
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT  

 

Suppression of Prejudicial Attitudes in the Presence of Outgroup Members 
 

Ian Ross Campbell 

 

Director: Wade Rowatt, Ph.D. 

 

 

Racial prejudices exist in today’s society on many levels, and some stereotypes 

are more openly expressed than others. Oftentimes a person’s willingness to express his 

or her opinions about a racially significant topic will depend on the situation.  To test 

how much people might censor themselves when discussing racially charged court cases 

based on the audience they are addressing, the current study had 145 participants write 

essays about Trayvon Martin and Oscar Grant to both the National Association for the 

Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) and the American Psychology Association 

(APA).  The results seem to indicate that people did not significantly suppress their 

opinions, operationalized as writing a shorter essay, based on the target audience.  Other 

measures of implicit stereotypes were also assessed, which seem to indicate a connection 

between internal motivation and writing longer essays.  Stereotypic explanatory bias, 

external motivation, social distance, symbolic racism, and IAT (Implicit Association 

Test) scores, however, did not predict essay length. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

 

Introduction 

 

 

There is a long history of studying prejudice and racial attitudes in the field of 

psychology.  When psychology was beginning to grow in America during the early 20
th

 

century, overt racism was much more prevalent than it is today (Rooster, 1930).  Slavery 

had ended less than 50 years beforehand, and it was still common practice to treat people 

differently based on their ethnicity.  Racial attitudes in the 21
st
 century, however, are 

vastly different than one hundred years ago (Jones, 2011).  Now researchers study the 

subtle or masked prejudices people still exhibit and examine ways to reduce the negative 

effects of stereotypes on society (Staats & Patton, 2013). 

Although words like prejudice, stereotype, racism, and discrimination are 

common words used in vernacular conversations, in psychology research there are 

important distinctions between the terms to help ensure researchers know specifically 

what is being discussed.  Most of the definitions employed today come from Gordon 

Allport's (1954) book The Nature of Prejudice, which provided an excellent summary of 

the field’s decades long interest in the topic and proved to be a launching pad for future 

research done by psychologists.  In it he defined prejudice as a “feeling, favorable or 

unfavorable, toward a person or thing, prior to, or not based on, actual experience” (p. 6).  

A prejudice is an attitude towards a particular person based not on something he or she 

has done or said but on their group membership.  Sometimes it is derived from a physical 

or genetic trait, such as the person being a woman or being black. 
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Stereotypes are very similar to prejudices.  A stereotype is a belief someone has 

about a certain group of people based purely on their group membership, such as thinking 

black males are violent or Jewish people are miserly.  Because prejudice and stereotype 

are so similar in definition, they are used almost interchangeably in conversations and in 

research.  One difference worthy of note is that today, in the research literature, the word 

prejudice is used almost exclusively for negative beliefs about a certain group of people, 

while the term stereotype can be applied to a positive or negative belief (Lee, Jussim, & 

McCauley, 1995). 

In fact, Jussim extends this concept and later argues that, overall, stereotypes are 

relatively accurate and do more good for society than harm because of their remarkable 

speed and accuracy (Jussim, 2012).  As far as the terminology goes, however, the 

literature does not talk about “positive prejudices,” only “positive stereotypes,” yet both 

terms can be used to label negative notions.  In their justification-suppression model of 

prejudice, Crandall and Eshleman (2003) consider prejudices to be genuine beliefs that 

people hold about a group which are either suppressed by norms and values or expressed 

because they have been justified by some stereotype or other confirming ideology. 

While stereotypes and prejudices are beliefs or ideas about a people group based 

on a membership trait, discrimination is actual negative behavior directed towards that 

group because of their trait (Wagner, Christ, & Pettigrew, 2008).  Discrimination is when 

prejudice spills over into action, and thus a reduction in prejudice should lead to a 

corresponding reduction in discrimination.  Racism is an institutional practice that 

discriminates against a particular race group.  It is discrimination on a societal scale.  

Racism is a societal norm that tells individual people to treat certain others with 
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discrimination.  Stereotypes and prejudices, meanwhile, are descriptive statements that 

express the attitudes and motivations behind discrimination.  

In the past 20 years or so, much research has been conducted on implicit attitudes 

and prejudices.  Implicit attitudes are prejudicial or stereotyping behaviors that occur 

outside of a person’s conscious awareness.  While this research began primarily with 

analyzing the effects of priming techniques on behavior, it has grown into measuring 

implicit attitudes in a number of different ways (Wittenbrink, 2006).  Implicit and explicit 

attitudes are different from each other and can depend on the particular situation (Banaji, 

2004), can affect how one views and identifies with objects in the environment 

(Greenwald et al., 2000), involve different parts of the dual-process theory (Nosek et al., 

2007), and can influence one’s goals, perceptions, and scores on psychometric tests 

(Chartrand & Bargh, 1999).  Not only can stereotypes and prejudices be automatic, but 

general attitudes and even memories function on an implicit level as well (Fazio, 2007). 

 

Theories on the Origin of Prejudice 

 Many different theories have been proposed to explain from where prejudices and 

stereotypes originate.  This paper will examine some of the evidence for seven different 

ideas about how prejudices are formed and perpetuated.  It should be noted that these 

theories are not necessarily mutually exclusive, and the best model for understanding any 

certain prejudice or stereotype will probably depend on a careful examination of the 

particular situation in question. 
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Family Socialization 

 One idea for the source of stereotyping is that prejudices are learned by children 

modeling their parents’ beliefs and attitudes.  Essentially an extension of Bandura's 

(1961) social learning theory, this theory claims that prejudices are just like any other 

belief children pick up from their parents, and thus are subject to the same rules 

governing modeling behavior. 

 There does seem to be some evidence for a connection between children’s 

prejudicial attitudes and their parents’ beliefs.  Castelli, Carrao, Tomlleri, and Amari, 

(2007) demonstrated a significant correlation not only between the prejudices of children 

and their parents, but specifically between a child’s prejudices and what the child thought 

his or her mother believed.  Sinclair, Dunn, and Lowery (2005) were able to extend this 

connection to implicit attitudes, as well, and found that the relationship was stronger the 

more the child identified with his or her parents.  In a kin selection or reciprocal altruism 

model, a child would be rewarded by his or her family for continuing to favor the family 

over nonfamily members, and over time this could extend to favoring people who more 

closely resemble the family than those who do not (Rushton, 1991).  Perhaps human 

beings are predisposed on some level to help those genetically closest to themselves. 

 

Prejudice as a Personality Trait 

 Although there is limited evidence for a single, specific, “prejudiced” personality 

trait, some forms of prejudice do tend to appear together often and with certain groups of 

attitudes.  Sticking strongly to prejudices and tradition is an aspect of the personality trait 

authoritarianism.  Early on, Arorno, Frenkel-Brunswil, Levinson, and Sanford (1950) 
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found that prejudice levels and authoritarianism both correlate with a person’s religious 

affiliation, intelligence, education, parental attitudes, and self-concept.  This correlation 

persisted through the next decade (Rose, 1966), and in the 1980’s Altemeyer (1988) 

found evidence linking right wing authoritarianism to discrimination.  Further studies 

found a connection between right wing authoritarianism and anti-black prejudice 

specifically (Duckitt, 1994).  There is also a link between prejudice and the personality 

trait social dominance orientation along with the traits agreeableness and openness to 

experience from the five factor model of personality (Sibley & Duckitt, 2008). 

 Some prejudices, however, such as anti-immigrants, seem to be so universal that 

they are more of a human trait than a personality trait.  Anti-immigrant stereotypes are 

common across all of Europe and are proportional to a country’s level of nationalism 

(Zick, Pettigrew, & Wagner, 2008).  Another aspect that seems to hold true across 

different types of prejudices is that the more someone assumes personality traits are 

fixed, i.e. that people are incapable of change, the more that person tends to accept 

stereotypes and racist beliefs in general (Levy, Stroessner, & Dweck, 1998).  Even if 

overall levels of prejudice are controlled for, the extent to which a person believes racial 

identity is determined biologically predicts how much they will accept racial inequality in 

society (Williams & Eberhardt, 2008). 

 

Prejudice as a Response to Fear 

 Much evidence exists pointing to a relationship between accepting prejudices and 

perceiving threat, and fear seems to moderate the relationship between authoritarianism 

and prejudice, at least partially.  Historically, authoritarian tendencies have surged in 
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times of economic and social upheaval.  Doty, Peterson, and Winter, (1991) found a 

relationship between an individual’s perception of threat, perceived socioeconomic 

conditions, and acceptance of stereotypes.  In an analysis by Cohrs and Ibler (2009) a link 

was established between authoritarian-based prejudices and simply being told something 

threatening about a minority, and in an earlier analysis Sales (1972) showed that 

economic conditions affected the ability of authoritarian churches to gain new converts.  

In times of economic hardships authoritarian churches saw a growth in new members, 

while in times of economic boom it was the nonauthoritarian churches which were able to 

convert new members more easily. 

 The link between fear and prejudice extends beyond the connection with 

authoritarianism, however.  For example, in America there was a noticeable rise in 

intolerance expressed towards immigrants and Arabs after the terrorist attacks of 

September 11
th

 (Skitka, Bauman, & Mullen, 2004).  There was also an increase in 

support for harsher antiterrorism tactics such as enhanced interrogation of Arab suspects 

after the attacks (Landau, Solomon, et al., 2004). 

 This connection between the September 11
th

 attacks and increased prejudiced can 

be seen as an extension of Greenberg’s Terror Management Theory (TMT).  To 

summarize briefly, TMT states that as a person’s mortality becomes salient, he or she will 

seek out validation and self assurance, as seen in an increase of ingroup biases and 

outgroup prejudices (Greenberg et al., 1990; Greenberg, Landau, Kosloff, & Solomon, 

2009; Landau, Johns, et al., 2004).  Das, Bushman, Bezemer, Kerkhof, and Vermeulen 

(2009) also found a direct link between death-related thoughts caused by mortality 

salience and increased prejudice towards outgroup members.  Interestingly, the Landau, 
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Johns, et al. study (2004) found that TMT only has this effect when acting in conjunction 

with the personality trait personal need for structure. 

 Although TMT is relatively new, the trend of fear and uncertainty leading to 

increased prejudiced can be seen in America’s history.  A 1940 study as well as a more 

recent archival analysis of the data found a link between increased lynchings in the South 

and dips in cotton prices, presumably because the cotton farmers were threatened by the 

devaluation of their crop (Hovland & Sears, 1940; Hepworth & West, 1988).  In more 

recent times, however, hate crimes have not fluctuated with the national unemployment 

rate in America (D. P. Green, Glaser, & Rich, 1998), but they have in some other 

countries, like Germany (Falk & Zweimuller, 2005).  Although the study in Germany 

found that hate crimes there did not fluctuate with the youth unemployment rate, which is 

unexpected since most of the right wing extremist crimes documented in the study were 

committed by young males. 

 

Realistic Group Conflict Theory 

 Similar to TMT but less focused specifically on death threats, realistic group 

conflict theory is the idea that prejudices are the result of different groups of individuals 

fighting for a limited number of resources in a competitive world.  This theory ties into 

the earlier mentioned idea of kin and reciprocal altruism.  If people are genetically 

predisposed to help those closest to them, then in a competitive system they are also 

predisposed to be harmful to those who are not close to them.  This idea of groups 

competing for limited resources as the basis of prejudice also explains why when the 
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stereotype is positive (e.g. Asians are good at math) the person can still express a 

negative attitude towards the outgroup (Maddux, Galinsky, Cuddy, & Polifroni, 2008). 

  Experiments in the lab have found a connection between competition, group 

conflicts, and developing prejudices (Sassenberg, Moskowitz, Jacoby, & Hansen, 2007).  

An analysis of several experiments conducted across different European countries 

revealed a mediation effect between realistic threat and prejudice and discrimination 

(Pereira, Vala, & Costa-Lopes, 2010).  A much more serious example of group conflict 

was seen in South Africa when angry mobs hacked dozens of immigrants to death 

because they saw the immigrants as stealing their jobs (Bearak, 2010). 

 In any kind of hierarchical or closed, competitive system, there has to be someone 

below whoever is on top.  There is no winner without a loser, and when people perceive 

themselves as losing socioeconomic status or if their positive self-image is threatened in 

some way, they are more likely to express prejudices towards others (Lemyre & Smith, 

1985).  This effect also works in the other direction, too.  People who have just been 

affirmed or assured of their place in society will treat other groups more positively (Fein 

& Spencer, 1997).  Pettigrew et al. (1998) found that in many cases the current level of 

these personality traits—how secure they are in their self-image and their standing in 

society—has a bigger impact and mediation effect on prejudice than more distal societal 

influences. 

 

Maintained by Inertia 

 Although it is not a cohesive theory, per se, there is evidence that once a prejudice 

or stereotype has been established in an environment, it is maintained by repetition and 

general acceptance.  Typically, people are more accepting of stereotypes after they see 
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someone else expressing them.  For instance, people find sexist humor more acceptable 

and amusing after hearing a sexist joke (T. E. Ford, Boxer, Armstrong, & Edel, 2008).  

Although it should be noted that some studies have found that the clarity of the social 

norm concerning the particular stereotype moderates this effect (Zitek & Hebl, 2007).  As 

a general rule, though, hearing and seeing racism tends to lead to more racist behavior in 

the future (Blanchard, Crandall, Brigham, & Vaughn, 1994). 

 The argument from inertia is about more than just social modeling, however.  It 

also has to do with the influence stereotypes and prejudices have on people’s perceptions 

and memories.  Preexisting stereotypes make a person more likely to see that stereotype 

in the future—regardless of the validity of the perceived correlation—thus further 

entrenching the stereotype in someone’s mind (Becker, Neel, & Anderson, 2010).  

Prejudices also color people’s memories of past events.  A person is more likely to recall 

past experiences happening in line with their stereotype beliefs.  For instance, women 

who more strongly believed in the gender stereotype that women are bad at math were 

more likely to misremember their math grades in school as being lower than they actually 

were compared to women who did not believe in the stereotype as much (Chatard, 

Guimond, & Selimbegovic, 2007). 

 Another point in favor of the inertia model for stereotypes is the role social norms 

play in prejudice.  People who report more conformity to social norms also tend to be 

more prejudiced (Pettigrew, 1958).  These people are more traditional, more resistant to 

change, and thus more willing to hold onto stereotypes in the face of contradicting 

evidence.  A person’s willingness to accept a stereotype is also dependent on the 

environment.  For instance, in one West Virginian mining town, coal workers accepted 
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integration in the minefields while still vehemently opposing it in town (Minard, 1952).  

The environment served as a cognitive cue telling them when to accept and when to 

reject the prejudice.  

 

Social Identity Theory 

 The social identity theory, proposed jointly by Tajfel (1981) and Turner (1981), 

claims that stereotypes are an integral part of how humans interact with the world around 

them.  Stereotypes allow people to categorize and understand stimuli around them 

quickly and efficiently, albeit if not always completely accurately.  This categorization 

allows people to organize their environments into manageable and familiar components 

(Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2000).  Tajfel and Turner claim that as people categorize 

stimuli around them, they identify with certain things and people in the environment—

their ingroup—and contrast themselves against others—their outgroup.  Also, the more 

pressed for time a person is the more he or she will rely on these quick classifications for 

information (Kaplan, Wanshula, & Zanna, 1993).  This dichotomous classification of all 

new people into either the ingroup or the outgroup leads to a corresponding ingroup bias 

and outgroup bias, which is an alternative way of labeling and thinking about prejudices. 

 Outgroup bias results in some of the same negative effects as stereotypes and 

prejudices.  There is an outgroup homogeneity effect (Ostrom & Sedikides, 1992) where 

members of the outgroup appear to be more similar to each other on a trait than members 

of the ingroup.  For instance, to many Americans all Latinos really do appear to look the 

same, even though Latinos themselves can easily see the difference between someone 

from their Latin country and another one (Huddy & Virtanen, 1995).  Very interestingly 
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though, among the Latinos themselves in this study there was an outgroup homogeneity 

effect when they were questioned about the differences between Latinos from Latin 

countries other than their own. 

 There is an own race bias when identifying faces of other ethnicities (Meissner & 

Brighma, 2001).  This is the outgroup homogeneity effect applied to facial identification, 

and it has been found not only between white and black people, but also with Asians, 

Hispanics, and children of these races, too (Sporer & Horry, 2011; Sporer & Guberova, 

2007).  Perhaps the reason for the outgroup homogeneity effect is that people typically 

attend more to individual details when observing members of their own race (Bernstein, 

Young, & Hugenberg, 2007). The outgroup homogeneity effect does appear to happen at 

the encoding level of memory, not during storage or retrieval, which suggests it is a lack 

of attention to details or the effect of being distracted which causes the own race bias 

(Hugenberg, Young, Bernstein, & Sacco, 2010). 

 The more people relate to their ingroup, the more they tend to hold prejudices 

about the outgroup (Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990).  The ingroup-outgroup distinction tends 

to be mutually exclusive.  For instance, in the Netherlands, the more people saw 

themselves as Turks or Muslims, the less they identified as being Dutch (Verkuyten & 

Yildiz, 2007).  When given a choice people display an ingroup bias in their decisions, 

favoring their own group at the expense of the outgroup, even if the ingroup is 

established by something as trivial as sharing the same birthday (Miller, Downs, & 

Prentice, 1998). 

 Not only does seeing more virtue in one’s ingroup typically lead to believing 

there is less virtue in the outgroup, but people also have a tendency to express more 
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prejudices and stereotypes about the outgroup when in the presence of other ingroup 

members than they would if they were alone or with a third party (Wilder & Shapiro, 

1991).  People will give members of their ingroup the benefit of the doubt, and attribute 

ambiguous behavior committed by them positively, but they will not extend this courtesy 

to members of the outgroup who perform the same ambiguous behavior (Duncan, 1976).  

A person is more likely to see human characteristics in the ingroup and less likely to see 

the humanity of people in the outgroup (Demoulin, Saroglou, & Van Pachterbeke, 2008; 

Leyens et al., 2003).  Essentially, there is an extension of the self-serving bias in 

attribution theory to include one’s ingroup (Pettigrew, 1979). 

 

System Justification Theory 

 The last theory considered in this introduction, system justification theory is an 

attempt to explain why members of the disadvantaged group themselves sometimes hold 

and perpetuate negative stereotypes against their own people.  The basic principle is that 

to a certain extent people will attempt to justify their own culture’s familiar social values 

(Jost, Kay, & Thorisdottir, 2009).  They convince themselves that the status quo is the 

best way the world could possibly be arranged because they want to justify the system 

they live in, even at the expense of maintaining inequalities against themselves (Kay et 

al., 2009).  This essentially extends the self-serving bias and the ingroup bias to the level 

of one’s entire society. 

 System justification theory is closely related to the just world phenomenon, or the 

idea that people need to believe in a just world to reduce anxiety and make sense of their 

environment (Hafer & Bègue, 2005).  While this concept might allow people to function 
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more assuredly in a world with seemingly unfair events, it also has some horrifying 

consequences. Namely, people have a tendency to blame victims for crimes committed 

against them (Hewstone, 1990).  Witnessing someone being victimized, even when the 

true culprit is clearly visible, makes a victim seem less worthy (Lerner, 1980; Lerner & 

Miller, 1978) 

 This trend of blaming victims for their own suffering is more intense when the 

suffering is more ongoing, even, as Imhoff and Banse (2009) found out, if it is the case of 

Jews suffering from the effects of the holocaust.  In this experiment, the more participants 

were made aware of the ongoing nature of the Jews’ suffering, the more they expressed a 

just world bias and blamed the Jews themselves for their condition.  In order to 

circumvent the social desirability pressures in this case, the experimenters had to use a 

bogus pipeline procedure to obtain their results.  A bogus pipeline procedure is when 

participants are hooked up to a machine they are told is a polygraph and led to believe 

that any false statements will be detected. 

 From a just world perspective, people who succeed economically have prospered 

because they deserved to thrive and those who live in poverty are also there because that 

is what they deserve.  Indeed, researchers have found that the wealthy are more likely to 

see economic status, whether it be wealth or poverty, as the result of effort and skills 

rather than a product of connections or opportunities (Kraus, Piff, & Keltner, 2011).  

People who exhibit more belief in the power of choice, either because of their personality 

or because of priming events, show less support for affirmative action programs, blame 

victims more, and tend to have less empathy in general for disadvantaged people (Savani, 

Stephens, & Markus, 2011). 
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Different Levels of Prejudice 

 

Explicit Prejudice 

 Explicit, or overt, prejudice is a prejudice or stereotype that a person does not 

attempt to hide or conceal.  For instance, if someone freely says that they think all Black 

people are criminals or that they distrust all Jews, that would be an example of explicit 

prejudice.  Explicit prejudice has undergone extensive change in America during the last 

century, becoming much less common and acceptable than it was one hundred years ago. 

In fact, it can be difficult to measure today because of the social desirability pressures 

affecting people’s responses. 

 Explicit prejudices, however, have not always been difficult to find.  In 1942 most 

Americans approved of segregated streetcars and buses and fewer than one third of 

Whites—only 2% in the South—supported school integration (Hyman & Sheatsley, 

1956).  In 1958 only 4% of the country approved of Black-White mixed marriages.  

Those trends did not last long, however.  By 1980 up to 90% of Americans supported 

school integration, and in 2011 86% were in favor of mixed racial marriages, and the 

percentage was even higher among young Americans (Jones, 2011; Rosentiel, 2010).  It 

was not just verbal support for mixed marriages that rose; the actual number of mixed 

racial marriages has increased drastically since the 1950’s (Taylor, 2010).  There is also 

evidence for the decline in overt racism in Great Britain during this time period, too (R. 

Ford, 2008). 
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Subtle Forms of Prejudice 

 Less obvious and more socially acceptable, subtle prejudices can been seen in the 

preferences people have for what is familiar, similar, and comfortable (Esses, Haddock, 

& Zanna, 1993; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2005).  People tend to like instantly those who look, 

sound, and act the way they do.  Dialect and speaking pattern similarity is an especially 

potent predictor of liking someone, perhaps because the way someone speaks is so central 

to his or her self-identity (Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010).  Children have been found to pick 

new friends based on those who look like them, unless there is someone they know who 

speaks the same way they do (Kinzler, Shutts, Dejesus, & Spelke, 2009).  They will 

choose a new companion who is similar sounding to them before they befriend someone 

who merely looks the same way they do. 

 Sometimes subtle forms of prejudice are referred to as modern or cultural  racism 

(Pedersen & Walker, 1997).  It is distinctly different from traditional, explicit racism, but 

the two concepts are both forms of negative attitudes directed towards an outgroup, and 

they both can have serious consequences for the disadvantaged group.  It is worth noting 

too that explicit prejudice is more easily reduced through contact with the outgroup than 

subtle prejudice, which can persist through interactions with the outgroup because it is 

more hidden and easier to deny (Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005). 

 

Biased Attributions 

 As mentioned in passing earlier, assigning attributions to behaviors provides 

ample opportunity for prejudices and stereotypes to affect one’s life in subtle ways.  In 

general people tend to provide dispositional attributions for positive behavior by ingroup 
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members but situational attributions for outgroup members, so if an ingroup member 

does something right it is because he or she is a kind, good person, but if an outgroup 

member performs well it is because of luck or the situation (Anolli, Zurloni, & Riva, 

2006; Maass, Milesi, Zabbini, & Stahlberg, 1995).  This is called linguistic ingroup bias, 

and some psychometric tests, such as the Stereotypic Explanatory Bias test 

(Sekaquaptewa, Espinoza, Thompson, Vargas, & von Hippel, 2003), attempt to tap into 

this tendency and measure subtle prejudice. 

 Along with offering attributions in an unequal way based on ingroup status, 

people often tend to judge others more harshly if their behavior violates a stereotype 

(Bettencourt & Kernahan, 1997).  For instance, the same aggressive behavior, such as 

pushing in line or shouting, was seen as more violent when it was committed by a woman 

versus a man, even though the behavior itself was identical. 

 People also have a tendency to allow presentations of stereotypes in one 

environment to affect their behavior and perceptions in other situations.  Johnson, Olivo, 

Gibson, Reed, and Ashburn-Nardo (2009) found that after hearing music that portrayed 

black women as promiscuous, both black and white listeners offered less help to pregnant 

black women in need.  Outgroup members are more likely to be the targets of aggression, 

with the situation being equal, than ingroup members, and the more one dislikes an 

outgroup, the less one is inclined to help them because of overestimating the help that 

group is already receiving from society(Pedersen, Griffiths, & Watt, 2008). 

 It is common for people to focus on and define groups by what makes them 

different from others (Sherman et al., 2009).  Thus, even if the negative differences are 

small or illusory, they can lead to discrimination (Berndsen, Spears, Pligt, & McGarty, 
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2002).  This practice of exaggerating differences can inflate the majority party’s estimate 

of how many minority members there are in the population.  For example, Americans on 

average believe that 25% of their fellow Americans are homosexual, even though the real 

statistic is closer to 3% (Morales, 2011; Chandra, Mosher, & Copen, 2011) 

 

Implicit Prejudice 

 As mentioned earlier, implicit attitudes occur outside of a person’s awareness and 

can influence a person’s behavior (Banaji, 2004; Chartrand & Bargh, 1999; Greenwald et 

al., 2000).  While many studies treat implicit and explicit attitudes as separate, distinct 

concepts, it is sometimes difficult to tease the two apart and correlations between them 

can be moderately high depending on the situation (Cunningham, Nezlek, & Banaji, 

2004).  Implicit attitudes can be studied in a number of ways.  Most methods rely on 

technology to measure a person’s automatic, immediate response to a certain stimulus.  

For instance, Vanman, Paul, Ito, and Miller (1997) used electromyography (EMG) to find 

differences in immediate frowning and other facial behavior exhibited by participants 

when they were presented with faces of a white or black person.  Hart et al. (2000) placed 

participants in a functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) machine and determined 

there was different activity in their amygdalae when they saw pictures of outgroup 

members versus ingroup members. 

 Along with EMG and fMRI, researchers can also employ machines to measure 

responses such as pupil dilation, startle responses, or galvanic skin activity, but perhaps 

the most widely used tool in social psychology to measure implicit attitudes is the 

Implicit Association Test (IAT).  Developed by Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz 



18 
 

(1998), the IAT measures, down to the millisecond, how quickly someone can pair one 

stimulus, such as a picture of a white person’s face, with positive adjectives and then 

compares that time to how quickly he or she can pair another stimulus, such as a picture 

of a black person’s face, to those same adjectives.  If someone can pair one set of faces 

with positive adjectives more quickly than the other set, then that is considered to show a 

preference for that group over the other.  Likewise, comparisons are made with the 

stimuli and negative adjectives, and if the participant pairs one set of faces more quickly 

with the negative adjectives, that is considered to show a negative inclination towards 

that group. 

 The IAT is one of the most common tests for implicit prejudice in social 

psychology.  It has been verified over millions of users and standardized across 

population norms (Wittenbrink, 2006; Nosek et al., 2007).  Perhaps most crucially, 

however, the IAT has extensive criterion validity.  For example, implicit levels of 

prejudice as measured by an IAT significantly correlate with the likelihood a manager 

will interview a candidate for a job opening (Agerström & Rooth, 2011), the chances a 

doctor will recommend certain treatments to patients of different races (A. R. Green et 

al., 2007), and the probability of a person quitting their job when stressed (von Hippel, 

Brener, & von Hippel, 2008).  

 Another alarming example of how implicit stereotypes can change people’s lives 

was seen in several studies done on decisions to shoot a suspect or not (Correll & 

Wittenbrink, 2002; Correll, Urland, & Ito, 2006; Correll, Park, Judd, & Wittenbrink, 

2007).  The basic paradigm in these experiments has been to place participants in a game 

or virtual environment where they are presented with images of subjects, either white or 
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black individuals, who may or may not be holding a weapon.  If the suspect is holding a 

gun, then the participant is supposed to shoot them, but if the suspect is unarmed, then 

they should not be shot.  The different pictures of the suspect are presented suddenly, and 

it is not always easy to tell if they are holding a weapon or not.  The experiment is 

designed to imitate the type of situation a police officer might find himself or herself in 

when confronting a suspect on the street. 

 The results from these “decision to shoot” experiments revealed some of the 

enormous consequences implicit prejudices can have in people’s lives.  Participants who 

were more implicitly prejudiced against black people were more likely to mistake them 

for armed suspects and quicker to shoot them accidentally.  Even black participants 

themselves were more likely to shoot other black suspects because of the influence from 

implicit prejudices.  Later work by Plant, Goplen, and Kunstman (2011) revealed that this 

effect was found only when the suspect was a black male, not when the person was a 

black female, presumably because the implicit stereotype participants were exhibiting 

was that young, black males are violent. 

 This scenario is not found only in simulated laboratory experiments, however.  On 

the day of the London subway bombings in 2005, British police shot a Brazilian 

electrician simply because he looked Muslim (BBC, 2005).  Even though he had no 

connection to the terrorist attacks, he was a victim because of the heightened implicit 

stereotypes of the police officers in a stressful situation.  Unkelbach, Forgas, and Denson 

(2008) also demonstrated that this effect applies to anti-Muslim implicit prejudices in 

general, and that wearing a turban can often make someone a target for greater suspicion 

and more likely to be shot in a stressful environment. 
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 Implicit stereotypes can lead to other harmful results that are less drastic than 

accidental shootings.  Being of a different race can make someone feel more distinct and 

self-conscious in an environment, and sometimes this anxiety leads him or her to judge 

any interactions that occur as unpleasant (Swim, Cohen, & Hyers, 1998).  The targets of 

prejudice know and expect, on both a conscious and an implicit level, that they will be 

the targets of stereotypes, so sometimes they will simply choose to avoid the situation 

instead of experiencing the social stigmatization.  This lack of interaction leads to further 

differences in future social situations which can help perpetuate ethnic differences.  

Devine and Evett (1996) found that expecting miscommunications to occur during a 

conversation can increase stress and the amount of actual misunderstandings that do 

occur during the encounter. 

 IAT scores have also been used to judge the effectiveness of programs designed 

to reduce prejudice.  For instance, Stout, Dasgupta, Hunsinger, and McManus (2011) 

found that exposing female science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) 

students to positive female role models in the STEM fields helped reduce their implicit 

stereotypes that women are bad at math, and it predicted greater future progress into 

STEM fields by these same female students.  Implicit stereotypes can also have an effect 

on national elections and be influenced by them in turn.  Payne et al. (2009) found that 

implicit levels of prejudice predicted a person’s voting behavior in the 2008 presidential 

election, after controlling for explicit prejudice levels.  Another study documented how in 

America implicit prejudice against blacks was slightly reduced after President Obama’s 

election to office (Bernstein, Young, & Claypool, 2010). 
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Possible Mechanisms of Implicit Attitudes 

 While the existence of implicit attitudes is well established, and some of their 

consequences have been documented, it is much less clear exactly how these implicit 

reactions occur and affect behavior.  One theory is that ethnicities which people 

implicitly associate with danger capture one’s attention more and trigger a corresponding 

fear-arousal responses (Donders, Correll, & Wittenbrink, 2008).  This seems to be true 

for the differences seen in reactions to white and black faces (Trawalter, Todd, Baird, & 

Richeson, 2008).  Dotsch and Wigboldus (2008) found a greater galvanic skin response 

and further physical distance in social situations for people interacting with black rather 

than white participants, which is consistent with a fearful or apprehensive physiological 

reaction. 

 There is also evidence suggesting implicit prejudices reflect a difference in brain 

activity.  More amygdala activity, which suggests a more emotional response, was seen in 

participants who had higher levels of implicit prejudice as measured by the IAT when 

viewing black versus white faces (Hart et al., 2000; Cunningham et al., 2004).  Along 

with differences in amygdala activation, the brain scans also revealed different frontal 

lobe activity for explicit and implicit prejudice. 

 Jenkins, Macrae, and Mitchell (2008) also found different frontal lobe activity 

within patients’ brains when they were thinking about ingroups versus outgroups.  There 

was even significant increased activity in the ventromedial prefrontal cortex, which is the 

area of the brain used when thinking about the self, when participants thought about their 

ingroups.  This suggests that the distinctions truly are based on identifying with the 

ingroup.  
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Hypothesis 

 The present study was designed to measure the extent to which participants would 

be willing to express their opinions about a racially divisive issue in front of members of 

the relevant outgroup.  Participants were asked to write an essay about the Trayvon 

Martin and Oscar Grant shooting incidents to the NAACP and the APA.  Essay writing 

was seen as a relatively explicit measure of prejudice, and thus it was expected that 

participants would write less when addressing the NAACP because of the high level of 

social desirability pressure assumed to be acting on participants.  Different measures of 

subtle and implicit prejudice were also assessed and expected to correlate with essay 

length as well.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

 

Methods 

 

 

 An online survey was created to determine how much people would be willing to 

express their opinions about controversial court cases when writing to two different 

audiences.  The study began with the two essay writing tasks, and participants were told 

that one essay would be sent to the NAACP and that the other would go to the APA.  

Next, participants completed a covert measure of stereotype bias followed by more subtle 

and overt scales and then an IAT designed to measure implicit racial preferences.  

Finally, participants were debriefed about the exact purpose of the study, informed that 

no essays would be delivered to either organization, and thanked for their participation.  

 

 

Participants 

 Because an essay writing task was chosen to gauge participant’s expression, the 

entire study was able to be conducted online.  All 145 (N = 145) participants were 

recruited through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk) service.  Of the 145 participants, 

98 people (67.6%) identified as “White/Caucasian,” 7 people (4.8%) as 

“Hispanic/Latino,” 14 people (9.7%) as “Black/African American,” 20 people (13.8%) as 

“Asian,” and 6 participants (4.1%) selected “other.”  A slight majority of the 145 

participants were female (N = 82, 56.6%), with one person electing not to respond to the 

question and no one selecting the “other” option. 

 The average age for participants was 36 (M = 36.41, SD = 11.73), with the 

youngest person being 19 years old and the eldest 67 years old.  Eighty six percent of 
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participants identified themselves as currently employed.  The most commonly selected 

religious affiliations were Protestant (26.2%), Jain (16.5%), Buddhist (11.0%), Agnostic 

(11.0%), and Catholic (9.7%).  A vast majority of participants completed the study at 

home (89.7%) and on a laptop or desktop computer (97.2%).  Also, most participants 

reported being alone when they took the survey (82.8) or with only 1 or 2 other people in 

the room with them (11.7%).  Participants were not asked what country they were from 

or what their national identity was.   

  

Recruiting Participants on MTurk 

 Participants were recruited in two batches.  The first batch was an attempt to 

receive 100 usable responses.  At first the “Master’s Qualification” requirement was 

selected, as per Amazon’s recommendation and the default settings on MTurk.  

Amazon’s reported reasoning on their website for this suggestion is that requiring a 

Master’s Qualifications helps guarantee higher quality results for researchers.  The 

problem, however, is that Amazon does not disclose exactly what a worker must do to 

achieve “Master” status.  The MTurk.com help page merely states 

Masters are elite groups of Workers who have demonstrated accuracy on 

specific types of HITs (Human Intelligence Tasks) on the Mechanical 

Turk marketplace. Workers achieve a Masters distinction by consistently 

completing HITs of a certain type with a high degree of accuracy across a 

variety of Requesters. Masters must continue to pass our statistical 

monitoring to remain Mechanical Turk Masters. 

 

The page goes on to imply that the details of becoming a Master are purposefully kept 

secret to motivate workers to submit high quality work constantly.  Regardless of how a 

Master achieved his status, it is assumed that their work will be of a higher quality and 

thus deserves to be compensated at a higher rate. 
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 It was this expectation of significantly more pay that caused problems for the 

current study. Originally the HIT (Human Intelligence Task) on MTurk that linked 

participants to the study was paying $1 for a response, but only 1 Masters worker 

completed the task in a week, and another Masters worker sent a complaint email to the 

researcher demanding the study pay more for their time. To increase the response rate, 

the compensation was doubled to $2 per submission, and responses began to trickle in at 

the rate of about one every day. 

 This still seemed well below the expected rate of timely submissions for MTurk 

workers (Rand, 2012), so the next step was to remove the Master’s Qualification 

requirement and lower the compensation back to $1 for completing the task.  This 

resulted in an explosion of responses, and all of the remaining 100 results were collected 

in a matter of hours.  Both the Masters only responses and the open responses had to be 

checked for quality by the researcher before the compensation on MTurk was released to 

the workers.  The Masters Qualification requirement appeared to make no difference in 

the quality of usable results, although there was a lower percentage of work from the 

Masters only batches that needed to be rejected. 

 After the first 100 responses had been collected, the second batch of 50 studies 

was launched on MTurk. This time the Masters Qualification was not selected from the 

beginning, but, in an effort to cut down on responses from people who clearly did not 

understand English well enough, a new qualification was added requiring that workers be 

located in the United States to complete the task.  Also, the compensation was lowered 

from $1 to $0.75 since there was no need to pay for the exceptionally high response rate 

demonstrated earlier.  Even with these two restrictions, all 50 responses were received 
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within a few days of posting the study online.  Again, all responses were checked for 

acceptable quality before the workers’ compensation was released on MTurk. 

 Despite the preliminary quality checks, during further data cleaning 5 additional 

responses of unusable quality were found.  Most of these cases were a worker on MTurk 

taking the study twice.  While MTurk does provide some methods for preventing repeat 

submissions on a single assignment, they all rely on the requester manually selecting and 

blocking workers or disallowing payment.  This is why the final total for participants was 

145 (N = 145) instead of the intended 150. 

 

Attrition 

 Although 145 acceptable responses were eventually collected and approved, 350 

surveys were started online.  The vast majority of these 205 surveys were abandoned 

after the participant answered the first question, which was on page two and represents 

roughly 3% of the entire task.  The first page was the informed consent agreement and 

the second page was a matrix question asking how familiar the participant was with the 

Trayvon Martin, George Zimmerman Case and the Oscar Grant, Johannes Mehserle 

Case.   

 Most people who moved on past the second page completed the study in full.  A 

few people did go on to see the essay writing instructions and then drop out, but the 

majority of people either gave up at the beginning or attempted to finish the survey.  No 

one who wrote an essay of legitimate length failed to complete the study.  The few people 

who chose either to skip the essays or copied and pasted a response from the internet and 
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then completed the rest of the study were not given credit since they failed to answer the 

main question of the study.   

 

Materials 

 The study was conducted entirely online.  The essay writing task and all of the 

survey questionnaires were typed into a Qualtrics survey.  Qualtrics:  Online Survey 

Software and Insight Platform is an industrial survey building and hosting tool capable of 

constructing several different types of survey questions and recording respondents’ 

answers.  The race IAT was hosted on an Inquisit server.  Inquisit is a branch of 

Millisecond Software and enables researchers to purchase a web license to run different 

IAT’s.  The Qualtrics survey contained a link to the Inquisit page which linked back to 

the Qualtrics survey after participants completed the IAT.  The HIT (Human Intelligence 

Task) launched on MTurk was a simple paragraph introducing workers to the study and 

containing the link to the Qualtrics survey.  Participants were also provided with a blank 

on the MTurk page to submit a survey completion code, given to them at the end of the 

Qualtrics study, so they could log evidence with MTurk that they had in fact completed 

the task.  

 

Essay Writing Task 

 After answering an initial question about how familiar they were with the 

Trayvon Martin and Oscar Grant incidents, participants were notified that they would be 

writing two essays, one on each court case, with one essay being sent to the National 

Association of Colored People (NAACP) and the other to the American Psychological 
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Association (APA).  Each time before writing their essay about what happened to 

Trayvon Martin or Oscar Grant the participant was given a roughly 500 word fact sheet 

about the incident (the fact sheets are reprinted in full as Appendixes A and B).  Both fact 

sheets were based off of the Wikipedia entries for the shootings because these were found 

to be the most credible, unbiased accounts of the incidents online.  Attempts were made 

to keep the fact sheets as similar in structure and length as possible to prevent any 

confounding influences.   

 Participants were told that the organization (the NAACP or the APA) was 

interested in their opinion about the court case.  The different combinations of court case 

and organization were counterbalanced among participants to help control for any order 

and interaction effects.  They were instructed to spend 5-10 minutes composing an essay 

for the organization that would convey their opinions about the incident.  As a prompt 

they were asked if they thought the use of lethal force was justified, if they agreed with 

the verdict, and what role they thought race played in the incident and the media coverage 

of the events.  The essays were followed by six fact checking questions to ensure that the 

participant had understood at least the basics of what happened, such as who shot who 

and what race everyone was. 

 

The Stereotypic Explanatory Bias Scale 

 The next task participants completed was the Stereotypic Explanatory Bias scale 

(SEB).  This measure, originally designed by Sekaquaptewa, Espinoza, Thompson, 

Vargas, and von Hippel (2003), attempts to gauge people’s levels of subtle stereotypes.  

Participants are presented with sentence stems and asked to complete the sentence with 
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the first thought they have.  Some of the stems are consistent with black stereotypes, such 

as “Lamont wore three gold chains…” or “Devon easily made the basketball team,” while 

others are inconsistent with Black stereotypes, like “Jamal worked late into the night on 

statistics homework…” or “DeShawn hung out in the library…” 

 The responses are then coded to see if the participant completed the sentence with 

an explanation of why the behavior occurred or if the participant accepted the premise of 

the sentence stem and did not explain why the action happened.  The more willing a 

person is to accept stereotype consistent behavior without an explanation compared to 

their willingness to accept stereotype inconsistent behavior is seen as a measure of 

implicit stereotyping.  Indeed, Sekaquaptewa et al (2003) found that a person’s SEB 

score predicted future stereotyping behavior and correlated with a person’s score on the 

Modern Racism Scale (MRS) (McConahay, Hardee, & Batts, 1981). 

 Following the technique used by Wichman (2012), this study counter balanced the 

white and black names among the sentence stems to control for any confounding 

influences a particular stem might have had on stereotypic explanation, creating two 

versions of the SEB (see Appendix C for the full list of sentence stems used)  Every 

sentence stem containing a stereotype was presented with a black name in one version 

(and thus would be a black stereotype consistent or inconsistent stem) and a white name 

in the other version (making it a white stereotype inconsistent or consistent stem).  While 

this technique does allow for counter balancing among the sentence stem, it also results 

in each participant receiving two scores, one for level of black stereotyping and one for 

level of white stereotyping.  Both versions of the SEB contained the same 10 filler 
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sentences that are lacking in stereotypic overtones and are interspersed with the sentences 

of interest.  

 

External and Internal Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice 

 The next assessment was Plant and Devine's (1998) External and Internal 

Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice Scales.  These 10 questions ask participants on 

a 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree) Likert scale how much they agree with 

different reasons for attempting to appear non prejudicial.  Five statements gauge a 

person’s external motivation, such as “I attempt to appear nonprejudiced toward Black 

people in order to avoid disapproval from others,” and five statements test their internal 

motivation, like “Being nonprejudiced toward Black people is important to my self-

concept.”  For a full list of the statements see Appendix D.   

 For appearing unprejudiced, internal motivation and external motivation are 

considered to be two separate constructs, and the scale results in two separate scores for 

each participant.  Across 7 different samples, Plant and Devine (1998) showed that the 

External and Internal Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice Scales have good 

convergent, discriminant, and predictive validity and that the two constructs are indeed 

separate measures as demonstrated by different behaviors exhibited by participants 

depending on the environment and the presence of witnesses.  

 

Social Distance Scale 

 After the motivation scales, participants were asked to complete a version of the 

Social Distance Scale.  Originally designed by Bogardus in 1924, the Social Distance 
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Scale is still widely used today and has been translated into many different languages 

because it can easily and reliably obtain a measure of someone’s racial preferences (Wark 

& Galliher, 2007).  For this study, the scale was four questions long but assessed the 

participants’ social distance not only to white and black individuals but also to Asian and 

Hispanic people.  Participants rated how comfortable they would be working with, living 

next door to, eating dinner at home with, and marrying their daughter to a person of each 

of the four races.  Their comfort was assessed on a 3 point Likert scale ranging from very 

to somewhat to not at all comfortable.  

 Although not technically part of the Social Distance Scale, participants were also 

asked about their actual closeness to members of the other races.  Unlike the Social 

Distance Scale questions which pertain to hypothetical situations, these 3 questions 

measured the amount of people at each participant’s work, neighborhood, and close 

friend circle who were white, black, Hispanic, or Asian.  These questions were on a 6 

point Likert scale ranging from “All” to “About Half” to “None.”  Participants were also 

asked if they themselves have ever dated or been romantically involved with a person of 

another race.  

 

Symbolic Racism 2000 Scale 

 The most overt of all the scales in this study, the Symbolic Racism Scale, 

developed by Henry and Sears (2002),f  is designed to address the social desirability and 

response bias issues of the Modern Racism Scale (MRS:  McConahay, Hardee, & Batts, 

1981).  The eight questions on the scale employ either a 4 or 3 point Likert scale to gauge 

how much the participant believes black people are responsible for racial inequality in the 
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United States.  The participant indicates his or her level of agreement (from strongly 

agree to strongly disagree) with statements such as “It’s really a matter of some people 

not trying hard enough, if blacks would only try harder they could be just as well off as 

whites,” or “Over the past few years, blacks have gotten more economically than they 

deserve.” 

 Other questions are reverse scored to help prevent response biases, such as 

“Generations of slavery and discrimination have created conditions that make it difficult 

for blacks to work their way out of the lower class.”  In another effort to reduce 

monotony and response bias, a few of the questions use a different answer scale than 

agree-disagree.  For instance, one question asks, “Some say that black leaders have been 

trying to push too fast.  Others feel that they haven’t pushed fast enough.  What do you 

think?  Very much too fast, too slowly, or at about the right speed.”  For a full list of the 

Symbolic Racism 2000 scale questions used in this study, see Appendix D. For a detailed 

description on how to rescale and score the test, see Sears and Henry (2005). 

 

Demographic questions and Implicit Association Task 

 Following the Symbolic Racism 2000 scale, participants next answered a range of 

demographic questions.  This is where their age, race, gender, political and religious 

associations, employment status, and immediate environment were assessed.  Because the 

study was being conducted completely online, the participants’ immediate environment 

could not be controlled, so instead they were asked how many people were around them 

when they completed the study, on what type of device they were working, and if they 
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were in a private or public setting.  It is important to note that the participant’s country 

was not assessed at any point in this study. 

 After the demographic questions, the survey on Qualtrics linked participants to 

the IAT hosted on the Inquisit server.  The IAT uses reaction time to gauge a person’s 

implicit prejudices by comparing how quickly he or she can identify white faces with 

positive adjectives versus how quickly he or she can associate black faces with positive 

adjectives.  First developed by Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz (1998), the IAT 

utilizes technology to time people’s response to different stimuli down to the millisecond.  

This enables an exact comparison between how quickly someone can associate one type 

of stimulus, such as a picture of a person of a certain race, with another stimulus, in this 

case a positive or negative adjective.  It is believed that the ability to pair white faces with 

positive adjectives more quickly than black faces demonstrates an implicit preference for 

white faces.  For a more detailed description of how an IAT measures implicit prejudice, 

see Greenwald et al. (1998). 

 Not all of the participants were able to complete the IAT, however, due to 

technical issues.  The Inquisit website requires participants to download some software, 

at least temporarily, in order to run an IAT on their machine.  Despite being reassured 

multiple times that the software was completely safe, this might have made some 

participants uncomfortable, so they were allowed to skip the IAT if they wished.  Also, 

during pilot testing some people experienced browser and operating system compatibility 

issues with the Inquisit programs.  Others were unable to understand or follow the 

downloading instructions.  Due to these issues only 90 (N = 90) participants completed 

an IAT, and no one was refused compensation due to an incomplete IAT. 
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Final Submission of Study 

 Assuming a participant was able to complete the IAT and was properly linked 

back to the Qualtrics survey page afterwards, they then received a completion code for 

finishing the study which they could enter into MTurk to validate their work.  The same 

page that gave participants the completion code also presented them with a debriefing 

paragraph that explained the true purpose of the study.  They were informed that the 

study was testing expression of potentially prejudicial attitudes in front of different 

audiences, and as such it was only necessary that the participants believe their essays 

would be sent to the organizations.  For the purposes of this study no essays actually 

needed to be sent to the NAACP or the APA.  Therefore, all information was kept 

completely confidential and no responses were released to a third party.  Participants 

were also provided with an opportunity to inform the researcher of any issues or 

comments they might have concerning the study. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

 

Results 

 

 

 This study was designed to investigate the extent to which people would restrict 

voicing their opinion about a potentially racially divisive topic when in front of members 

of the relevant ethnicity.  In order to conduct the study online, an essay writing task was 

used to measure expression of opinion, with the essay length in word count being 

operationalized to represent attitude expression.  It was hypothesized that participants 

would write shorter essays about Trayvon Martin and Oscar Grant when writing to the 

NAACP than when writing to the APA.  Other measures of implicit and overt racism and 

stereotyping were taken to investigate possible mechanisms and correlations behind a 

participants’ willingness to express their opinions in front of the different audiences. 

 

Essay Lengths 

 All 145 participants (N = 145) wrote an essay to both the NAACP and the APA.  

One of those essays was written about the Trayvon Martin incident and the other was 

about Oscar Grant.  To measure essay length, all the essays were analyzed by Pennebaker 

and Francis' (1999) Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count software (LIWC).  LIWC is 

capable of analyzing several text files at once and reporting the total word count for each 

file separately.  For each participant one of the essays was written first and the other was 

written right after that.  Thus, there were three factors affecting essay length to be 

counterbalanced among participants—essay audience, essay topic, and essay order.  
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Essay audience and essay topic were between subjects factors that could be combined in 

four different ways.  Essay order was a within subjects variable. 

 Because each participant only wrote two essays and only saw two of the possible 

four combinations of between subjects factors, the dependent variable of essay length 

should be analyzed using a confounded factorial Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).  A 

confounded factorial ANOVA is preferable to a simple mixed model ANOVA because it 

accounts for the fact that not every participant experienced every combination of the 

between subjects factors (Kirk, 2013).  A confounded factorial ANOVA properly 

analyzes the different interaction effects taking place between different subjects in this 

design. 

 Unfortunately, a confounded factorial ANOVA is beyond the scope of this paper 

and even beyond the scope of the statistical software used in this study, SPSS (Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences).  Therefore, other exploratory data analysis techniques 

were employed to examine the differences in essay lengths. 

 

Exploratory Analyses 

 To begin to see if there was an order or fatigue effect present with this study, a 

dependent samples t-test was conducted comparing each participant’s first essay with 

their second essay.  There was a significant difference in essay length between people’s 

first and second essays (d = .14, t (144) = 2.185, p = .031), with the first essay being 

longer (M = 128.50, SD = 73.81) than the second essay (M = 117.86, SD = 73.47).  This 

represents a trivial effect. 
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 To check for a case effect, a dependent samples t-test was conducted comparing 

each participant’s essay about Trayvon Martin with their essay on Oscar Grant.  There 

was a significant difference in essay length for the different topics (d = .14, t (144) = 

2.109, p = .037), with the essay concerning Trayvon Martin being longer (M = 128. 32, 

SD = 77. 02) than the essay over Oscar Grant (M = 118. 04, SD = 70.11).  This represents 

a trivial effect. 

 A third dependent samples t-test was conducted to test for an overall audience 

effect in essay length.  This was the test of the study’s main hypothesis.  There was no 

significant difference in essay length for the target audiences (d = .07, t (144) = 1.035, p 

= .302).  The word count for essays written to the NAACP was larger (M = 125.74, SD = 

77.77), although not significantly larger, than the word court for essays to the APA (M = 

120.63, SD = 69.58).  This seems to indicate that the hypothesis was not supported, and, 

if anything, people write longer essays to the NAACP than to the APA. 

 

 Mixed Model ANOVA.  Although it is not the best way to test for interaction 

effects, a mixed model ANOVA was conducted to obtain a cursory exploration of the 

possible interaction effects affecting word count length.  The overall main effect for 

audience was not signficant (F (1, 141) = 1.33, p = .251, η
 2 

= .009).  The main effects of 

case order and audience order were also insignificant (F (1, 141) = .001, p = 0.979, η
 2 

< 

.001 and F (1, 141) = 3.12, p = .08, η
 2 

= .022, respectively).  The only significant two-

way interaction effect was audience order by audience (F (1, 141) = 6.19, p = .014, η
 2 

= 

.042).  The three-way interaction effect, however, of audience order by case order by 

audience was significant (F (1, 141) = 6.10, p = .015, η
 2 

= .041). 
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 The only significant difference in the three-way interaction occurred between the 

length of essays written to the APA by audience order 1 (writing to the NAACP and then 

the APA) and case order 1 (writing about Trayvon Martin and then Oscar Grant) versus 

essays in the audience order 2 (APA then NAACP) and case order 2 (Oscar Grant then 

Trayvon Martin) combination.  Participants’ essays to the APA were significantly shorter 

if the essay was written second and was about Oscar Grant (M = 97.55, SD = 44.01), than 

if their essay to the APA was written first and was about Trayvon Martin (M = 146.46, 

SD = 93.96).  A bar graph of all the essay lengths for the different combinations can be 

seen in Figure 1, and the values are also represented in Table 1. 

 

 A 2 X 2 ANOVA of Time 1 Data.  Because the Mixed Model ANOVA does not 

completely account for all the interaction effects between all the combinations of 

conditions and since running multiple T-tests can be problematic, another alternative way 

to analyze the essay lengths is to disregard all the second essays written by participants.  

This allows one to run a normal 2 X 2 ANOVA on the essays written first by each 

participant and examine the effects of court case and target audience on essay length.  

This method results in less power because it is only examining the effects of the between 

subjects factors—case and audience—while ignoring the with-in subjects factor of essay 

order. 

 The 2 X 2 ANOVA of essay length at time 1 indicates that audience and court 

case had no significant effect.  The audience condition, writing to the NAACP or the 

APA, main effect was insignificant (F(1,141) = 1.34, p = .25, η
2 

= .009).  The court case 

condition, writing about Trayvon Martin or Oscar Grant, main effect was also 
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insignificant (F(1,141) = .99, p = .32, η
2 

= .007) as was the interaction effect between 

audience and court case (F(1,141) = .39, p = .53, η
2 

= .003). 

 While it is plausible that participants’ first essays were not significantly affected 

by the mere knowledge that they would be writing a second essay later, it seems highly 

unlikely that their second essays—their essays at time 2—were not affected by having 

already written one essay.  Therefore, this technique was only used for the first essays 

and was not employed to examine the data from participant’s second essays.  

 

Familiarity with the Two Court Cases 

 Before they were even told that they would be writing two essays, all 145 

participants (N = 145) indicated on a 7 point Likert scale how familiar they were with 

“The Trayvon Martin, George Zimmerman Case” and “The Oscar Grant, Johannes 

Mehserle Case.”  Higher values indicated more familiarity with each case.  There was a 

significant difference in familiarity with the two cases (d = 1.87, t (144) = 16.66, p < 

.001), with participants reporting more familiarity with the Trayvon Martin case (M = 

4.47, SD = 1.71) than with the Oscar Grant case (M = 1.66, SD = 1.26).  This represents a 

large difference.  The paired samples correlation between the two familiarity scores was 

insignificant (r = .085, p = .308). 

 

Implicit and Explicit Measures of Racial Bias 

 

 

 



40 
 

Stereotypic Explanatory Bias  

 Participants’ responses to the sentence stems on the Stereotypic Explanatory Bias 

(SEB) scales, which was divided into a Form A and a Form B to allow for counter-

balancing, were coded independently by two trained research assistants as either offering 

an explanation for the action in the sentence stem, or not offering an explanation. 

 

 Inter-Rater Reliability.  The inter-rater reliability was acceptable for Form A and 

good for Form B (Cronbach’s alpha = .785 and .880, respectively).  Cohen’s Kappa, a 

better measure of inter-rated reliability because it accounts for chance agreement between 

the raters (Lombard, Snyder-Duch, & Bracken, 2002), produced very similar results 

(Form A kappa = .781; Form B kappa = .857).  It should be noted, however, that on the 

Kappa scale these results are considered good and very good, respectively, since Kappa is 

a noticeably more conservative scale.  Any discrepancies between the two raters were 

resolved by careful examination from the principle investigator.  

 

 Scoring System.  Scores are calculated by first adding up all the explanations a 

person provided for stereotype inconsistent behaviors and then subtracting the total 

number of explanations for stereotype consistent stems.  When someone provides an 

explanation for a stereotype inconsistent behavior, the test assumes they are saying it is 

strange for someone to violate stereotypes, therefore an explanation is needed.  Thus, 

explanations for stereotype inconsistent behaviors drive someone’s score up.  Meanwhile, 

explanations for stereotype consistent behavior are assumed to imply the person thinks 

people doing a stereotypical behavior is strange and deserves an explanation.  Therefore, 
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explanations for stereotype consistent behavior lower someone’s score since they have 

less stereotype acceptance.  For a more detailed description of scoring the SEB, see 

Sekaquaptewa and Espinoza (2004). 

 This scoring scheme creates a scale ranging from -3 to 3, with higher scores 

signaling a greater level of stereotypic bias and lower scores indicating less acceptance of 

stereotypes.  Each participant received two scores on the SEB, one for acceptance level of 

black stereotypes and a separate score for acceptance of white stereotypes.  There was a 

significant difference between participant’s levels of accepting black stereotypes and 

accepting white stereotypes (d = .71, t (144) = 6.36, p < .001), with participants 

exhibiting more acceptance of black stereotypes (M = .42, SD = .94) than acceptance of 

white stereotypes (M = -.30, SD = 1.10).  This represents a medium effect.  The 

correlation between a participant’s black stereotype acceptance score and their white 

stereotype acceptance score was insignificant (r = .098, p = .241). 

 

 Results of Counterbalancing.  Two versions of the SEB were used in this study to 

counterbalance the sentence stems with the stereotype’s race.  This should have detected 

any confounding effects the combination of a specific sentence stem and target race 

might have had on the results.  There was no significant difference between scores for 

acceptance of black stereotypes on Form A and Form B of the SEB (d = .19, t (143) = -

1.15, p = .252).  Thus Form A and Form B were considered equivalent for acceptance of 

black stereotypes and results were collapsed across the two forms. 

 There was, however, a significant difference between scores for acceptance of 

white stereotypes on From A and Form B (d = .93, t (143) = -5.61, p <.001), with 
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participants who took Form B receiving a higher score for level of white stereotype 

acceptance (M = .15, SD = 1.02) than participants who saw Form A (M = -.79, SD = .98).  

This represents a large effect.  Some interaction between the particular sentence stems 

and the target racial stereotype seems to have corrupted participant’s scores on level of 

acceptance of white stereotypes, making this measure invalid.  Therefore, level of 

acceptance of white stereotypes was not considered further in this study. 

 

External and Internal Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice 

 Plant and Devine's (1998) External and Internal Motivation to Respond Without 

Prejudice measure is actually two scales intermixed:  the Internal Motivation Scale (IMS) 

and the External Motivation Scale (EMS).  Both are on a 1 to 9 scale with a higher score 

indicating more of that particular motivation to respond without prejudice.  Only two 

participants did not complete the scales (N = 143).  The IMS in this study had good 

reliability (Cronbach’s α = .851) as did the EMS (Cronbach’s α = .858).  There was a 

significant difference between people’s levels of internal and external motivation (d = 

1.49, t (142) = 11.56, p < .001), with levels of internal motivation being higher (M = 

5.35, SD = 1.25) than external motivation (M = 3.39, SD = 1.38).  This represents a large 

effect.  The paired samples correlation between IMS and EMS was significant (r = -.181, 

p = .031) but small in size. 

 A difference score was also calculated for each participant to measure how much 

more internally than externally they were motivated.  This difference score, called IEM 

(Internal versus External Motivation), involved subtracting a person’s external motivation 
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score (EMS) from their internal motivation (IMS).  The resulting mean was 1.96 with a 

standard deviation of 2.03. 

 

Social Distance Scale 

 The Social Distance Scale produces four scores for each participant that range 

from 1 to 3.  The scores measure a person’s social distance to four different ethnic 

groups:  white, black, Asian, and Hispanic.  For each scale a higher score indicates more 

social distance, i.e. being less comfortable with that racial group.  Six participants did not 

complete the SDS for White, Black, and Hispanic (N = 139), and seven participants left 

questions pertaining to Asian social distance unanswered (N = 138).  The SDS for the 

white target group had excellent reliability (Cronbach’s α = .925) and the scales for the 

black, Hispanic, and Asian target groups had good reliability (Cronbach’s α = .852, .849, 

.843, respectively). 

 There was a significant difference between people’s levels of social distance 

towards white and black individuals (d = .24, t (138) = 3.18, p = .002), with levels of 

social distance towards black individuals being higher (M = 1.33, SD = 4.56) than social 

distance towards white individuals (M = 1.23, SD = .42).  This represents a small effect.  

The paired samples correlation between black and white social distance was significant (r 

= .599, p < .001) and large in size.  A participant’s score for black social distance was 

more highly correlated to their score of Hispanic and Asian social distance (r = .895, p < 

.001 for black and Hispanic; r = .722, p < .001for black and Asian) than their score for 

white social distance (r = .660, p < .001for white and Hispanic; r = .549, p < .001for 

white and Asian). 
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 All 145 participants (N = 145) answered the final question on the scale, which 

asked if they had ever dated or been romantically involved with someone of a different 

race.  The responses were as close to evenly split as possible, with 73 participants 

(50.3%) responding that they have dated someone of a different ethnicity, and the other 

72 (49.7%) reporting that they have not dated someone of a different race. 

 

Symbolic Racism 2000 Scale 

 The Symbolic Racism 2000 Scale (SR) consisted of 8 questions which were on a 

1 to 3 or a 1 to 4 scale.  After the appropriate questions were reverse scored, all questions 

were transformed to fit on a 0 to 1 scale, thus allowing for an overall average of the 

responses to be taken.  Sears and Henry (2005) provide a detailed description of this 

scoring process.  The final result is a score ranging from 0 to 1 for each participant where 

higher scores indicate more symbolic racism.  The SR had good reliability (Cronbach’s α 

= .883). 

 Only 2 participants did not fill out the SR (N = 143).  The mean score was .43 and 

the standard deviation was .23.  A graph (Figure 2) of the data appears to indicate that the 

distribution was bimodal, with one mode centered roughly over .50 and another, smaller 

mode approximately over .00.  There was no significant difference between the scores for 

white participants (N = 97) and non-white participants (N = 46) on the SR (t (141) = .83, 

p = .406).  There was also no significant difference between self-identified white and 

black participants on the SR (t (109) = 1.49, p = .139), but only 14 people in this study 

identified as black/African American. 
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Implicit Association Test 

 Due to the technical problems with conducting an IAT online discussed earlier, a 

much smaller subset of the participants, 90 out of the original 145 (N = 90), were able to 

complete the IAT.  It is assumed, however, that the issues creating problems with the IAT 

affected participants at random.  Thus, the attrition that created the smaller subsample 

was not considered to have had a confounding influence, and the results of the IAT were 

treated as valid. 

 The IAT is scored on a d scale to indicate a person’s preference for one stimulus 

over the other (Greenwald et al., 1998), in this case their preference for white or black 

faces.  For d scores, a positive value indicates how many standard deviations above the 

mean a score falls and negative values show how many standard deviations below the 

mean a score is.  The IAT has been taken by millions of subjects and been scored on 

population norms to demonstrate the validity of this scoring system (Nosek et al., 2007). 

 For the race IAT used in this study, a positive score reflects that many standard 

deviation units of preference for white faces, and a negative score indicates that many 

standard deviation units of preference for black faces.  A score not different from 0 

demonstrates no measurable preference in either direction.  In general, when using d 

scores a value of .20 or greater is considered a small effect, .50 or greater is a medium 

effect size, and .80 or greater indicates a large effect (Kirk, 2007).  For a more detailed 

description of how an IAT is scored, see Greenwald et al. (1998). 

 For the 90 participants in this study who took the IAT, the mean score was .30 

with a standard deviation of .40.  This score was significantly greater than 0 (t (89) = 

7.18, p < .001).  Sixty two of the participants identified as white/Caucasian and 28 as one 
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of the non-white alternatives, of which only 9 selected black/African American.  There 

was no significant difference between IAT scores for white (N = 62) and non-white (N = 

28) individuals (t (89) = 1.93, p = .057), but there was a significant difference between 

white (N = 62) and black (N = 9) individuals on the IAT (d = .70, t (69) = 3.28, p =.002), 

with white IAT scores being significantly higher (M = .35, SD = .35) than black IAT 

scores (M = -.07, SD .49).  This represents a medium effect, but the small sample size for 

black individuals taking the IAT (N = 9) should be noted. 

 

Correlations Between Scales and Audience Word Count 

 Several of the motivational variables correlated significantly with essay length to 

the different audiences.  IMS had a significant positive correlation with the length of 

essays written to both the NAACP and the APA (r = .26, p = .002, for both correlations).  

IEM was significantly positively correlated with the word count of participants’ NAACP 

essay only (r = .18, p = .033), and age was also correlated with NAACP essay word count 

(r = .18, p = .034).  The only significant negative correlation was between social distance 

towards whites and word count to the APA (r = -.22, p = .011).  All of these correlations 

represent small effect sizes. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 

 

Interpretation of Results 

 The purpose of this study was to investigate the extent to which people might 

limit expression of their attitudes when discussing a racially charged issue in different 

situations.  The overall result of counterbalancing different combinations of target 

audience, specific case, and order effects between participants was a mass of confounded 

factors that were difficult to tease apart.  The exploratory analyses of the essay lengths in 

conjunction with the graph of essay lengths (Figure 1) and the familiarity scores seem to 

suggest that in general participants wrote less when writing about Oscar Grant, less when 

writing their second essay, and slightly less when writing to the APA.  This does not 

support the hypothesis that people would express fewer opinions when addressing the 

NAACP because of social pressures to reduce explicit prejudices.   

 

Motivational Influences 

 There are several reasons why the trends in the data might have occurred, and 

perhaps participants’ scores on the internal and external motivation to respond without 

prejudice scales can help explain the results.  Participants with high external motivation 

to respond might have felt pressure when writing both of their essays to appear 

nonprejudiced, thus explaining why EMS scores did not predict greater essay length to 

one audience over the other.  People who experience external motivation to respond 

without prejudice often exhibit signs of anxiety such as avoiding eye contact and 
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fidgeting when forced to confront racial situations (Richeson & Trawalter, 2008).  If 

participants were experiencing discomfort from this effect when writing both their essays, 

it makes sense that their second one would be consistently shorter than their first essay. 

 The positive relationship between IMS scores and essay lengths to both audiences 

could reflect a genuine effort on the participants’ part to explain themselves and their 

viewpoints fully to the different audiences.  Because internal motivation comes from self-

pressure to be fair and equitable, it is often a sign of intention to reduce prejudice, and, in 

fact, people who have high internal motivation to respond without prejudice typically are 

able to reduce their prejudice, even at the level of implicit reactions (Devine, Brodish, & 

Vance, 2005). 

 It is worth noting that levels of internal motivation and the motivational difference 

score (how much a person was more internally than externally motivated to respond 

without prejudice) were predictive of essay lengths, but the measures of subtle and 

implicit prejudice did not correlate with essay lengths to the different audiences.  With 

the one exception of white social distance and essays written to the APA, social distance, 

symbolic racism, IAT scores, and SEB results did not significantly predict essay length to 

either organization.  While there is much evidence relating subtle and implicit prejudices 

to behavior (see the Introduction chapter), these measures might have been insignificant 

in this study because of the complex nature of this experiment’s design. 

 

Limitations of the Experimental Design 

 The complicated confluence of factors determining the specific condition for each 

participant in this study seems to have created some difficulty in interpreting the results 
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clearly.  Each participant had his or her own personal feelings about both Trayvon Martin 

and Oscar Grant, about the NAACP and the APA, and about how much they felt 

compelled to write essays of equal lengths to both organizations versus any fatigue 

effects from writing two essays in a row.  Not all of these influences were measured 

directly, making it difficult to determine the influence of any one factor on essay length.  

Perhaps the study would have benefited from a more simple design. 

 The current study also did not have any direct measures of personality.  Self-

consciousness has been demonstrated to lead people to hide or stop their prejudicial 

responses to situations (Bodenhausen & Macrae, 1998; Dasgupta & Rivera, 2006), but 

was not accounted for in this experiment at all.  The lack of personality scales is 

especially troubling given Pettigrew et al.'s (1998) finding that certain personal constructs 

such as self-image can have a more profound influence on behavior than societal factors.  

The current study was relying on the societal influence of responding the NAACP and the 

APA to detect a difference in expression rather than testing the influence of person-

situation interactions.  Future research attempts to measure prejudice in a situation as 

complicated as this would benefit from including at least some measures of personality. 

 

Generational Effect of the NAACP 

 Unlike with the two shooting incidences, participants’ previous exposure to the 

NAACP and the APA was not assessed during the study.  The only information 

participants received about the two organizations was their full name.  No other 

background information was given, and the participants were not asked at any point how 

familiar they were with them.  The positive correlation between age and essay length to 
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the NAACP suggests there was a confounding generational effect of the NAACP on 

participants.  Older participants, for some reason, tended to write longer essays to the 

NAACP. 

 Perhaps older participants were more familiar with the NAACP and its mission to 

promote the welfare of black Americans in society.  There is some evidence that with the 

decline of explicit racism in America there has been a decline in the relevance of the 

NAACP (Neary, 2009).  With fewer instances of overt discrimination to protest and more 

legal protection for minorities, maybe the NAACP has less influence on young people 

today than it has previously. Or perhaps too many participants simply did not recognize 

these organizations at all.  After all, an unknown amount of the participants were from 

other countries and might have had no previous exposure to the NAACP.  

 

Limitations of the Measurements 

 

Word Count as a Definition of Expressing Prejudice 

 From the outset of the experiment, expression of prejudice was operationalized as 

essay length as defined by word count.  This definition was chosen primarily because it 

allows for easy analysis between essays with a continuous variable.  Merely counting 

how many words each person wrote, however, ignores all the variability in what the 

participants were writing.  It measures quantity but ignores content.  In this study, for 

example, a 200 word essay blaming Trayvon Martin for what happened to him would 

have been considered less prejudiced than a 150 word essay detailing what George 
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Zimmerman could have done better.  A more detailed analysis of essay content might 

have produced a fuller picture of people’s prejudice levels. 

 Future research could employ the LIWC software used in this study to analyze the 

essay content.  In this study LIWC was used only to measure overall word count, one of 

its most basic features, but the software is capable of much more, and these other 

capabilities of LIWC have been found to be reliable and valid methods of textual analysis 

(Bantum & Owen, 2009).   

 LIWC can scan text files and determine the percentage of words that fall into a 

certain known category of words.  For instance, the software’s default options will list the 

percentage of words that are related to social processes, cognitive processes, positive and 

negative emotion, religion, death, and many other categories that might be of interest (see 

www.liwc.net for a full list).  The researcher also has the option to create his or her own 

list of words to check for when scanning text files.  Future prejudice studies could use 

this function to analyze the content of essays efficiently, which would be extremely 

useful for testing theories involving the linguistic ingroup bias effect (Maass et al., 1995) 

(Anolli, Zurloni, & Riva, 2006). 

 

Problems with the Stereotypic Explanatory Bias Scale 

 The Stereotypic Explanatory Bias Scale was developed and initially validated by 

Sekaquaptewa et al. (2003).  Sekaquaptewa and Espinoza (2004) used the SEB 

successfully in future studies as well, and Wichman (2012) was able to obtain reliable 

results with the SEB in its two form version.  In the current study, however, the SEB did 

not hold up to counter-balancing.  The significant difference in scores on white-prejudice 
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acceptance between participants who received the Form A version and those who took 

Form B suggests there were confounding influences between the specific stereotypes and 

sentence stems that affected people’s responses.  Although SEB scores were still 

calculated for the study, they were not considered further since it is unclear how valid the 

measure was. 

 The SEB attempts to measure effects of the aforementioned linguistic ingroup 

bias phenomenon, but perhaps the level to which people’s subtle prejudices influence 

their written attributions in ambiguous situations is too nuanced for the dichotomous 

coding scheme employed by the SEB.  The SEB requires coders to determine only if the 

sentence completion offers an explanation for the behavior seen in the sentence stem 

(Sekaquaptewa et al., 2003).  The coders do not make a judgment on whether the 

completed sentence reflects a racial prejudice, so in some cases two sentences that both 

express stereotypes can be coded in opposite ways. 

 As an example, two participants in this study responded to the sentence stem 

“DeShawn purchased some baggy pants…” with “because he is black and that is normal 

for them,” and “from LeMarcus, his crack dealer.”  The first response was coded as a “1” 

because it did offer an explanation for why the event in the sentence stem occurred, but 

the second response was coded as a “2” since it simply continued the action of the 

sentence without providing an explanation.  In this particular case the sentence stem was 

a black stereotype-consistent stem, meaning that responses which offered explanations 

were assumed to demonstrate a rejection of the racial stereotype.  Thus the full sentence, 

“DeShawn purchased some baggy pants because he is black and that is normal for them,” 
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was actually measured by the SEB as an indication of lacking prejudice and refusing 

stereotypes. 

 It is clear from this example that the SEB’s coding system could benefit from 

some refinement.  Rather than disregarding the test entirely, however, this can be seen as 

an illustration of the difficulties of measuring subtle forms of prejudice.  Subtle 

prejudices are covert and can be difficult to identify (Esses et al., 1993; Gaertner & 

Dovidio, 2005), but there is a relationship between subtle prejudices and speech patterns 

and attributions (Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010; Maass et al., 1995).  Perhaps a test like the 

SEB would be more effective it was treated more like a projective test and scored on an 

individual basis, something similar to the Thematic Appreciation Test (Lilienfeld, Wood, 

& Garb, 2000). 

 

MTurk Workers as Subjects 

 Amazon’s MTurk service offers researchers access to an incredibly large and 

responsive subject pool.  As a tool for psychology research MTurk is relatively new, but 

early analyses suggest that its validity is just as good as traditional subject pool 

recruitment methods (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Behrend, Sharek, Meade, & 

Wiebe, 2011).  In fact, these studies suggest that MTurk results might prove to be more 

generalizable to the population at large than studies conducted with university subject 

pools since MTurk samples tend to be more demographically diverse than student 

populations. 

 This trend of greater demographic variety was found in the current study as well.  

The age range in particular (M = 36.39, SD = 11.70) was much more diverse than most 
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research conducted on undergraduates.  There was also an unusual dispersion of religious 

affiliation (26.2% Protestant, 16.6% Jain, 11% Buddhist, 11% Agnostic, and 9.7% 

Catholic) which might be a result of the heavy international influence in the first round of 

data collection.  Future research should either be limited to one country or record the 

national identity of participants. 

 It is also possible that some responders were influenced by the financial 

motivation behind MTurk participation.  Although payments are relatively low by current 

American standards, $1.00 or $.75 for a 40 minute survey, which suggests that workers, 

at least in the United States, are motivated by more than purely monetary concerns, 

payment levels have been found to influence response rates (Buhrmester et al., 2011).  

Perhaps this was the reason 200 of the initial 350 responders immediately gave up on the 

study once they realized it was longer than one page.  The population of MTurk workers 

who abandoned this study to pursue quicker payoffs might be fundamentally different 

than the group of MTurk workers who were willing to complete the study at such a low 

hourly rate, but the population who did complete the study was still much more diverse 

than would have been achieved in a university subject pool. 

 Another challenge created by hosting the study on MTurk was the technical 

difficulties associated with linking participants from MTurk to Qualtrics to Inquisit back 

to Qualtrics and then back to MTurk.  Indeed, more time was spent trying to fix problems 

with the links and compensate workers who were missed by the automatic system than 

the amount of time that was actually required to collect all 145 responses.  Only 90 of the 

145 participants even made it all the way to the IAT, in part because some participants 

were unable to figure out how to download and open the software required for the IAT.  
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A study conducted on a computer but hosted in a laboratory would have had the benefit 

of onsite research assistants to address basic technical problems and show all participants 

how to open up and run the different tasks. 

 Despite these issues, MTurk is still an amazing tool for psychology research.  One 

researcher being able to collect 145 usable responses in a matter of days at relatively low 

cost and without requiring research assistants is extremely promising.  Fine tuning with 

the interface and hosting links on MTurk would probably result in an even more 

streamlined process in the future.  MTurk does offer some tools for building surveys 

directly into their interface, and it is seen as a promising tool for conducting research in 

many fields, not just psychology (Rand, 2012). 

 

Challenges to the IAT 

 While very few researchers question the concept of implicit attitudes as a whole, 

some have expressed concerns about the validity of the IAT as a reliable measure of 

implicit prejudice.  Blanton, Jaccard, Gonzales, and Christie, (2006) published a critique 

of the IAT, claiming the theory behind it—that differences in ability to make connections 

between two stimuli as measured by a computer reveal preferences—does not generalize 

to actual behavior.  They also argue (2009) that effect sizes are too small and differences 

in IAT scores are hyped up more than they deserve.  These criticisms, however, fail to 

adequately address the significant correlations Greenwald and others have found between 

IAT scores and actual behaviors. 

 The IAT results in this particular study did not correlate with the measures of 

prejudice expression, but this should not be seen as evidence against the validity of 
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IAT’s.  The lack of correlation is more likely due to the issues discussed earlier with the 

complicated nature of the study’s design and the use of essay word count as the measure 

of prejudice expression rather than any inherent problem behind IAT’s .   

 

Consequences of Attempting to Appear Unprejudiced 

  

Harmful Effects of Political Correctness 

 Sometimes concerns about racial sensitivity or efforts to appear nonprejudiced 

can lead to detrimental effects towards the very outgroup that society is attempting to 

protect.  For instance, Crosby and Monin (2007) found that academic advisors are less 

likely to warn black students about potentially difficult course schedules.  They also 

tended to over-praise the accomplishments of minority students and hypercriticize the 

mistakes they did choose to mention.  Another study also found this harsher judgment 

towards black students in either direction (Hass, Katz, Rizzo, Bailey, & Eisenstadt, 

1991).  This suggests the academic system sometimes hold minority students to a 

different standard and does not provide them the same preparation for future academic 

success. 

 In a similar study Harber (1998) found that essay readers patronize black essayists 

by holding them to a lower standard than white writers.  The evaluators provided less 

stringent feedback to black students only on the subjective aspects of essay evaluation.  

Their feedback for more objective issues was the same for white and black writers.  

 Future studies showed that this effect of patronizing black students is greater 

when the graders’ self-image as unbiased has been threatened and less when their 
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egalitarianism has been affirmed ( Harber, Stafford, & Kennedy, 2010).  The effect in the 

Crosby and Monin (2007) study mentioned earlier was also moderated by internal 

motivation to respond without prejudice.  Taken together, this evidence seems to suggest 

that education workers sometimes lower their standards with minority students in an 

effort to appear nonprejudiced. 

 Not only do these lower standards for minority students leave them less prepared 

for academic success in the future, but they also lead the minority students to have less 

trust in the education system as a whole (Cozzolino, 2011).  Groups that receive unequal 

distributions from a system, even if they are favorable, unequal distributions, tend to 

mistrust that system and cooperate less with it in the future.  This is seen with affirmative 

action programs, as well.  Students who believe they have benefitted from being a certain 

race or gender when applying for college typically perform worse in college than their 

peers who believe they were accepted based on merit (R. P. Brown, Charnsangavej, 

Keough, Newman, & Rentfrow, 2000).  In an analysis of college GPA’s, this study 

showed that the effect created by affirmative action acceptance programs mediates the 

difference in performance seen between white and stigmatized groups in college. 

 The Brown et al. (2000) study also demonstrated this effect in an experiment.  

Brown and his colleagues brought students in to the lab and assigned them into groups.  

They then chose a woman in each group to be the team leader, and had the groups 

perform an engineering task.  The women leaders were told they were selected because 

they were a woman, because they were a woman and the study wanted to show that 

women are as capable as men, or because of random assignment.  The women who 

believed they were chosen in an effort to combat an untrue stereotype and help remove 
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unfair restrictions for future women performed the best as leaders, but the women who 

were selected simply because they were a woman performed the worse as leaders, even 

worse than those who were supposedly picked at random.  This nuanced distinction has 

been found in other affirmative action programs as well (Pratkanis & Turner, 1996). 

 The fine line between an affirmative action program that lifts minority students 

out of unfair circumstances and one that sets disadvantaged students up for future failure 

demonstrates the potential harm that can be caused by attempts to rectify prejudice.  

Attempting to appear unprejudiced can actually make the situation more biased, and it is 

often difficult to tell exactly why efforts to increase equality sometimes backfire.  It has 

taken several years and many studies to understand why an affirmative action program, 

which is just one example of an attempt by society to combat prejudice. 

 

Beneficial Effects of Diversity Programs 

 Despite the difficulties in researching and combating prejudice, there have been 

several studies which indicate that increasing diversity in different environments can 

benefit all parties involved.  Antonio et al. (2004) found that students who have racially 

diverse friends or who are exposed to racial diversity in discussion groups tend to display 

less simplistic thinking in their interactions with others.  When people get together and 

discuss their concerns about injustices, the group polarization effect (Moscovici & 

Zavalloni, 1969) tends to amplify this concern, which can lead to a greater intention to 

fight social problems such as poverty or preventable diseases (Thomas & McGarty, 

2009). 
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 Smith and Postmes' (2011) work also suggests that if even one person in a group 

refuses to accept a stereotype or go along with a discriminatory norm established by that 

group, then all the other group members are also less likely to act on that norm in the 

future.  Although this might be difficult to achieve since people who hold a minority 

opinion in a group are typically less likely to express that opinion in front of the group 

(Bassili, 2003).  Mere exposure to an ethnic group and repetition of that exposure can 

increase liking and help reduce subtle and implicit prejudices (Dechêne, Stahl, Hansen, & 

Wänke, 2010; Moons, Mackie, & Garcia-Marques, 2009). 

 

Reducing Prejudice 

 Many efforts to reduce prejudice focus on increasing a majority member’s time 

with the stigmatized minority so he or she can see the stereotype is unwarranted.  For 

instance, research has shown that greater familiarity with an outgroup reduces the 

outgroup homogeneity effect (R. Brown & Wootton-Millward, 1993; Linville, Fischer, & 

Salovey, 1989).  This is also true for the own-race bias in facial recognition—increased 

contact with another group allows a person to see more physical diversity in that group 

(Hancock & Rhodes, 2008). 

 Raising self-awareness and completing directed, targeted training programs can 

lead to a long term reduction implicit prejudice (Devine, Forscher, Austin, & Cox, 2012).  

The programs used by Devine et al in this study were similar to desensitization 

techniques and general efforts to reduce unwanted habits.  They also found that a 

person’s ability to reduce their implicit bias was moderated by awareness and concern for 
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the issue.  This reflects earlier findings by Zárate and Garza (2002) that attention to group 

differences and high self awareness can lead to a reduction in prejudice.  

 Becoming acquainted with a member of the outgroup and getting to know them 

better as an individual can reduce the role of stereotypes in one’s evaluation of the 

outgroup (Locksley, Hepburn, & Ortiz, 1982).  Bond, DiCandia, and MacKinnon (1988) 

found this same pattern in the way nurses treat black and white patients.  When patients 

were first admitted, and the nurses had no familiarity with them, black patients tended to 

be placed in restraints more often than white patients, but this effect vanished once the 

nurses became more familiar with the patients and knew them on an individual level.  

Sometimes it is not even necessary to interact with the outgroup member in reality; 

Turner, Crisp, and Lambert (2007) found that an imagined interaction with an outgroup 

member can reduce self-reported measures of prejudice. 

 

Reducing Stereotype Threat 

 Stereotype threat is a self-fulfilling prophecy where minority members conform to 

a stereotype because it is expected of them (Steele, Spencer, & Aronson, 2002; Steele, 

2011).  People tend to believe what others tell them about themselves.  For instance, 

women will perform worse on math tests if their gender has been made salient and will 

typically learn less in a math classroom with a chauvinistic teacher (Logel et al., 2009) 

(Rydell, Rydell, & Boucher, 2010). The media can also instigate gender stereotype 

threats with its portrayal of women in commercials (Davies, Spencer, & Gerhardstein, 

2002). 
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 Black students will perform worse on the SAT verbal section if they are reminded 

beforehand of their ethnicity or the general stereotype that black students are less 

intelligent than white students (Steele & Aronson, 1995).  Interestingly, stereotype threat 

in athletic performances can swing either against blacks or whites, depending on how the 

task is framed (Stone, Lynch, Sjomeling, & Darley, 1999).  A golf task that was labeled a 

“sports intelligence” test resulted in stereotype threat reducing the performance of black 

athletes, but when the same task was called a “natural athletic ability” test white athletes 

performed worse than they would have otherwise. 

 Stereotype threat is a prime example of how subtle prejudices in the environment 

can undermine people’s performance on tasks in life.  Much research has been conducted 

on efforts to fight stereotype threat, and in March 2007 Stroessner and Good launched 

reducingstereotypethreat.org.  This website seeks to summarize the research findings on 

stereotype threat and provide a resource to educators, students, and the general public 

about different ways to fight its influence.  To date the website has over 100 research 

articles listed and provides concrete advice to people interested in reducing stereotype 

threat. 

 This website recommends reframing tasks in ways that do not invoke commonly 

held stereotypes.  The instructions to a task should instead assure people that the 

stereotype is unfounded, imply the stereotype is irrelevant, or at least reduce the saliency 

of the outgroup feature.  Educators should encourage students to think of themselves as 

individuals who can rise above a stereotype, while simultaneously encouraging high 

standards and self-affirmation for their students.  Whenever possible positive role models 

that debunk the stereotype should be provided (such as in the Stout et al. (2011) study 
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with women in STEM fields) and external attributions should be made for difficulties.  

Emphasizing incremental progress can help make children more resistant to 

discouragement while learning.  A common theme in reducingstereotypethreat.org’s 

advice is that the issue cannot be ignored.  Stereotypes must be address head on and 

actively resisted.  

 

Modern Differences Between Whites and Blacks 

 White and black Americans tend to examine the level of racial prejudice in the 

country today from different perspectives (Eibach & Ehrlinger, 2006).  Many white 

Americans have a positive view of current racial equality because they are comparing the 

current state of affairs to the oppressive past, when explicit prejudice and racism where 

widely and openly practiced.  Many black Americans, however, contrast their current 

environment with an ideal society that treats all ethnicities equally.  Thus they are still 

unhappy because of all the very real effects of subtle and implicit prejudice. 

 This difference in perspective can lead to exasperation on the part of white 

Americans who might feel like black people will never be satisfied and frustration on the 

part of black Americans who might think that white people are ignoring the negative 

effects of subtle discrimination just because it is less drastic than explicit racism was in 

the 20
th

 century.  According to Imhoff and Banse's (2009) research on the effects of 

ongoing suffering, the persistence of outgroup members’ suffering makes an issue more 

irritating to the ingroup and leads to greater outgroup bias, which in this case only 

increases the subtle and implicit prejudices behind the inequalities.  
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 There are other differences between white and black Americans today, too.  Some 

people in today’s society patronize or belittle black cultural heritage by painting it 

primarily as a response to victimization, while others believe in it as a proud and 

independent heritage (J. M. Jones, 2003)  Also, during interracial interactions, black 

people often focus on disproving negative stereotypes disparaging their intelligence, 

meanwhile many white people are more concerned about appearing likeable and morally 

just (Bergsieker, Shelton, & Richeson, 2010).  These two different goals behind 

interactions—to be seen as competent versus nice—can lead to miscommunications and 

end up giving both parties a negative view of the same conversation. 

 

Prejudice and Religion 

 Because of the moral overtones associated with racial inequality and the teachings 

of tolerance and acceptance found in many religious, it might seem logical to expect a 

linear relationship between prejudice and religious beliefs, but the actual relationship 

between the two is very complex (Batson, 1982).  Early research on prejudice and 

religion revealed that the motivation behind one’s religious affiliation moderates the 

effect (Allport & Ross, 1967).  If a person was religious because of extrinsic motivation, 

because of societal pressures or as a means to a different end, then he or she tended to be 

more prejudiced than nonreligious individuals.  Others, though, who were religious 

because of intrinsic motivation, because of an internal commitment to their religion, 

expressed less prejudice than nonreligious people. 

 Hall, Matz, and Wood (2010) found similar results in their more recent study. 

Americans who were religious because of social conformity pressures reported more 
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prejudice than nonreligious people, but individuals who were religious because of 

personal convictions held fewer stereotypes than nonreligious participants.  A study by 

Johnson et al. (2011) indicated that the increase in prejudice caused by some types of 

religious affiliation was completely mediated by right wing authoritarianism.  It is clear 

from these results and Batson’s (1982) work that the relationship between religion and 

prejudice is complicated.  Indeed, a study examining the effect of simply hearing a 

sermon in church on racial equality identified no noticeable changes in parishioners’ 

attitudes or behaviors (Crawford, 1974). 

 

Final Implications 

 The current study demonstrated some of the potential difficulties in measuring 

multiple levels of prejudice.  Isolating the effects of different subtle prejudices is 

complicated, and multiple underlying stereotypes can quickly confound results.  Research 

findings clearly indicate, however, that subtle and implicit attitudes have a significant 

impact on people’s lives, and the topic s are definitely deserving of more research in the 

future.  MTurk shows great promise as a tool for psychologists to extend their research to 

wider samples of the population, and there are reasons to hope future studies will 

continue to increase people’s understandings of prejudice and different ways to reduce its 

negative effects on society. 
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Table 1 

Essay Lengths for Different Combinations of Audience, Case, and Order 

  When written first When written second        N 

 

To APA About TM   146.46   111.25    35/40 

 About OG   126.41   97.55    41/29 

 

To NAACP            About TM   124.41   134.80    29/41 

         About OG   119.83   125,09    40/35 

 

Notes:  TM = Trayvon Martin, OG = Oscar Grant, APA = American Psychological 

Association, NAACP = National Association for the Advancement of Colored People.  

The first number in the N column represents how many participants wrote that essay as 

their first essay, and the second number in the N column represents how many 

participants wrote that essay as their second essay.  
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Figure 1 

Essay Lengths Based on Audience and Case Groupings 

 

Notes:  Case_Ord is a dummy coded variable representing the order in which participants 

received their essay topics.  Some participants wrote about Trayvon Martin for their first 

essay and Oscar Grant for their second essay.  Aud_Ord is a dummy coded variable 

representing the order of audience organizations the participants received.  Some 

participants wrote their first essay to the NAACP and their second to the APA, and others 

wrote their first essay to the APA and their second to the NAACP.  Thus, for example, 

the group on the left of the first panel wrote their first essay about Trayvon Martin and to 

the NAACP, and their second essay about Oscar Grant to the APA. 

WC_NAACP represents the word count of the participant’s essay written to the NAACP 

and WC_APA represents the word count of the participant’s essay written to the APA. 

*  Indicates significantly different word counts at p < .05 
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Figure 2 

Distribution of Scores on Symbolic Racism 2000 Scale 

 

Notes:  The distribution for scores on the Symbolic Racism 2000 Scale (SR).  SR_total 

indicates a person’s overall score on the SR and ranges from 0 to 1 with a higher score 

indicating more symbolic racism.  The data appears to have a bimodal distribution, with 

one mode centered around .50 or slightly below, and another, smaller mode over .00.  

Std. Dev. stands for standard deviation.  Because two people did not answer all the 

questions on the scale N = 143 instead of 145. 
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APPENDIX A 

The Trayvon Martin Fact Sheet 

 

The fatal shooting of Trayvon Martin by George Zimmerman took place on the night of 

February 26, 2012, in Sanford, Florida. Martin was a 17-year-old African American high 

school student. George Zimmerman, a 28-year-old mixed-race White-Hispanic, was 

the neighborhood watch coordinator for the gated community where Martin was 

temporarily staying and where the shooting took place. 

On the evening of February 26, 2012, Zimmerman observed Martin as he returned to the 

Twin Lakes housing community after having walked to a nearby convenience store. At 

the time, Zimmerman was driving through the neighborhood on a personal errand.  

At approximately 7:09 PM, Zimmerman called the Sanford police non-emergency 

number to report a suspicious person in the Twin Lakes community. Zimmerman stated, 

"We've had some break-ins in my neighborhood, and there's a real suspicious guy." He 

described an unknown male "just walking around looking about" in the rain and said, 

"This guy looks like he is up to no good or he is on drugs or something." Zimmerman 

reported that the person had his hand in his waistband and was walking around looking at 

homes. On the recording, Zimmerman is heard saying, "these assholes, they always get 

away."  

About two minutes into the call, Zimmerman said, "He's running". The dispatcher asked, 

"He's running? Which way is he running?" Noises on the tape at this point have been 

interpreted by some media outlets as the sound of a car door chime, possibly indicating 

Zimmerman opened his car door. Zimmerman followed Martin, eventually losing sight of 

him. The dispatcher asked Zimmerman if he was following him. When Zimmerman 

answered, "yeah", the dispatcher said, "We don't need you to do that." Zimmerman 

responded, "Okay." Zimmerman asked that police call him upon their arrival so he could 

provide his location. Zimmerman ended the call at 7:15 p.m.  

After Zimmerman ended his call with police, a violent encounter took place between 

Martin and Zimmerman, which ended when Zimmerman fatally shot Martin 70 yards 

(64 m) from the rear door of the townhouse where Martin was staying.  

Police arrived on the scene within two minutes of the shooting. Zimmerman was taken 

into custody, treated for head injuries, and then questioned for five hours. The police 

chief said that Zimmerman was released because there was no evidence to refute 

Zimmerman's claim of having acted in self-defense, and that under Florida's Stand Your 

Ground statute, the police were prohibited by law from making an arrest. The police chief 

also said that Zimmerman had a right to defend himself with lethal force. 

As news of the case spread, thousands of protestors across the country called for 

Zimmerman's arrest and a full investigation.  Six weeks after the shooting, amid 

widespread, intense, and in some cases misleading media coverage,
 
 Zimmerman was 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/George_Zimmerman
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sanford,_Florida
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Florida
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/African_American
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hispanic
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neighborhood_watch
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gated_community
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stand-your-ground_law
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stand-your-ground_law
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shooting_of_Trayvon_Martin#Media_coverage
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charged with second-degree murder by a special prosecutor appointed by Governor Rick 

Scott.  

Zimmerman's trial began on June 10, 2013, in Sanford. On July 13, 2013, after one day of 

deliberation, the jury acquitted him of second-degree murder and of manslaughter 

charges 

                                                                                                                                       

Notes:  This fact sheet was presented to all participants before they were asked to write 

their essay about the Trayvon Martin shooting incident. It is 499 words long. 

 

  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shooting_of_Trayvon_Martin#Court_proceedings_and_verdict
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Angela_Corey
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rick_Scott
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rick_Scott
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/State_of_Florida_v._George_Zimmerman
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APPENDIX B 

The Oscar Grant Fact Sheet 

 

The fatal shooting of Oscar Grant by Johannes Mehserle took place in the early morning 

of January 1, 2009, in Oakland, California. Grant was a 22-year-old African 

American butcher. Mehserle, a 26-year-old White police officer, was one of the BART 

(Bay Area Rapid Transportation) officers called to the scene of a disturbance onboard a 

BART train bound for Fruitvale, California. 

Oscar Grant had been celebrating New Year's Eve with his friends and was returning to 

the East Bay. At approximately 2:00 a.m., BART Police responded to reports that up to a 

dozen people were involved in a fight on an incoming train from the West Oakland 

BART Station and the participants were "hammered and stoned.” 

 BART Officers removed Grant and several other men suspected of fighting from the 

train and detained them on the platform. Grant and two other men were lined up against 

the wall while another of Grant’s friends was handcuffed. BART officers then confirmed 

with the train operator that the men detained were involved in the fight. 

While dozens of people shouted and cursed at officers from the stopped train, Officers 

Johannes Mehserle and Tony Pirone positioned Grant face-down. According to Pirone, 

Grant was disobeying instructions and cursing at the officers. Pirone then knelt on Grant's 

neck and told him that he was under arrest for resisting an officer.
  

Pirone said he told Grant "Stop resisting, you're under arrest, put your hands behind your 

back." At that time Pirone said he heard Mehserle say, "Put your hands behind your back, 

stop resisting, stop resisting, put your hands behind your back." Then Mehserle said, "I'm 

going to taze him, I'm going to taze him. I can't get his arms. He won't give me his arms. 

His hands are going for his waistband."
 

Mehserle then stood up, unholstered his gun, and fired a shot into Grant's 

back. Immediately after the shooting, Mehserle appeared surprised and raised his hands 

to his face. Witnesses say Mehserle said "Oh my God!" several times after the 

shooting, and many saw him put his hands to his head. Grant died seven hours later, at 

9:13 am, at a hospital in Oakland. 

The shooting and the subsequent riots were covered in regional, national, and 

international news. Video images of the shooting were widely broadcast and streamed 

online in the days following Grant's death. Widespread dissemination of the direct 

evidence of the shooting led to public outrage and protests and fueled riots, and on 

January 13, 2010, Alameda County prosecutors charged Mehserle with murder for the 

shooting. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/George_Zimmerman
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/African_American
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/African_American
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_Year%27s_Eve
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/East_Bay_(San_Francisco_Bay_Area)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/BART_Police
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/West_Oakland_(BART_station)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/West_Oakland_(BART_station)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Resisting_arrest
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Highland_Hospital_(Oakland,_California)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Direct_evidence
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Direct_evidence
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alameda_County,_California
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Murder
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During the trial, Merserle claimed he had mistakenly shot Grant with his pistol, intending 

to use his Taser, when he saw Grant reaching for his waistband. On July 8, 2010, the jury 

found Merserle guilty of involuntary manslaughter but not guilty of second-degree 

murder or voluntary manslaughter. He was sentenced to two years, minus time served. 

Merserle served his time in the Los Angeles County Jail, occupying a private cell away 

from other prisoners, and was released on parole after 7 months. 

                                                                                                                                       

Notes:  This fact sheet was presented to all participants before they were asked to write 

their essay about the Oscar Grant shooting incident. It is 503 words long. 

 

  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pistol
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Taser
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Involuntary_manslaughter
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APPENDIX C 

Stereotypic Explanatory Bias Scale 

 

Instructions: 

Below are sentences that participants from previous sessions have written as part of our 

ongoing study.  We would like you to respond to these statements by completing the 

sentences quickly with whatever occurs to you first. That is, just pick up where the 

previous participant left off and finish the sentence.  You can add on anything you like so 

long as it form a grammatically correct sentence. 

 

Neutral    1.  Stephen changed the flashlight battery… 

White inconsistent 2.  Brandon (Devon) easily made the basketball team… 

Black inconsistent 3.  Devon (Brandon) used the computer… 

Black consistent 4.  Lamont (Josh) danced in the classroom… 

Neutral 5.  Manuel watched the TV news… 

Black consistent 6.  Malik (Andrew) received a C+ on the exam… 

White consistent 7.  Andrew (Malik) did well on the SAT…  

Neutral 8.  Kuzu opened the package… 

Black inconsistent 9.  Jamal (Justin) was the only student who answered the   

   problem… 

White consistent 10.  Justin (Jamal) worked late into the night on statistics   

    homework… 

Neutral 11.  Jerome caught a bad cold… 

Black consistent 12.  DeShawn (Matthew) purchased some baggy pants… 

Neutral 13.  Hank paid for the book…  

Neutral 14.  Juan went to Florida on Spring Break… 

White consistent 15.  Matthew (DeShawn) hung out in the library… 

Neutral 16.  Darnell walked down the street… 

Neutral 17.  Theo gave a birthday present to a friend… 

White inconsistent 18.  Josh (Lamont)wore three gold chains… 

Neutral 19.  Greg read the newspaper… 
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Black inconsistent 20.  Lavon (Nathan) stayed after class to discuss a question with  

   the professor… 

Neutral 21.  Todd gave the dog a bath… 

White inconsistent 22.  Nathan (Lavon) tackled the quarterback… 

 

Notes:  The names in parentheses are the names used on the second version of the scale.  

Having two versions with names switched allows for counter-balancing.  The neutral 

items are filler sentence stems designed to distract the participant from the racial issues in 

the relevant stems. 
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APPENDIX D 

Symbolic Racism 2000 Scale 

 

1.   It’s really a matter of some people not trying hard 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.  Irish, Italian, Jewish and many other minorities overcame 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 trying to push 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 exists in the 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 you feel 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 have created conditions that make it 

difficult for blacks to work their way out of the lower class.  

<1> Strongly agree 

<2> Somewhat agree 

<3> Somewhat disagree 
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<4> Strongly disagree 

  

7.  Over the past few years, blacks have gotten less than they deserve. 

<1> Strongly agree 

<2> Somewhat agree   

<3> Somewhat disagree 

<4> Strongly disagree 

  

8.  Over the past few years, blacks have gotten more economically than they deserve. 

<1> Strongly agree 

<2> Somewhat agree 

<3> Somewhat disagree 

<4> Strongly disagree 

 

Note:  From Sears and Henry (2005), the following is the standard procedure for 

combining the items into a scale:  After collecting the data, items 1, 2, 4, and 8 need to be 

recoded so that a 1 = 4, 2 = 3, 3 = 2, and 4 = 1.  Item 3 needs to be recoded so that 1 = 3, 

2 = 1, and 3 = 2.  For combining the items into a scale, there are several options, ranging 

from the simplest to the most precise:  (1) One could simply add the raw scores together 

for each item, so that each individual has a score that could range from 8 to 31.  (2) To 

compensate for any missing data, one could average the raw scores.  (3) To compensate 

for the differences in the number of response alternatives, one could recode each of the 

items on a 0 to 1 scale, so for item #3, a 1 = 1, 2 = 0, and 3 = .50, and for the other items 

the high response is a 1, the next a .66, the next a .33, and the low response is a 0.  (This 

third technique is the one used in Henry & Sears (2002.) and in this study) (4) To equate 

the variability across items, one could create standardized (z) scores for each of the items 

in the scale, then average the responses.  
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