.01, ***p<.001

t t

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

β β

-2.14*-.21 -2.16* -2.25*-.21 -.22

-2.00*-.20 -1.50 -1.51-.15 -.15

.90.09 .11 .14.01 .01

.97.10 .50 .56.05 .06

-2.73** -2.26*-.27 -.24

-.71-.09

5. Religiosity -1.90-.20 -2.01* -1.51-.21 -.17
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tβ

1. Gender

2. Age

3. SES_raised

4. BIDRIM

6. SDO

7. RWA

Table 5

Hierarchical Regression - Explicit Social Approval of Interracial Attraction

Note: * p<.05; ** p<.01, ***p<.001

t t

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

β β

-.03-.00 .04 -.25.00 -.02

-1.90-.18 -1.31 .20-.12 -.13

2.64**.26 1.73 1.80.17 .17

1.60.16 1.10 1.22.11 .12

-3.42** -2.66**-.32 -.27

-1.40.15

5. Religiosity -2.77**-.28 -3.01** -2.15*-.29 -.23
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tβ

1. Gender

2. Age

3. SES_raised

4. BIDRIM

6. RWA

7. SDO

Table 6

Hierarchical Regression - Explicit Attitudes Towards Social Approval of Interracial Attraction

Note: * p<.05; ** p<.01, ***p<.001

t t

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

β β

-.03.00 -.48 -.25-.05 .02

-1.90-.18 -1.88 -1.38-.17 -.13

2.64*.26 2.53* 1.80.24 .17

1.60.16 1.69 1.22.16 .12

-2.52* -1.40-.26 -.15

-2.66**-.27

5. Religiosity -2.77**-.28 -1.64 -2.15*-.18 -.23
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tβ

1. Gender

2. Age

3. SES_raised

4. BIDRIM

6. RWA

7. SDO

Table 7

Hierarchical Regression - Explicit Attitudes Towards Interracial Attraction

Note: * p<.05; ** p<.01, ***p<.001

t t

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

β β

-2.14*-.21 -2.42* -2.25*-.24 -.22

-2.00*-.20 -1.95 -1.51-.19 -.15

.90.09 .80 .14.08 .01

.97.10 1.00 .56.10 .06

-1.65 -.71-.18 -.08

-2.26*-.24

5. Religiosity -.20.09 -1.12 -1.52-.13 -.17
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tβ

1. Gender

2. Age

3. SES_raised

4. BIDRIM

6. RWA

7. SDO

Table 8

Hierarchical Regression - Implicit Attitudes Towards Interracial Attraction

Note: * p<.05; ** p<.01, ***p<.001

t t

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

β β

.35.04 -.10 .04-.01 .00

-1.88-.19 -1.82 -1.50-.18 -.15

1.78.19 1.65 1.18.17 .12

.56.06 .61 .31.06 .03

-2.48* -1.76-.26 -.20

-1.50-.16

5. Religiosity -1.25-.13 -.21 -.47-.02 -.05
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Figure 1

Mediation of RWA on Social Approval of Interracial Attraction

Social Approval of 
Interracial Attraction

Right Wing 
Authoritarianism

Social Dominance 
Orientation

-.41(-.11)***

.32**
-.35**

Note: * p<.05; ** p<.01, ***p<.001
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Figure 2

Mediation of RWA on Explicit Interracial Attraction

Explicit Interracial 
Attraction

Right Wing 
Authoritarianism

Social Dominance 
Orientation

-.24(-.07)

.33** -.21

Note: * p<.05; ** p<.01, ***p<.001



41

Figure 3

Mediation of RWA on Implicit Interracial Attraction

Implicit
Interracial Attraction

Right Wing 
Authoritarianism

Social Dominance 
Orientation

-.07(-.03)

.33**
-.09*

Note: * p<.05; ** p<.01, ***p<.001
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