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Abstract
The goal of the present study was to attempt tib tt@ traditional focus of visual cues to vocal
cues as a basis for stereotyping. Research hasstamtly shown that there are a number of
negative attitudes held by the American populateaards Blacks. This study examined the
effects of speakers’ race on listeners’ cogniting affective reactions towards speakers. In
Study 1, participants listened to the audio recaydif a monologue by Black and White
speakers. Results indicated that relative to \Epemkers, Black speakers were perceived as
poorer communicators who had less intellectual aetemce, less integrity, less motivation, were
more threatening, and had more potency. The parpbStudy 2 was to replicate the findings of
Study 1 and to test the hypothesis that perspetdkiag reduces stereotyping. Thus, after
hearing the audio recording, participants wrot@amag@raph about the speaker either with
instructions to take the speaker’s perspectiveithr mo perspective-taking instructions. In
addition to the cognitive and affective reactionsasures, seating distance was used as a tool to
test implicit behaviors that may result from stéype activation. Overall, the participants
perceived the White speaker as higher in intellatompetence and motivation, and as less
concerned for others and less threatening thaBltek speaker. However, the perspective-
taking manipulations did not affect the cognitiveloe affective judgments of the speakers.

Additionally, seating distance did not appear taffected by any of the variables.
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Social Components of Speech Evaluation: Persorepton of Black and White Voices

From an early age, we begin to categorize the wamddnd us into recognizable units
called cognitive schemas. Cognitive schemas hetpganize information about the world which
assist perceivers in accessing information quiekigt easily and making decisions about social
objects. This is evident in the story of the childo sees a dog for the first time. The parents
label the animal for the child, and the child repe&og.” Then, when the child sees a cat for
the first time, he gleefully states, “Dog!” All thehild recognizes is that the cat fits the paradigm
established by the exemplar of the dog. The “cas’ four legs, a tail, and is furry. Eventually,
this source of confusion is eliminated by the ctigaiprocessing of intricate details, or
categorization, that will lead the child to accetatiabel the cat as “Cat” in the future.

Social categorization is the process through whielclassify ourselves and others, and
exerts a profound influence on our thoughts, bglifelings and behaviors. According to Social
Cognition Theory, one or more distinct attributés @erson is used to assign the individual to a
particular social category (Hosoda, Stone-Romeruydlter, 2007). Research suggests that
social perceivers categorize others based on consmmal categories that can be ascertained
from physical attributes such as age, sex, and rAcévating these categories in turn activates
the appropriate schemas associated with thosearasg

In real life situations, people are constantly mgljudgments of others in the course of
social interactions, building their cognitive sclanby using cues such as verbal and non-verbal
behaviors. These cues form our initial impressminsther people so that when we meet others
who fit the same schema (e.qg., dress, race, aataiinality, etc.) we tend to categorize them
into defined groups (Gill, 1994; Hamilton, 198T)hen, our cognitive schemas can facilitate the

appropriate behaviors required during a sociaraaon (e.g., behaving politely when meeting
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the queen of England) or our cognitive schemasactimate negative cultural stereotypes that

influence negative behaviors (e.g., racial prejegicTherefore, categorization can first lead to
the activation of cognitive schemas that can atdiyp@asitive and negative stereotypes that can
influence person perception.

Researchers have examined the process by whicl shéeieotypes are spontaneously
activated, as well as the consequences of thigadicth. For example, research has focused on
how stereotype activation predicts perceivers’ iexgbrejudicial behavior (e.g., Wittenbrink,
Judd & Brink, 1977) as well as which stereotypesaativated by exposure to pictures of
individuals who vary by race (e.g., Bartholow, Diké& Sestir, 2006). One research area of
interest to social psychologists has been examipatgntial individual differences in automatic
stereotype activation. Lepore and Brown (1997¢ss=sd the shared knowledge of stereotypical
traits of Blacks between high- and low-prejudicege. It was found that high- and low-
prejudice people know the stereotype of Black peapmuch the same way and to the same
extent, and in turn, do not differ in their autoroaiesponses to the activation of negative
stereotypes.

Most social psychological research on social categtion has examined the schemas
that are activated by assessing participants’ pémres of target individuals that unambiguously
belong to one category. For example, when Devitedy 3; 1989) had participants list their
thoughts about the racial groBacks high-prejudice participants reported primarilygagve
traits (e.g., hostile, lazy) and low-prejudice mapants reported beliefs that contradicted the
cultural stereotype and emphasized equality betweenaces (e.g., “My father says all Blacks

are lazy, | think he is wrong.”).
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A wealth of research has shown that categorizdéiads to the activation of stereotypes
about a wide variety of social groups. This catexgdion can affect the stereotyped group, such
as leading to the decreased math performance ialésnsompared to males when primed with
gender stereotypes (Smith & White, 2002) and legathrthe decreased intellectual performance
of Black participants compared to White particigann a difficult task when primed with Black
stereotypes (Steele & Aronson, 1995). Or, categtidn can affect person perception, such as
participants’ faster responses to elderly-steraotyyords in a lexical decision task by those who
were induced to move slowly compared to a controlig (Study 3; Mussweiler, 2006) and
leader categorization that led to White leaderadpevaluated more favorably than non-White
leaders after a clearly successful performancedtmd_eonardelli & Phillips, 2008). However,
research on language and audio support that vaeal@an be used in addition to these physical
cues by the receiver to make judgments and atioibsiabout a source (Berger & Kellerman,
1989; Cargile & Bradac, 1994; Cargile, Giles, Ry&rBradac, 1984; Haberstadt, 1983; Henton,
1989; Ryan & Giles, 1982; Ryan, Hewstone, & GilE384; Van Dommelen, 1987; Weyant,
2007).

Vocal Cues and Person Perception

Vocal cues can be defined broadly, to include sytidal and lexical features, or more
narrowly, to include speech rate, intonation, artdnsity (Chebat, Hedhli, Gelinas-Chebat, &
Boivin, 2007; Coleman, 1976; Foon, 2001; see ThofnBeaser, 2004 for a comprehensive
review). Listeners are capable of accessing a wadiety of cues when necessary and there are
no shortage of variables that could be accessidleem. Research indicates that people do use
various vocal cues to make judgments about anicha#V's attributes in the absence of other

relevant information (Yamada, Hakada, Yuda, & Kusmalh 2000; Yarmey, 1993; Zuckerman &
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Driver, 1989; Zuckerman, Hodgins, & Miyake, 199%oon (2001) suggests that these speech
evaluations are social rather than linguistic. réfme, a perceiver’s attitude towards a speaker
may reflect social structure, including ethnic @odial class stratification, but not beliefs about
particular speech styles (e.g., syntactical anat&tfeatures).

Research has indicated that social perceiversaramd mental representation of a target
individual based on the voice of that person. 8igatly, voice can influence perceptions
related to the person’s sex, age, social statustfiie 1989; Van Dommelen, 1987), social
identity (Berger & Kellerman, 1989; Laver, 1968;ngy 1988; Redfield & Friedrich, 1978),
emotion (Andreansen, 1981; Arnold, 1961; Haberste@B3; Knapp, 1963; Williams & Stevens,
1972), attitude (Pittam & Gallois, 1987; Scher&88; Williams & Stevens, 1972), and
credibility (Gelinas-Chebat & Chebat, 1992, 1998).Bourhis and Giles’ (1976) study, two
groups of White adolescents in Wales evaluatediassef speakers on tape, four of which were
Black voices and four of which were White voic&3nly one group of perceivers was made
aware of the speakers’ race before rating their@sgons of the speakers. Results indicated that
identifying a speaker’s race before rating the kpepolarized the perception of the speaker’s
personality in a favorable direction, but had apasite effect on the perception of their speech
styles.

In addition to physical cues, research has dematestithat listeners’ responses to vocal
cues may depend on the perceived social attrilmiteigeaker (e.g., sex, nationality, ethnicity)
and can play an important role in person percedt@argile & Bradac, 2001; Hosoda et al.,
2007). For example, in a study in which particiigdmeard an identical lecture recorded by either
a native English speaker or a non-native Engligaker, listeners evaluated the native speaker

more favorably. They also perceived the nativeakpeas using correct grammar and the non-
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native English speaker as using incorrect gramiRais{er, 1976). Hosoda et al. (2007)
demonstrated that perceivers showed differenctein cognitive evaluations between
American-accented English speakers and Asian-aeddfmglish speakers. Asian-accented
English speakers were perceived as poorer comntorscaho were less potent (i.e., power and
dominance), less threatening, and more concernaat athers.
Vocal Cues and Race

Although researchers in a variety of disciplin@sging from phonetics to social
psychology, have examined the role of vocal cuegayson perception, less research exists that
examines race as a vocal cue. Only a few stufiiesxample, have examined whether or not
perceivers can recognize a speaker’s race throoige alone and, if so, whether categorizing
someone by race in this way influences later sgaddments as it does in other situations.
Research has indicated that perceivers are, indaite accurate at assessing race from vocal
cues. Listeners from various parts of the Unitedels and of different ethnic backgrounds can
distinguish Black voices from White voices (for@mplete review, see Thomas & Reaser, 2004,
Buck, 1968; Dickens & Sawyer, 1952; Hibler, 196@rden & Larsen, 1966; Stroud, 1956).

Although some sociolinguists posit that Blacks uaa a Standard English that is similar
to everyone’s use of Standard English (Labov, KageNlillier, 1987), there is evidence that the
speech production of Blacks is unique enough &telfiers to identify it (Alvarenga, 1971; Buck,
1968). In Lass, Trapp, Baldwin, Scherbick, andght's (1982) study, speakers’ attempts to
disguise their voices on listeners’ accuracy irgjuénts of speakers’ sex and race resulted in
only slight differences between control and disgdisonditions. Coleman’s (1976) experiment
investigated whether listeners would be able tordjsish sex, race, and status of speakers. She

demonstrated that perceivers found it easier tgptec own-race voices versus other-race
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voices, although White voices were generally edsielistinguish than Black voices for all
participants. Taken together, these studies iteliteat there is evidence that Black speech
patterns are distinctive enough for some listeteersategorize the differences, although most of
these studies were conducted more than two deeagesnd thus are to some extent outdated. It
is important to note that none of these studiesstigated the consequences of this
categorization on person perception.
Racial Stereotypes and Prejudice

From troubled beginnings, racial minorities in theited States have experienced racism
and prejudice in many forms. And despite consiolerahanges, most social psychologists
believe that racial prejudice, especially againscBs, is still an issue in contemporary society.
Although the Civil Rights Movement of the mid-1950&d to changing social norms and the
reduction of the public expression of racial prégedresearch suggests that social perceivers
continue to activate negative stereotypes aboubwsracial groups; consequently, this
stereotype activation can lead to biased respdogesd out-group members (Devine, 1989).
The prevalence of racism and prejudice appears #highly debatable topic among many
scholars, politicians, and the public at large,alihmay be due to the documented changes in
racial attitudes among the White population on-sghiort measures in the past several decades
(Bobo, 2001; Campbell, 1971; Greeley & Sheatsl&y,11 Hyman & Sheatsley, 1956; Schuman,
Steeh, & Bobo, 1985; Taylor, Sheatsley, & GreeB/78). Decreases in the negative evaluation
of Blacks are also evident by the fewer numbetefentypes that are endorsed by White college
students across numerous studies (Bartholow €2@06; Bayton, 1941; Bayton, McAlister, &

Hamer, 1956; Brigham, 1971, 1974; Centers, 195¥jrige 1989; Dovidio & Gaertner, 1986;
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Glibert, 1951; Katz & Braly, 1933; Karlins, Coffma& Walters, 1969; Wittenbrink et al.,
1997).

Social psychologists investigating racial prejudiesre traditionally used self-report
measures to assess the content and prevalenaredtypes. Participants are usually asked to
generate a list of stereotypes about a particalaalr group, or to indicate which of an existing
list of stereotypes they consider to be accurateatteristics of those groups. Over the past
seven or eight decades, self-report studies halieated that racial stereotypes are changing in
their content and strength. In 1933, the top tearacteristics most frequently assigned to Blacks
included superstitious, lazy, happy-go-lucky, igadr musical, ostentatious, very religious,
stupid, physically dirty, naive, slovenly, and Uiaele (Katz & Braly, 1933). Using the same
format as the Katz and Braly study, two other sta@gixamined racial stereotypes years later to
study potential changes over time (Gilbert, 195arliks, Coffman, & Walters, 1969). These
three studies became known as the Princeton tribegpuse they examined the cultural
stereotypes held by three generations of Princgtizstents. The two later studies in the
Princeton trilogy used the same procedure andaime set of adjectives employed in Katz and
Braly’s initial investigation but, over time, panipants have selected a different set of traits to
represent the Black stereotype

Research has indicated that over the years, soauk Btereotypes have remained the
same, while others have changed (Devine & Elli6g5 Dovidio & Gaertner, 1991). For
example, the stereotype that Blacks are hostildoeaame part of the racial stereotype (Brigham,
1971; Study 1; Devine & Elliot, 1995), along witlaits such as poor, uneducated, humorous,
dishonest, threatening, and athletic (Devine, 1889;/ine & Elliot, 1995; Dixon & Rosenbaum,

2004, Gitter, Kozel, & Mostofsky, 1972; Krueger,98 Marin, 1984; Plous & Williams, 1995;
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Wittenbrink et al., 1997). On the other hand, s@faek stereotypes that were endorsed decades
ago are no longer considered contemporary Blackatygoes (e.g., superstitious, happy-go-
lucky, musical, ostentatious, very religious, plgdly dirty; Devine and Elliot, 1995).

Stereotypical traits used in this study includesl ¢bntemporary cultural stereotypes
associated with both Blacks and Whites and werk positive and negative in valence (see
illustration in Figure 1). Numerous studies hav@alhown that social perceivers associate
Whites with negative traits such as weak, greeel§ish, conceited, and with positive traits such
as ambitious, educated, polite and intelligent (Bzlow et al., 2006; Bayton, 1941; Centers,
1951; Katz & Braly, 1933; Wittenbrink et al., 19973ome examples of these polarized
stereotypes for Blacks include entertaining (pesjtand lazy (negative); for Whites, these
stereotypes include educated (positive) and caetéitegative).

Cognitive Reactions during Person Perception

As reviewed earlier, when a person recognizes agroup member, whether by a facial
stimulus or vocal cues, the perceiver is likelg&begorize the individual on the basis of their
group status, and the stereotypes associatedheatimdividual will be activated. Research has
demonstrated that categorizing a social targetrasraber of an out group will activate negative
stereotypes that can have consequences for sodghent. Findings suggest that cognitive
evaluations of speakers might reflect the cultatateotypes associated with the racial or ethnic
group to which the speakers are perceived to beglldngoda et al., 2007; Nesdale & Rooney,
1990). For example, perceivers rated English-gpgakdividuals with a foreign accent more
negatively on attributes such as potency and conmation and more positively on the attribute
of concern for others, as compared with Americagli&h-accented individuals (Hosoda et al.,

2007).
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In their study on perceptions of foreign accentedlish speakers, Hosoda et al. (2007)
based their cognitive evaluation measure on E#&glimore, Makhijani, and Longo’s (1991)
evaluative dimensions. Eagly et al. maintained &h&east six major evaluative dimensions are
made about others. These include (a) Social Canpetf including interpersonal skills and
traits (sociable, fun loving) and the successfutomes of such skills (popularity, likeability);
(b) Intellectual Competence, including intellectahllity (intelligent) and rational mental style
(logical); (c) Concern for Others, including so@ahsitivity (sensitive), nurturance (generous),
and lack of egotism (modest, not egotistic); (dedmity, including honesty (honest,
trustworthy); (e) Adjustment, including normal pegéogical functioning and indicators of
positive adjustment such as good mental health @dglsted) and high self-esteem (positive
self-regard); (f) Potency, including power (stroeglf-assertive, leader) and dominance
(dominant, acting as leader, implying dominancer @tkers).

The Present Study

As previously reviewed, social perceivers can aeitee the race of an individual by
simply hearing a person’s voice (Alvarenga, 1974¢lB 1968; Dickens & Sawyer, 1952;
Bourhis and Giles, 1976; Coleman, 1976; Hibler,@9&rsen & Larsen, 1966; Lass, Trapp,
Baldwin, Scherbick, & Wright, 1982; Stroud, 195610mas & Reaser, 2004). Additionally,
because certain vocal cues can serve as salieckersaf a speaker’s race (Ryan & Sebastian,
1980; Ryan et al., 1984), listeners are likelydtegorize a speaker on the basis of the highly
salient attribute of his voice.

This categorization is a fundamental componenhefstereotyping process and the
relationship has been well documented in the rekdderature (Allport, 1954; Hamilton &

Trolier, 1986; Stephan, 1989; Tajfel, 1978; TafieTurner, 1979; Taylor & Fiske, 1978;
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Wilder, 1981). Given previous findings regardihg tautomatic activation of stereotypes, it is
logical to assume that when a listener hears algldestinctive voice defined by its racial
category, the listener may endorse cultural stgpestbased on the categorization of the
speaker’s race. Investigating the consequencsieidotype activation as a result of vocal cues
can be applicable to many different real-world afilons, such as perceptions of individuals on
the radio, and telephone conversations with unknothiers such as telemarketers, customer
service call lines, and phone interviews with pasremployees (Chebat et al., 2007; Purnell,
ldsardi, & Baugh, 1999).

Thus, the purpose of the current research wasammme whether identifying a voice as
Black or White would be enough to activate assediatereotypes and affect perception. This
research examined the person perception of BlagR/mite voices by using previously tested
evaluative domains (Hosoda et al., 2007) in cortjonavith known stereotypes. Specifically,
the following hypotheses were tested:

Hypotheses 1a-1h: Compared to White speakersnéistevould evaluate Black speakers
more favorably on attributes related to social cetapce (H1la) and concern for others (H1b),
but less favorably on intellectual competence (Hitggrity (H1d), potency (H1e), non-
threatening (H1f), motivation (H1g), and communigat(H1h).

Researchers have also recognized that social cetatgon can lead to the activation of
specific target-related affect (Hosoda et al., 300/at is, affective reactions can result from
cognitive schema activation and have been showegatively influence intergroup relations
(Stephan & Stephan, 1985; Vanman & Miller, 199REesearch suggests that listeners
experience more negative affect after hearing goreiccented English speakers than standard

American-accented English speakers (Cargile & Gil897; Hosoda et al., 2007; Ryan & Bulik,
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1982; Sebastian, Ryan, Keogh, & Schmidt, 1980; 8tevRyan, & Giles, 1985). Since affect is
an integral part of intergroup contact which ofters a negative tone with such affective
reactions as anxiety, uneasiness, and discomfgrt &ephan & Stephan, 1985; Vanman &
Miller, 1993), it can be reasonably expected ttidisteners can detect and categorize voices by
race, Black speakers may induce more negativetaffeocial perceivers than White speakers.
As no other study has examined the effects of uarracial voices on the extent of affective
reactions, this is the first hypothesis of its kir@iven these findings, the present study also
tested the following hypothesis:

Hypotheses 2a-2b: Listeners would experience lessiye affect (H2a) and more
negative affect (H2b) as a result of hearing a BiEmeaker than a White speaker.

Pilot Study

Preliminary work was conducted to provide the vsifgg this study. First, a total of 43
undergraduate male volunteers (20 Blacks and 23aa)at the College of William and Mary
participated in exchange for partial fulfillment@jurse credit or monetary compensation. All
were native English speakers with an average ag6.87 (+1.26). The participants were
recorded in a sound-proof room using a stand-atmceophone and the software Sound Studio
installed on Mac Pro computers. During the recardiession the participants read two passages
several times with the instructions to read thegas if giving instructions to a group of

children. The first readings were of the followipgssage:

Hello. This project is being conducted at Williamd Mary on voice. It appears to be a

very simple design and | hope the results will helpupport the researcher’s ideas.
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This passage was adapted from previous reseacelugeit contained a neutral statement
that controlled for syntax, grammatical construttieocabulary and reading ability (Coleman,
1976). Additionally, the passage was kept purpdseshort to ensure that each voice was
distinctly identified by race within several seceraf hearing the speaker. Two random
orderings of the voices were compiled to avoid gimog of similar accents. Next, two
undergraduate students of the College of Williamh Btary voluntarily and independently rated
the voices by race and gender with a concordaneeof®9 percent. The number of speakers
was narrowed down to the top 12 (six white voiaes six black voices) which consisted of
having the highest accuracy rates and the leastiainod reading errors. Two random orderings
of the voices, with each of the 12 voices repeatack for a total of 24 recordings, were
compiled again and tested in a blind group of 4@@pants. From these, the four voices that
were consistently identified by race were choserilfe first study. This study used the “verbal
guise” technique which included more than one spepkr race condition. This controlled for
individual idiosyncrasies of the speakers to altoye cognitive evaluations.

Along with the recording of the first passage, dhiginal 43 speakers also recorded a
second passage with the intent for future use h pacticipant produced a longer reading of the

following passage:

The procedure is actually quite simple. First ywtange items into different groups. Of
course one pile may be sufficient depending onrnoeh there is to do. If you have to
go somewhere else due to lack of facilities th#tesnext step; otherwise, you are set. It
is important not to overdo things. That is, ibitter to do too few things at once than

too many. In the short run this may not seem itgmdtout complications will easily
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arise. A mistake can be expensive as well. &feeprocedure is complete, one arranges
the materials into their appropriate places. Evelly, they will be used once more and

the whole cycle will then have to be repeated. &l this is part of life.

This passage was chosen because it was relatigatyah without appearing “too boring”
and also satisfied the requirement of length tovalisteners to have enough exposure to make
accurate appraisals. Additionally, the passagepugsosefully ambiguous to help in the cover
story. This longer reading of the final four (ttack and two white) volunteered voices was
used in this study.

Study 1

Using theory and research on the areas of soogaliton and language, the present
study examined listeners’ cognitive and affectigaations to Black and White voices. This was
accomplished by utilizing known positive and negastereotypes of Blacks and Whites.
Specifically, it was hypothesized that Black speakeould be evaluated more positively on
attributes related to social competence (e.g., maos) sociable) and concern for others (e.qg.,
unselfish, humble), while White speakers would & @ated more positively on attributes
related to intellectual competence (e.q., intetligeducated), potency (e.g., successful,
assertive), motivation (e.g., ambitious, motivaj@dafegrity (e.g., honest, reliable), non-
threatening (e.g., safe, non-threatening), and conncation.

Method
Participants
A total of 160 college students participated inphesent study in exchange for course

credit. The sample was diverse in terms of iteietbomposition: 65% Whiten(= 104), 10%
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Black (h = 16), 7% Asianr{ = 11), 1% Hispanicr(= 2), and 16% of mixed-ethnicity or race
(n=26). One participant did not mark their raceettmicity. Sixty-five percentn(= 104) of the
participants were female. Participants did ndedigreatly in age which ranged from 18 years
to 23 yearsNl = 18.6,SD=0.96). Independemitests report no significant differences between
the speaker groups in ag€,57) = 0.42p = .68.

Materials

Topic Survey—This measure was designed to assist in the cowar that participants
were to listen as closely as possible to deterrtiadopic of the discussion. They filled out the
first page of the booklet, the topic survey, basedheir assumptions and included only two
guestions: “What topic do you think the speaker talsng about and how did you come to this
conclusion?” The true purpose was to captureisitenler’s full attention in order to accurately
gauge their cognitive and affective reactions espeakers.

Cognitive Reactions QuestionnaireA-=26-item, 7 point bipolar adjective scale
developed by Hosoda & et al. (2007) was adapteddasure participants’ cognitive reactions
towards the speakers (see Appendix I). Eaglyl.’st(@991) classification of personality
attribute dimensions was used, with the bipolaeéctiljes categorized into seven dimensions; (a)
Intellectual competence (3-items); (b) Potencytésas); (c) Social Competence (3-items); (d)
Motivation (3-items); (e) Concern for Others (5nit®); (f) Integrity (3-items); (g) Non-
threatening (4-items). Additionally, a 2-item, kilt-style measure on a 5-point scale was
included that asked participants to indicate totvexaent that they believed the speaker was a
good communicator and to what extent they beligliatithe speaker exhibited good leadership

ability.
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PANAS. —Fhe PANAS (Positive and Negative Affect Schedusedn affective reactions
measure adapted from Watson, Clark, and Tellege88)1(see Appendix Il). It consisted of 10
adjectives associated with positive affective stéiteterested, excited, strong, enthusiastic,
proud, alert, inspired, determined, attentive, active) and 10 adjectives associated with
negative affective states (distressed, upset,ygasitiared, hostile, irritable, ashamed, nervous,
jittery, and afraid). Participants were askeddi® items on a scale from 1 to 5, based on the
strength of the emotion they felt towards the speakere 1 = "very slightly or not at all," and 5
= "extremely". Initial studies in development bEtPANAS showed that the scales were highly
internally consistent, ranging from .86 to .90 tloe Positive Affect scale and .84 to .87 for the
Negative Affect scale, and were largely uncorrelgi&atson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988).
Manipulation Checks

Identification QuestionnaireSince the race of the voice was manipulated, the
identification questionnaire was used to determwhether participants could accurately identify
the speakers’ race. Additionally, for added suppmarticipants were asked to state the
speaker’s gender.

Familiarity Questionnaire.The Familiarity questionnaire was adapted from Baig’s
(1993) Interracial Contact questionnaire, but forgmses of this study, it was altered (see
Appendix Ill). The purpose of the familiarity quiesinaire was to gain a general knowledge of
the positive and close interactions participanty hmave with Black people in their life.
According to Brigham, interracial contact can lespeejudice among majority-group members,
so this questionnaire was designed to assessl#t®nship between racial attitudes and

interracial contact experiences.
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Procedure

The testing sessions took place in a classroomavibud speaker situated above the
participants’ heads. The audio recordings wereipudeted from a computer seen only by the
researcher and played over the loud speaker. ddoeded voices were played twice for each
condition, while the participants were instructednly listen to determine the topic of the
discussion and to form an impression of the speakesmall groups ranging between five and
ten students, participants were randomly assigmé@ar only one of the four possible voices.
The participants were told that the purpose ofetkigeriment was to study the ability of people to
decode the topic of a seemingly random proceduld@study the formation of first
impressions based on an audio tape of a spealemfdimation that could identify the race of
the speakers (e.g., name) was included in thedexpor given during the instructions.
Participants were told they would be asked to cetepdeveral questionnaires after listening to
the recording and they were strongly advised teti€losely to determine the topic of the
speaker.

After the instructions, participants were askeddmplete a consent form and were then
provided with a booklet containing the questionesir The booklets contained an instruction
sheet with several questionnaires to assess taations to the speaker, and lastly, a self-report
demographic questionnaire. Once the questionnases completed, participants were provided
with a written debriefing statement and thankedtfi@ir participation.

Results
Manipulation Checks
Speaker Identificatior-One hundred percent of the participams{60) correctly

identified the speakers as male. Ninety-one peraitie participantsn(= 82) in the White
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male condition identified the speakers as White @6#b of the participantsi(= 78) in the Black
male condition identified the speakers as Black.
Tests of Hypotheses

Cognitive reactions to the speakefTable 1 presents correlations for the measured
variables. As can be seen in Table 1, all of #méables concerned with cognitive reactions were
significantly correlated with those dealing witketaffective reactions. As would be expected,
intellectual competence, potency, social competemodivation, concern for others, integrity,
communication, and leadership were positively dateel with positive affect, and non-
threatening was negatively correlated with negatiect.

Table 2 shows descriptive statistics for the cogmiand affective outcomes as a function
of speakers’ race. Item scores were summed andgae for each dimension with the higher
score indicating more favorable evaluations ofdpeaker. Hypotheses 1la through 1h predicted
that, compared to White speakers, listeners wouddate Black speakers more favorably on
attributes related to social competence (H1a) amdern for others (H1b), but less favorably on
intellectual competence (H1c), integrity (H1d), gqoty (H1e), non-threatening (H1f), motivation
(H1g), and communication (H1h).

These hypotheses were partially supported (seed-R)u Independertitests indicated
effects of speaker’s race on intellectual competeits58) = 4.17p <.001, integrity(157) =
2.20,p <.05, potencyt(158) = -2.54p <.05, being nonthreatenini§158) = 3.79p <.001,
motivation,t(158) = 2.13p <.05, and communicatiot(;158) = 2.39p <.05. However, there
were no significant differences in participantsmgs of White speakers relative to Black
speakers on the dimensions of social compete(ids8) = -1.21p =.23, and concern for others,

t(158) = 0.83p =.41.
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Consistent with the hypotheses, White speakers wevged as being more intellectually
competent,i1 = 5.4,SD= 0.9), having more integrityM = 5.2,SD = 0.9), having less potency,
(M =4.1,SD=0.9), being less threateninty] € 5.7,SD= 1.0), having more motivationyl(=
4.6,SD=1.1), and being better communicatohd, 3.1,SD = 0.8) than Black speaker$) &
4.7,SD=11,M=48,SD=1.1;M=45,SD=0.9;M =5.0,SD=1.2,M =4.3,SD=1.0;M =
2.8,SD= 1.0; respectively).

Additionally, all scores were summed and averagea@ ftotal Cognitive Reactions score
with the higher score indicating the more positnble speaker was perceived on all dimensions.
Independent-tests indicated that White speakdvs< 4.8,SD = 0.6) were evaluated more
positively than the Black speakerd] € 4.6,SD= 0.7),t(158) = 2.24p < .05.

In summary, compared to Black speakers, White sgreakere rated more positively on
intellectual competence, motivation, integrity,ienon-threatening, and communication but
more negatively on potency. Furthermore, Whiteakpes were overall rated more positively
than the Black speakers.

Affective reactions to the speaketdypotheses 2a-2b predicted that listeners would
experience less positive affect (H2a) and more thagaffect (H2b) as a result of hearing a
Black speaker than a White speaker. However, tesuicated that these hypotheses were not
supported, as there were no significant differermcepositive affectt(158) = 0.26p =.80, or
negative affectt(158) = 0.31p =.76, between the Black and White speaker.

Familiarity with Blacks—This questionnaire excluded several items frongtBam’s
(1993) original measure. Questions 1, 3, 5, an@i? not retained because the percentage of
Black students within one participant’s school rhayequal to that of another participant’s

percentage, but if the total number of studenltarger for the first participant than for the



Black and White Voices 22

second participant, theoretically, the first pap@nt has a significantly lesser chance of
interracial contact and a decreased chance of aiher-race friends. Additionally, question
12 was eliminated because of its subjective qualltyerefore, the remaining items on the
guestionnaire were split into two groups to gereetab separate scores. First, a Childhood
Familiarity score was obtained by summing and ayiagpquestions 2, 4, and 6. Second, an
Adulthood Familiarity score was obtained by summang averaging questions 8 (a, b, c, d, e),
9, 10, and 11. This final measure was examined@sssible predictor variable, but no
significant effects were found.

Additional findings

Although not hypothesized, exploratory analysessveenducted to explore if there were
possible gender or race differences by listen&tsat is, a 2 (Speaker Race: White, Black) X 2
(Listener Gender: male, female) X 2 (Listener Rattbite, non-White) analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was conducted. Results indicated main éfeaf listener's gendeF(1,159) = 6.27p
<.05. Therefore, simple main effect analyses vamia@yzed to explore these differences.

Male and Female Listeners-Simple main effect analyses revealed that maids a
females did not differ significantly in their ragja for the White speakers, but found that females
did evaluate Black speakers more positively onagerttributes than male listeners. The
positively rated attributes were related to intllal competenceM = 5.0,SD= 1.2 vsM = 4.3,
SD=0.9),t(75) = 2.33p < .05, motivation,i1 = 4.5,SD= 1.1 vsM = 4,SD= 1.0),t(75) = 2.03,

p < .05, concern for otherdfi(= 4.7,SD= 0.9 vsM = 4.1,SD= 0.7),t(75) = 2.94p < .01, being
non-threateningM = 5.3,SD= 1.3 vsM = 4.6,SD=1.1),t(75) = 2.50,p < .05, and positive

affect, M =2.0,SD=0.8 vsM = 1.7,SD= 0.6),t(75) = 2.09p < .05.
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Discussion

The purpose of the present study was to examin¢éhwhelentifying a voice as Black or
White would be enough to activate associated stgres and, in turn, affect person perception.
This was tested by using previously tested evalaatomains (Hosoda et al., 2007) in
conjunction with known stereotypes. Specificailywas hypothesized that Black speakers
would be evaluated more positively on attributeatesl to social competence and concern for
others, while White speakers would be evaluatecerpositively on attributes related to
intellectual competence, potency, motivation, intggand non-threatening. Results of the
present study indicate that participants were abt®orrectly identify the race of the speaker in
most cases. Additionally, speaker’s race had itambiconsequences for person perception.
That is, although the content of the speech wasdhee, participants consistently endorsed
negative stereotypes about the Black speakers igngrant, lazy, dishonest, dangerous). It was
found that compared to Black speakers, White speakere rated more positively on
intellectual competence, motivation, integrity,ienon-threatening, and communication but
more negatively on potency. No differences wetetbon the attributes related to social
competence and concern for others.

Results also indicated that female participantoeset] less negative stereotypes about
the Black speakers than male participants. Thudirfig is not surprising and supports research
indicating that females are less prejudiced thalesnand are less likely to endorse negative
stereotypes (Cowan & Hodge, 1996; Herek, 1998)seRehers have suggested that women may
be less prejudiced because they are members af-daminant group and are more likely to
have experienced prejudice. This, in turn, may ks@m to have greater empathy towards

stereotyped groups and identify with targets ofyatiee (Cowan & Hodge, 1996).
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Unfortunately, many cultural stereotypes are pathe socialization process that appears
to begin in early childhood (Ehrlich, 1973). Negatstereotypes primarily remain because they
reflect current social circumstances in which BRake overrepresented in crime, low
educational achievement, unemployment, and therlsa@o-economic classes. Stereotypes are
not easy to change and even when the overt expregkstereotypes have become socially
unacceptable, unconscious associations and biasgzecsist (Dovidio & Gaertner, 1986;
Greenwald & Banji, 1995). However, biases candakiced by exposing people to counter-
stereotypic examples (Power, Murphy, & Coover, 1998ne example of this is the media with
its strong cultural influence on societal opinidPositive messages can directly challenge
negative stereotypes of Blacks.

An unexpected finding that emerged from the prestmy is that participants rated
Black speakers as more potent than White speaKéris. surprising finding that Black speakers
are seen as having more potency through power @amihdnce, may be in part, attributable to
our changing culture in which a multiracial male turrent United States president, can be
voted into office on the premise of his leaderstapabilities. As this study was conducted
during the presidential elections, in which a pesitpotent minority was depicted often in the
media, this may have served as a salient exempldiné Black male category, which led to a
more positive evaluation of the Black male targetlee dimension of potency.

Although the media in this case may have servedwverse the polarity of a negative
stereotype, this method is not easily manipulat#&dother method for combating negative
cultural stereotypes is through a process knowreespective taking. Research has shown that
taking the perspective of a stigmatized out grogonoer can reduce negative attitudes held

about that individual (Batson, Polycarpou, Harmonek, Imhoff, Mitchener, Bednar, et al.,
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1997; Eisenberg, Carlo, Murphy, & Van Court, 198&enber, Zhou, & Koller, 2001; Galinsky
& Moskowitz, 2000; Weyant, 2007). According to Véey (2007), “perspective taking involves
attempts to imagine oneself in the shoes of an@hdmay entail efforts to think from the other
person’s point of view, to envision oneself in tther person’s circumstances, and to feel what
the other person is feeling.” This perspectivertgkeduces stereotypes by blurring distinctions
typically made between perceptions of self and mambf an out group (Galinsky & Ku, 2004;
Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000).

In Weyant's (2007) study, participants heard an@uetording of either a native or non-
native speaker of English and then wrote a parégagput the speaker either with instructions
to take the speaker’s perspective or with no petspgetaking instructions. It was found that
participants rated the native English speaker rhagiely than the non-native speaker, but in the
perspective taking-condition, the non-native speakes rated more highly than the non-native
speaker in the no perspective-taking condition.

Based on this research, Study 2 was designed lioatgpthe findings of Study 1 while
simultaneously examining the influence of a perspedaking condition on the activation
stereotypes. It was hypothesized that participhe#sing a Black speaker in a perspective-
taking condition compared to a non-perspectiverAgkiondition, would rate the Black speaker
more positively. Additionally, based on the aviléaevidence and support in the research
literature, it was expected that there would belifferences between the perspective-taking
condition and the non-perspective-taking condifmmwWhite speakers.

Another goal of Study 2 was to study the potergtitdcts of stereotype activation on
behavior. The findings from the first study dentoaigd that social perceivers quickly formed

an impression about the target individuals, anslithpression was mostly consistent with the
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stereotypes about that individual’s racial grodjhat is, Black male individuals were rated as
being more threatening, having less intellectuahgetence, motivation, and integrity, and were
seen as poor communicators. Participants evalulagespeakers in this study with a pencil and
paper questionnaire of trait adjectives, which aaxplicit measure requiring the participant to
rate the speaker based on the impression of tlee vdiherefore, although this study indicated
that participants were categorizing the targetsciwled to stereotype-consistent judgments
about the individuals, it did not examine the effiat this stereotype activation may have on
potential behavior.

Past research has found that the activation ofstygpes that lead to automatic
associations of target individuals, (see Bargh418& a review), can have consequences for
person perception that also affect behavioral tecids, even when the individual is not aware of
the perceptual process (Bargh, 1989; Strack & Ha@nd 996). For example, in Bargh, Chen,
and Burrows’ (Study 2; 1996) study, when particiigamere primed with an elderly stereotype,
they were observed to move more slowly down thinagl when leaving the experiment than
did control participants, which was consistent with content of that stereotype.

Therefore, another goal of the second study wasptiicate the findings of Study 1 while
simultaneously examining the influence of stereetgptivation on an implicit behavioral
measure.

One way to achieve an implicit behavior promptedteyeotype activation is using
seating distance as a measuring tool. Seatingndisthas been used to examine the implicit
behavior of participants primed with the stereotgpekin heads in relation to the seating
position of a skin head (Macrae, Bodenhausen, M8né&etten, 1994), to examine how close

individuals would sit to another person when primagtth independent or social primes (Holland,
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Roeder, van Baaren, Brandt, & Hannover, 2004) arekémine the influence of race and sex on
physical distances (Hendricks & Bootzin, 1976).

Although Hendricks and Bootzin’s (1976) study fouhdt both White and Black
participants sat further away from a Black confatkethan a White confederate, this study is
somewhat outdated by the changing culture. Howelierresults from the present study suggest
that negative stereotypical traits are still enddra/hich could influence a similar implicit
behavior. While the present study demonstratectit@matic activation of stereotypes, it is still
unclear if this would lead to an individual to &itther away from the target when negatively
stereotyped.

Study 2
Overview

A second study was designed to accomplish two gddlst, this study examined the
automatic activation of stereotypes of Black andté/tioices by means of an explicit measure
(i.e., the Cognitive Reactions questionnaire), amdmnplicit behavioral measure (i.e., seating
distance). Second, this study manipulated pergetetking in order to examine this as a
moderating variable.

Specifically, the following hypotheses were tested:

Hypotheses 1a-1h: In the non-perspective-takinglitiom, listeners would evaluate the
Black speaker more favorably on the attribute eglab potency (H1a) when compared to the
White speaker, and listeners would evaluate thet&\#peaker more favorably on attributes
related to intellectual competence (H1b), integfijtc), motivation (H1d), non-threatening

(H1e), and communication (H1f) when compared toBlaek speaker. Additionally, it was not
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expected that there would be differences betweeBlhck and White speaker on attributes
related to social competence (H1g) and concerotfugrs (H1h).

Hypotheses 2a-2b: In the perspective-taking comlifisteners would evaluate the Black
speaker more favorably on all the measured cognéttributes (i.e., intellectual competence,
social competence, integrity, motivation, non-tte@ag, potency, concern for others, and
communication) compared to the Black speaker imtreperspective-taking condition (H2a).
Additionally, it was not expected that there woh&ldifferences on the evaluations between the
perspective-taking condition and the non-perspediking condition for the White speaker
(H2b).

Hypotheses 3a-3c: Overall, compared to the Whigalsgr, listeners would have a
greater seating distance from the Black speakea)HAdditionally, in the non-perspective-
taking condition, listeners would have a greatetiag distance from the Black speaker than in
the perspective-taking condition (H3b) and it was expected that there would be differences in
seating distance between the perspective-takinditton and the non-perspective-taking
condition for the White speaker (H2c).

Hypotheses 4: Consistent with Study 1, there woelao differences in listeners’
affective reactions to the Black speaker and thet&\dpeaker.

Method
Participants

Approximately 160 participants were recruited frtma undergraduate pool who took
part in exchange for course credit. Several ppgids were eliminated for various reasons.
Recognition of any voice led to the eliminationwb participants. Interruptions during the

study (e.g., a third party presence not accourdeduring other experiments, sickness, not
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following directions, and recognition of the studigsign from Study 1) led to the elimination of
seven participants. Guessing an aspect of the skesign (e.g., race, stereotypes, seating
distance) led to the elimination of three partiofsa Lastly, participants who did not appear to
follow the directions of the perspective-takingn@n-perspective-taking conditions led to the
elimination of 14 and 23 participants respectiveiMter eliminating participants for reasons
listed above, the final analyses were conducteld itl participants (female, 73; male, 36;
White, 86; non-White, 23).

The sample was diverse in terms of its ethnic cattipm: 77.5% Whiter{ = 86), 6.3%
Black (n=7), 6.3% Asianr( = 7), 2.7% Hispanicr(= 3), and 5.4% of mixed-ethnicity or rage (
= 6). Two participants did not mark their racestiinicity. Sixty-six percenn(= 73) of the
participants were female. Participants did ndedigreatly in age which ranged from 18 years
to 22 yearsNl = 18.9,SD= 1.02). Independemitests report no significant differences between
the speaker groupg109) = -1.05p = .30, or condition groups in ag€109) = -0.10p = .92.
Materials

Audio Recordings.Fhe audio recordings were the same recordingsinsstlidy 1, but
only two of the four voices (one White male, onadk male) were chosen based on the length
of the passage (41 seconds).

Writing Task.—Fhe writing task was entitled “A Day in the Life tife Speaker” and
directed participants to write a paragraph aboudtvpinocedure the speaker was talking about
and how it could be part of the speaker’s dailg.lifVith half of the participants, the instructions
also included a request that participants try emwihings from the perspective of the speaker as

if they were “walking in his shoes.” To bolsterstimanipulation, the instructions also directed
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participants to write in the first person; for exae) using “I” and “me” when referring to he or
him. The other half of participants were givenparspective-taking instructions.

Psychological Distress MeasureRatrticipants used a 7-point scale frormét(at all) to
7 (extremely to rate their level of stress, anger, calm (regescored), and anxiety to the meeting
the speaker (see Appendix IV).

Identification Questionnaire.Fhe identification questionnaire asked participaitsut
the speaker’s gender and race. Additionally, vemald be an indicator of a person’s
attractiveness (Zuckerman, Larrance, Spiegel & idkom, 1981) and the intensity of the voice
can influence positive or negative identificati@hgbat et al., 2007), which can both affect the
social perceiver’s perception of the speaker. Aerdrol measure, the identification
guestionnaire asked about the participants’ peecefavorability and likeability of the target
voice. This measure also included a question ggkamticipants if they recognized the speaker
and, if so, asked them to indicate the name o$peaker.

Internal and External Motivation to Respond WithBugjudice Scales.—Fhis 10-item
measure asked participants to indicate their ageaémith statements on a 7-point scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagregto 7 Gtrongly agreg (see Appendix V). The IMS assesses personal
motivation to respond without prejudice and inclsittems such as “I attempt to act in
nonprejudiced ways toward Black people becausegersonally important to me” and “Being
nonprejudiced toward Black people is important §pgsalf-concept.” The EMS focuses instead
on external pressure to respond without prejudnckiacludes items such as “If | acted
prejudiced toward Black people, | would be concdriat others would be angry with me” and
“l attempt to appear nonprejudiced toward Blackgdean order to avoid disapproval from

others.”
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Attitude Towards Blacks scaleFre ATB is an explicit measure of race bias in Whic
participants indicate their agreement with statesen a 7-point scale ranging fromstrongly
disagree to 7 Gtrongly agreg(see Appendix VI). Sample ATB items include “Btaand white
people are inherently equal” and “It would not tme if my new roommate was black.”

Feeling Thermometer ScaleRarticipants were asked to indicate the “warmth or
positivity” versus the “coolness or negativity” thieir feelings associated with different ethnic
groups (see Appendix VII). The groups that wetedancluded Whites and Blacks as target
categories. Ratings were assessed with 7-poiteésscanging from 1very cold to 7 {very
warm) or 1 (very positive¢ to 7 {very negativg
Procedure

Each participant was randomly assigned to heaobheo pre-recorded audio recordings
of either a Black speaker or a White Speaker. #althlly, participants were assigned to either
the perspective-taking condition or the non-pergpedaking condition.

Participants individually completed this study. @mtering the laboratory they first
signed a consent form, then were informed that theyld hear an audio recording and that the
purpose of the study was to assess their attitadésnotivation towards a speaker based on the
voice that they hear. Additionally, they were tthdt they would hear the same exact passage
twice and to listen closely to the speaker to dhetee the topic of the passage.

Once the recoding played twice, the participantsevgeven a response booklet with the
Writing Task, which they had 10 minutes to compleitae experimenter left the room and
returned eight to 10 minutes later. At the enthefwriting task, the participants were told that
they would now have the opportunity to meet theakpeand discuss the procedure with them.

The experimenter instructed the participant toolwlthem to an adjacent room. This room was
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designated as the room for meeting the speakeon @ptering, the participant saw only two
chairs in an otherwise empty room. The dimensafriee room were 16 feet by 12.5 feet. One
chair was stationary in the center of the room |evtiie second chair was in the furthest corner
of the room from the point of entry (see picturd-igure 5).

The experimenter informed the participant thatdéeter chair was reserved for the
speaker and to go ahead and move the remainingtohahere they felt comfortable. Once the
participant moved the chair, the experimenter hdride participant a second response booklet
with a psychological distress measure and an ifilesition questionnaire and asked the
participant to complete it before the speaker adiwhich would be in approximately five
minutes. The experimenter exited the room attthre.

Once three to five minutes had elapsed, the exeaten returned and stated that the
speaker was being “held-up” and that to keep théysgoing on time, asked that the participant
complete the third response booklet, which conththe Cognitive Reaction questionnaire, the
PANAS, and a self-report demographics questionnditee participant was asked to complete
these measures based on their impression of tice Wwat they heard. Again, the experimenter
left the room. After eight to 10 minutes, the esipenter returned and told the participant that it
appeared that the speaker became sick and thpatheipant would be moved to a waiting room
to wait and see if the speaker would be able endtt At this time, the second and third response
booklets were collected.

Once the participant was moved to the waiting rothra,experimenter then measured the
distances between the two chairs. This was domadasuring the furthest point between the
seats of the two chairs and measuring the closast petween the seats of the two chairs, and

then recording these distances in inches. Therempeter then returned to the waiting room
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and informed the participant that the speaker wooldbe able to make it. The participant was
then probed about their suspicions of the experiraed then received a written debriefing
statement. After the participant had read theidébg statement, the experimenter then asked if
the participant would fill out some additional gtiesnaires as a favor to another researcher
since there was some time left in the study. Nhat jparticipant declined. This booklet of
guestionnaires included the Internal and Externaliwtion to Respond without Prejudice
scales, the Attitude Towards Blacks scale, theikgdlhermometer Scale adapted from
Gawronski, Peters, Brochu, and Strack (2008) aad-dmiliarity questionnaire. Once the
booklet was completed, the participants were thari&etheir participation.

Results
Manipulation Checks

Speaker Identificatior—Ninety-nine percent of the participants<110) correctly
identified the speakers as male. Ninety-sevengoermaf the participantsi(= 59) in the White
male condition identified the speakers as White @2 of the participants1(= 52) in the Black
male condition identified the speakers as Black.

Speaker Likeability—This was a control measure to estimate the pexddikkeability of
the speaker before completing the evaluationsetgeaker. The two items were summed and
averaged with the lower score indicating the mikeable the participants perceived the speaker.
Results from an independent sampitsst indicated that the only significant differermccurred
between the perspective conditions. Participattdrthe speaker more favorably in the
perspective-taking conditionM(= 3.2,SD = 1.1), than in the non-perspective-taking cooditi

(M = 3.6,SD= 1.0),t(108) = -2.07p < .05.
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Writing Task.—n the perspective-taking conditions participanesevasked to write
about a day in the life of the speaker as if theyeathe speaker and were specifically instructed
to do so by using first-person pronouns. In congparconditions, participants were asked to
write about a day in the life of the speaker withive perspective-taking instructions. Word
counts of paragraphs show that some participadtadati follow the instructions. Therefore,
participants in the perspective-taking conditiothva ratio of first person pronouns to total word
counts that did not exceed 5.0% were eliminategh fitoe data analyses. Participants in the non-
perspective-taking condition with a ratio of fim#rson pronouns to total word counts that
exceeded 2.0% were also eliminated from the datlys@s. This resulted in a total elimination
of 37 participants (perspective-taking, 14; nonspective-taking, 23).

In the remaining data set, no participant in thespective-taking condition used less than
5.0% of his or her total words as first person prors with an average usage of 8.0%. Also, no
participant in the non-perspective-taking conditimed more than 2.0% of his or her total words
as first person pronouns with an average usageéaf)
Tests of Hypotheses

Cognitive reactions to the speakefTable 4 presents Pearson correlations for the
measured variables. As can be seen in Table df t#ie variables concerned with cognitive
reactions were significantly correlated with thdsaling with the affective reactions. As would
be expected, intellectual competence, potencyakocmpetence, motivation, concern for
others, integrity, and leadership were positivayrelated with positive affect. Additionally,
non-threatening had a negative relationship withatige affect, although this was not a

significant correlationg = .22).
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Hypotheses 1a through 1h predicted that in thepeyspective-taking condition,
listeners would evaluate the Black speaker morer&bly on the attribute related to potency
(H1a) when compared to the White speaker, anchikssewould evaluate the White speaker
more favorably on attributes related to intellettt@ampetence (H1b), integrity (H1c),
motivation (H1d), non-threatening (H1e), and comioation (H1f) when compared to the Black
speaker. Additionally, there were no expecteceddihices to occur between the Black and White
speaker on attributes related to social competértg) and concern for others (H1h).

These hypotheses in the non-perspective-takingitonavere only partially supported
(see Figure 4) in that the White speaker was eteduaore favorably on intellectual
competenceM = 5.3,SD= 0.7) when compared to the Black speakér(4.6,SD= 0.8),t1(49)
= 3.44,p <.001, and no significant differences were fobetiveen the Black and White speaker
on social competencé(= 4.0,SD=1.1 vsM = 4.2,SD=0.9),t(49) = 0.42p = .67. However,
the rest of the hypotheses were not supportedcifiadly, the Black speaker was rated more
favorably on concern for otherd/ (= 4.8,SD = 0.8), than the White speake¥] € 4.4,SD=
0.6),t(49) = -2.05p < .05. However, the Black speaker was not ratecterfavorably on
potency M = 4.4,SD= 0.8), when compared to the White speakér(4.3,SD= 0.7),t(49) = -
0.23,p = .82, and in fact there were no significant défeces. Additionally, there were no
significant differences between ratings of the Wisppeaker on attributes related to integiily (
=4.8,SD= 0.8), motivationi = 4.8,SD = 0.6), non-threatening{= 5.3,SD= 1.0), or
communicationi = 3.2,SD = 0.8) when compared to the Black speakér(4.8,SD= 0.8;M
=4.3,SD=1.1;M=5.0,SD=1.1;M = 3.1,SD= 0.8; respectively; atlvalues < 2.00, alps >

.05).
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Lastly, all scores were summed and averaged fotah€Cognitive Reaction score with
the higher score indicating the more positivelyspeaker was perceived on all dimensions.
Independent-tests indicated that there were no significarfedénces for the Black speaker or
the White speaker between the perspective condition

In summary, in the non-perspective-taking conditibve White speaker was rated more
positively than the Black speaker only on intellttcompetence and the Black speaker was
rated more positively than the White speaker orceonfor others. Beyond that, no significant
differences were found between the White speaketizenBlack speaker on motivation,
integrity, potency, social competence, non-thraatgrand communication.

Hypotheses 2a-2b: In the perspective-taking comdliit was predicted that listeners
would evaluate the Black speaker more favorablglbthe measured cognitive attributes (i.e.,
intellectual competence, social competence, infggnotivation, non-threatening, potency,
concern for others, and communication) compardgtddlack speaker in the non-perspective-
taking condition (H2a). Additionally, there were axpected differences to occur on the
evaluations between the perspective-taking condaind the non-perspective-taking condition
for the White speaker (H2b).

Independent-tests did not find support for Hypothesis 2a. dimificant differences
were found on the evaluations for the Black spelkéreen the perspective-taking condition
and the non-perspective-taking condition, gllglues < 2.00, alps > .05). However,
independent-tests did support Hypothesis 2b in that no sigaift differences were found for
the White speaker in the perspective-taking omitve-perspective-taking conditions, (eflalues

< 2.00, allps > .05).
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In summary, the cognitive evaluations for the Rlaod White speaker did not vary by
either the perspective-taking or the non-perspedaking conditions.

Seating Distance to the SpeakeHypotheses 3a through 3c predicted that listeners
would have a greater seating distance from thekBdpeaker (H3a) than the White speaker.
Additionally, in the non-perspective-taking condntj listeners would have a greater seating
distance from the Black speaker than in the petsmetaking condition (H3b) and there were no
expected differences to occur in seating distaeteden the perspective-taking condition and
the non-perspective-taking condition for the Wispeaker (H3c).

These hypotheses were only partially supported siyaificant differences emerged with
independent-tests on the seating distances for listeners legtwee Black 1 = 60.82,SD =
15.7) and White speake¥i(= 62.63,SD= 15.7),t(109) = 0.65,p = .52. Additionally, there
were no significant differences between the petspetaking M = 62.38,SD= 16.1) and non-
perspective-taking conditions for the Black spedkér 58.86,SD= 15.2),t(50) = 0.80,p =
.43. However, results indicated that Hypothesisvds supported. As expected, there were no
significant differences between the perspectiveatakM = 59.51,SD = 10.0) and non-
perspective-taking conditions for the White spedkér 66.07,SD= 16.1),t(57) =-1.90,p =
.06. In summary, participants’ seating distanadadt vary by the speaker’s race or the
perspective condition.

Affective reactions to the speaketdypotheses 4 predicted that listeners would
experience no differences in affective reactiortsvben the Black and White speakers.
Independent-tests supported this hypothesis. No significaffiéiences were found on positive
affect,t(109) = -0.62p =.54), or negative affed(109) = -.029p =.78), between the Black and

White speaker.
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Psychological Distress Measureltem scores were summe@dlmwas reverse scored)
and averaged with the higher score indicating tieatgr the distress felt by the participant prior
to meeting the speaker. Reliability statisticaeated that the measure yielded a Cronbach’s
alpha of .78. This measure was examined as alpesaitcome variable. A 2 (speaker’s race:
Black, White) x 2 (perspective condition: non-pasp/e-taking, perspective-taking) univariate
analysis of variance was conducted with the distee®rage as the dependent variable. This
yielded no main effect of speaker’s raéq1, 111) = 2.40p = .12, and no main effect of
perspective taking conditiof, (1, 111) = 0.74p = .43.

However, there was a marginally significant intéiat of speaker’s race and perspective
condition,F (1, 111) = 3.87p = .07. Simple main effect analyses indicated thatall, females
felt more distress before meeting any spealker 3.2,SD=1.1), than males = 2.4,SD=
1.2),1(58) = 2.73,p < .01, and specifically, females felt more distriestore meeting the Black
speakeril = 2.9,SD=0.9), than males( = 2.3,SD=1.1),t(50) = 2.16,p < .05.).

Additionally, females in the perspective-taking diion felt more distress before meeting the
Black speakerM = 3.0,SD= 1.0), than males didM= 2.0,SD= 1.1),t(27) = 2.51,p < .05.).
Prejudice Measures

Familiarity with Blacks—As before, this measure generated two scores.fifBtea
Childhood Familiarity score, was obtained by sungrand averaging items 2, 4, and 6, and
second, an Adulthood Familiarity score, was obfioye summing and averaging items 8, 9, 10,
and 11.

Internal and External Motivation to Respond WithBugjudice Scales.Fhe first five
items were summed and averaged for an InternaMstiodin to Respond without Prejudice score

(IMS) with the higher score indicating the moreeimal motivation the participant has to
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respond without prejudice. Additionally, the I&ise items were summed and averaged (item 7
reverse scored) for an External Motivation to Respwithout Prejudice score (EMS) with the
higher score indicating the more external motivatize participant has to respond without
prejudice.

Attitudes Towards Blacks Scaldtem scores were summed (items 1, 2, 5, 8, 9,30, 1
14, 16, and 19 reverse scored) and averaged véthigiher score indicating a higher prejudice
level.

Feeling Thermometer Scaleltem scores were summee@dsitive-Negativeeverse
scored) and averaged for both Whites and BlacKs thié higher score indicating a more
positive feeling towards the intended racial group.

These measures were examined as possible predactables. Regressions were run
predicting each dependent variable from the prediriables (i.e., speaker’s race, perspective
condition, and the prejudice measures). None@ptiejudice measure contributed a significant
amount of variance, however, one regression modétated significance. A regression
analysis was conducted that regressed intellechrapetence on the perspective taking
condition, the speaker’s race, and Childhood Famiii. It was found that 14% of the variance
of intellectual competence is explained by conditithe speaker’s race, and Childhood
Familiarity.

Additional findings

Black and White Speakerindependent-tests revealed that the White speaker was rated
more positively (see Figure 5) on attributes reldteintellectual competenceM (= 5.3,SD=
0.8),t(109) = 3.01p < .05, motivation,i = 4.7,SD= 0.9),t(109) = 2.11p < .05, and non-

threatening, Nl = 5.5,SD = 1.0),t(109) = 2.66p < .01, than the Black speakeiM € 4.8,SD =
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1.0;M=4.4,SD=1.0;M =5.0,SD= 1.2; respectively). Additionally, the White spper was
overall rated more positively as evident by thengigantly higher score on the Cognitive
Reactions questionnairévi(= 4.8,SD= 0.6),t(109) = 2.02p < .05, when compared to the Black
speakeril = 4.5,SD=0.7).

Discussion

In the first study it was established that soce&lkpivers were able to correctly identify a
speaker’s race and this had important consequdocpsrson perception as indicated by the
activation of cultural stereotypes measured byadbgnitive Reactions questionnaire. Based on
this, the present study was designed to accomplisigoals. First was to examine the automatic
activation of stereotypes of Black and White voibgsneans of an explicit measure (i.e., the
Cognitive Reactions questionnaire), and an implieltavioral measure (i.e., seating distance).
Second, this study manipulated perspective-takimgyder to examine this as a moderating
variable.

It was found that in the non-perspective-takingdibon, the White speaker was seen as
having higher intellectual competence and the Biasaker was seen as having more concern
for others. For the rest of the dimensions, nfedehces were found between the Black and
White speakers. The fact that the non-perspetékieg condition was theoretically a
replication of Study 2, it was disappointing todfithat only one dimension appeared to remain
the same. However, it should be noted that thedson of potency on the Cognitive Reactions
guestionnaire had a very low reliability alpha leveStudy 2, which may have contributed to
the contradictory findings.

Next, it was found that the evaluations of the Blapeaker did not vary by either

perspective-taking condition and the evaluationthefWhite speaker did not vary by either
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perspective-taking condition. The findings of Black speaker were not in accordance with
previous research that predicted more favorabliatians of the out group member in the
perspective-taking condition compared to the narsmective-taking condition. However, this
same research has consistently found no differanaagluations for the in-group, and that was
supported (Batson et al., 1997; Eisenberg, Carlarphly, & Van Court, 1995; Eisenber, Zhou,
& Koller, 2001; Galinsky & Ku, 2004; Galinsky & M&switz, 2000; Weyant, 2007).

Third, it was found that participants’ seating distes did not vary by the speaker’s race
or the perspective condition, and lastly, it wasno that listeners experienced no differences in
affective reactions between the Black speaker haed\thite speaker.

Results of the present study supported few of tbeipus findings. The results indicated
that participants were able to correctly identtig race of the speaker in most cases and again,
this had important consequences for person peosepis before, the content of the speech was
the same and participants consistently endorseativegstereotypes about the Black speaker
(e.g., ignorant, uneducated, threatening) on tipi@xmeasure, but this was not found on the
implicit measure of seating distance.

Furthermore, it was disappointing to find that thenipulation of the perspective-taking
conditions did not increase the positive evaluaiohthe Black speaker in the perspective-
taking condition compared to the non-perspectik@tacondition. Nor did the evaluations
between the White speaker and the Black speakBeiperspective-taking condition show more
positive attributions. Previous research has shibvanhthe manipulation of perspective-taking
condition has helped to reduce stereotypes byibfudistinctions typically made between
perceptions of self and members of an out groupifi&ey & Ku, 2004; Galinsky & Moskowitz,

2000), but for this study, the manipulation failédfact, the significant difference found was
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that the Black speaker was seen as having ledeoital competence, less motivation, and
being more threatening than the White speaker dégss of perspective taking condition.
However, it is interesting to note that there wasgaificant increase of likeability towards both
speakers in the perspective-taking condition coegé&r the non-perspective-taking condition,
but this did not affect the overall evaluations.

Surprisingly, an interesting finding is that, altigh participants still rated the Black
speaker as more threatening than the White spethleeseating distances between the White and
Black speakers did not significantly differ by skegs race or the perspective condition. Itis
possible that since the Black speaker was seeavaisgimore concern for others, even if only in
the non-perspective-taking condition, that thisofable evaluation offset the manipulation of the
implicit behavior measure.

Furthermore, Study 2 did not replicate Study 1sliings in that males and females
differed in their evaluations of the Black and Vhspeaker. It is possible that because overall,
females felt more distress before meeting the sgeakd filling out the cognitive evaluations
than males, that this may have altered femalesqreperceptions of the Black speaker.

General Discussion

In sum, the present studies make clear that immultiracial society, race is a readily
recognizable cue for racial group membership ang Imesassociated with person perceptions of
and judgments about a speaker. More importandssgn perceptions of Blacks still include the
social stereotypes associated with the perceivadlraentity of individuals by vocal cues.
However, there are some limitations to runninguagbf this kind.

Surprisingly, for some variables, there was a laickonsistency between Study 1 and

Study 2, though the methods were similar. Howewee, explanation for the lack of devaluation
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of the Black speaker on certain dimensions in dw®sd study compared to the first study may
be the differences in the experimental designstFinere were slight differences in the writing
tasks between the two studies. Although it wasetqul for the writing task to differ in the
perspective-taking condition in Study 2, Studywi#ting task and Study 2’s non-perspective-
taking condition instructions might not have beemparable enough to produce the expected
results. Second, in Study 1, the participantsdilbut the questionnaires immediately after
hearing the speaker’s voice, while in Study 2,gh#gicipants changed rooms and waited for the
speaker to arrive before completing the questioesawith the Cognitive Reactions measure.
These differences posed potential problems fosthay, in that the design may have
inadvertently interfered with the normally effe@imeasures of the first study.

Taken together, the two studies presented hererade it clear that social perceivers
are able to easily categorize the race of speakershort period of time. Furthermore, this
research also suggests that the identificatiomohdividual’s race activates specific stereotypes,
which can, in turn, affect person perception. Dateing which cues listeners use to identify a
speaker’s race is experimentally difficult, andréfere makes the task of reducing stereotypes
even more difficult. Unfortunately, even with hdav we have come, these stereotypes are still
dominant within our culture and have long-term ifcgtions for many areas: business,
interpersonal attraction, education, racial andigroppression.

Limitations

Impression formation is a subjective process, erilted by gender, cultural values, and

personal experiences. Also, there is always tissipiity of individual differences between

listeners (Kramer, 1964). Beyond this, there areemal potential limitations of the present
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study’s findings and lack of findings to includetbetting of the studies, the nature of
participants, the number of speakers and the script

Setting of study and nature of participartgin explanation for the lack of differences
found in the implicit behavioral measure might be set up of the experimental room intended
to measure seating distance. It is possible Heatollege student participants may have been
aware of the study’s hypotheses and this may hiieeted their behavior.

Number of Speakers and ScrpfThe first study utilized two speakers for eaatiah
category, which reduced the idiosyncrasies betWleespeakers, however, time constraints
coupled with the number of participants for theosetstudy led to the use of only one speaker
for each racial category. One speaker per expetaheondition is not truly a representative
sample of race as the specific aspects of the speakild also influence listeners’ judgments.
This limits internal validity; it is not known whiegr the lack of differences in listeners’ cognitive
and affective reactions was related to a speakacts or a speaker’s idiosyncrasies.

Also, one might argue that the topic of the seriptiowed by the speakers in the study
influenced listeners’ judgments. Every speaker eathndard statement, but no message is
content-free. Additionally, individual cues coudd controlled for in the prepared readings, but
this does not represent the sort of speech founekillife situations.

Although these limitations may pose as obstacékis type of research, several
guestions are raised which may motivate additioesdarch on listeners’ cognitive reactions to
Black and White voices. For instance, the curstmdly did not support the notion that
perspective taking may be an approach to reduaggtive stereotyping. Further research using
various types of perspective-taking exercises ney to establish better methods towards the

reduction of stereotyping.
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Conclusion

As indicated in this and previous research, stgpest are not easy to change and will
probably persist until there is true educationabr®mical, and employment equity between all
groups of our multiracial society. We still needgain a greater understanding about the ways in
which stereotypes and prejudice are establishedreamipulated within our daily lives, and
hopefully, this knowledge will take us one stepseloto knowing how to change them.
However, this research demonstrated that steregypia multi-dimensional model, in that it
uses a variety of cues, both physical and vocalptdribute to this process. Understanding that
stereotype activation can occur through identifarabf voice alone can have implications for
interactive media and computer programs using goittes telemarketing and advertising fields,
as well as for application for a job through a pharterview. This research adds to two
different bodies of literature, specifically, thestadies provide us with more information about
stereotyping and person perception and this relsedso contributes to the literature on
language and audio. Perhaps this study will brelgap that did not readily exist before, which

will lead to future studies on the relationshipsim®en variables in each area of research.
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Table 1
Intercorrelations among Measured Variables for §tad

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Intellectual competence .84

2. Potency 49 53

3. Social competence 22 .40~ .69

4. Motivation 5% .50+ .30+ 71

5. Concern for others .83 .02 2F 25+ .73

6. Integrity .68 .38~ 18 49~ .55~ 74

7. Non-threatening 56 .05 .07 25 .56+ .62+ .82

8. Communication 58 .45 34 A2 23 A9 22

9. Leadership 43 56+ 49+ Al 23 Al .10 .55

10. Positive affect .36 .38 AL .35~ 19 37 A1 A6 A6~

11. Negative affect -.15 -14 -.09 -.06 =11 -13-27% -11 .07 .15

Note.—Numbers in boldface are Cronbach alpha reliabditimates:p<.05; = p<.01
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Table 2
Mean Cognitive and Affective Reactions to Speakees Function of Speakers’ Race for Study 1
White Speakersi(= 82) Black Speakersn(= 78)
Measure M SD M SD
Intellectual competence 5 0.9 4.7 1.1
Potency 4.1 0.9 45 0.9
Social competence 3.9 1.0 4.1 1.0
Motivation 4.6 1.1 4.3 1.0
Concern for others 4.6 0.8 4.5 0.8
Integrity 5.2 0.9 4.8 1.1
Non-threatening 5 1.0 5.0 1.2
Communication 31 0.8 2.8 1.0
Leadership 2.9 0.8 3.0 0.9
Positive affect 1.9 0.6 1.9 0.7
Negative affect 1.3 0.3 1.3 0.3

*p<.05;+p<.01,= p<.001
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Table 3
Intercorrelations among Measured Variables for $t@d
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Intellectual competence .81
2. Potency A2 .36
3. Social competence A5 35 .81
4. Motivation 56 .45 56+~ .75
5. Concern for others 21 .05 S5 .28 .80
6. Integrity 40 .43 37 .46+ 50« .66
7. Non-threatening .36 -01 22 .06 A9« 50~ .82
8. Communication 29 32 .33 .16 .10 23 .13
9. Leadership A4 49« 24 33 .08 31 .04 3%
10. Positive affect 32 2% 34 21> 260 .23 .15 .16 2F
11. Negative affect -22 -12 -3% -19 -16 -13 -12 -14 .15 .07

Note.—Numbers in boldface are Cronbach alpha reliabditimates:p<.05; = p<.01
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Table 4

Mean Cognitive and Affective Reactions to Speakees Function of Speakers’ Race for Study 2
White Speakersi(= 59) Black Speakersn(= 52)

Measure M SD M SD
Intellectual competence 5.3** 0.7 4.8 1.0
Potency 4.4 0.7 4.4 0.7
Social competence 4.2 1.0 4.0 0.9
Motivation 4.7* 0.9 4.4 1.0
Concern for others 4.5 0.8 4.6 0.8
Integrity 4.9 0.8 4.8 0.8
Non-threatening 5.5%* 1.0 5.0 1.2
Communication 3.3 0.8 3.0 0.8
Leadership 2.9 0.9 3.0 0.6
Positive affect 2.0 0.5 2.0 0.6
Negative affect 1.2 0.3 1.3 0.3

*p<.05;+p<.01
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Figure Caption
Figure 1 The Cognitive Reactions questionnaire consistérha adjectives that were either
stereotypic of Blacks (and counterstereotypic ofitdd) A and C) or stereotypic of Whites (and
counterstereotypic of Blacks; B and D). Withinleaet of stereotypic items, some were

positively valenced (A and B), and some were nggat valence (C and D).
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Figure 1
A B
Positive Positive
Stereotypic of Stereotypic of
Blacks Whites
Humorous Intelligent
Likeable Reliable
Sociable Successful
Entertaining Ambitious
Educated
Competent
Motivated
Assertive
C B
Negative Negative
Stereotypic of Stereotypic of
Blacks Whites
Lazy Selfish
Dangerous Impolite
Dishonest Conceited
Not Ambitious Unsociable
Threatening Greedy
Untrustworthy Weak
Uneducated Arrogant
Incompetent
Unmotivated
Aggressive
Ignorant
Violent

Unintelligent

63
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Figure Caption
Figure 2.Mean score of listeners as a function of speakace (White and Black) in Study 1.

The asterisk indicates significant differences legtgroups.
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Figure 2

Mean Scores

Variable
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Figure Caption
Figure 3.This is a picture of the experimental room usech@asuring seating distances as seen

from the perspective of the participant enterirgribom.
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Figure 3



Black and White Voices 68

Figure Caption
Figure 4.Mean score of listeners as a function of speakace (White and Black) in the non-
perspective-taking condition in Study 2. The astemdicates significant differences between

groups.
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Figure Caption
Figure 5.Mean score of listeners as a function of speakace (White and Black) in Study 2.

The asterisk indicates significant differences legtgroups.
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Appendix |

COGNITIVE REACTIONS QUESTIONNAIRE

Using the following scales, please circle the nuntbat best corresponds to your impression of

the voice.

1. Unintelligent Neutral Intelligent
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. Lazy Neutral Hardworking
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. Not Humorous Neutral Humorous
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Unreliable Neutral Reliable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. Unsuccessful Neutral Successful



10.

11. Not Ambitious

Selfish

Unlikeable

Dangerous

Dishonest

Impolite

Neutral

Neutral

Neutral

Neutral

Neutral

Neutral

Black and White Voices

Unselfish

Likeable

Safe

Honest

Polite

Ambitious

73



12. Conceited

13. Threatening

14. Untrustworthy

15. Uneducated

16. Unsociable

17. Incompetent

Neutral

Neutral

Neutral

Neutral

Neutral

Neutral
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Modest

Nonthreatening

Trustworthy

Educated

Sociable

Competent



18. Unmotivated

19. Aggressive

20. Arrogant

21. Boring

22. Not Assertive

23. Ignorant

Neutral

Neutral

Neutral

Neutral

Neutral

Neutral
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Motivated

Not Aggressive

Humble

Entertaining

Assertive

Not Ignorant
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24. Greedy Neutral Generous
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

25. Violent Neutral Nonviolent
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

26. Weak Neutral Strong
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

27. Circle the number that best indicates to veixént you believe that the speaker is a good

communicator.

Very slightly
or not at all A little Moderately Quite a bit xEemely
1 2 3 4 5

28. Circle the number that best indicates to veixént you believe that the speaker has good

leadership ability.

Very slightly
or not at all A little Moderately Quite a bit xtEemely
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This scale consists of a number of words that desdifferent feelings and emotions. Read
each item and then circle the appropriate answertoghat word.Indicate to what extent is
your strength of the emotion you felt towards the geaker.

Use the following scale to record your answers.

(1) = Very slightly (2) = Alittle (3) = Moderately (4) = Quite a bit  5)(= Extremely
or not at all
Very
slightly or
not at all A little Moderately | Quite abit | Extremely
1. Interested 1 2 3 4 5
2. Distressed 1 2 3 4 5
3. Excited 1 2 3 4 5
4. Upset 1 2 3 4 5
5. Strong 1 2 3 4 5
6. Guilty 1 2 4 5
7. Scared 1 2 3 4 5
8. Hostile 1 2 3 4 5
9. Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5
10.Proud 1 2 3 4 5
11.Irritable 1 2 3 4 5
12.Alert 1 4 5
13.Ashamed 1 2 3 4 5
14.Inspired 1 2 3 4 5
15.Nervous 1 2 3 4 5
16. Determined 1 2 3 4 5
17. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5
18. Jittery 1 2 3 4 5
19. Active 1 2 3 4 5
20. Afraid 1 2 4 5
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Appendix Il
For the following items, please give your bestraates. It is important to try to be as accurate as

possible.

For the first set of questions, you will be askbdw your past experiences with members of a
minority group.

1. Estimate the approximate percentage of Black aildin your elementary school.
%

2. How many Black friends did you have in elementantyo®|?

3. Estimate the approximate percentage of Black stsderyour middle school.
%

4. How many Black friends did you have in middle sdfoo

5. Estimate the approximate percentage of Black stsderyour high school. %

6. How many Black friends did you have in high school?

7. Estimate the percentage of Black families in thigimgorhood in which you grew up.
%

Now, think of your current experiences. The nextdeuestions will involve your current
everyday experiences with members of a minorityigro

8. In an average week, how many Black people do yee banversations with in the
following five conversations?
a. On campus

b. In recreational activities
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c. Atyour job

d. In stores

e. In dorms or apartment complexes

9. Think about your 10 closest friends. How many afiydO closest friends are Black?

10.How many Blacks do you know on a mutual first-ndrasis?

11.How many people have you dated that are Black?

12.Comparing yourself to classmates of your own raog would you rate the extent of
your contact with Blacks, compared to that of the aversgme-race person at your
school?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

much less much more
contact contact
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Appendix IV

PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTRESS

Using the following scales, please circle the nuntbat best rates the current level of your
feelings towards meeting the speaker.

1. Stress
Not at all Neutral Extremely
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Anger
Not at all Neutral Extremely
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Calm
Not at all Neutral Extremely
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Anxiety
Not at all Neutral Extremely
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Appendix V

Instructions: The following questions concern vasideasons or motivations people might have
for trying to respond in nonprejudiced ways towBtdck people. Some of the reasons reflect
internal-personal motivations whereas others refteare external-social motivations. Of course,
people may be motivated for both internal and extiereasons; we want to emphasize that
neither type of motivation is by definition bettean the other. In addition, we want to be clear
that we are not evaluating you or your individuegponses. All your responses will be
completely confidential. We are simply trying ta @& idea of the types of motivations that
students in general have for responding in nondrega ways. If we are to learn anything
useful, it is important that you respond to eacthefquestions openly and honestly. Please give
your response according to the scale below.

1. Because of today's PC (politically correct) deds | try to appear nonprejudiced toward
Black people.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

2. | try to hide any negative thoughts about Blpekple in order to avoid negative reactions
from others.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

3. If | acted prejudiced toward Black people, | Wbhe concerned that others would be angry
with me.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

4. | attempt to appear nonprejudiced toward Blassgbe in order to avoid disapproval from
others.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree
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5. | try to act nonprejudiced toward Black peopdeduse of pressure from others.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

6. | attempt to act in nonprejudiced ways towarddRIpeople because it is personally important
to me.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

7. According to my personal values, using steresgygioout Black people is OK.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

8. | am personally motivated by my beliefs to beprejudiced toward Black people.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

9. Because of my personal values, | believe thagustereotypes about Black people is wrong.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

10. Being nonprejudiced toward Black people is inguat to my self-concept.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree
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Appendix VI
Attitudes Towards Blacks

1. If a Black person were put in charge of me, uldanot mind taking advice and direction from
him or her.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

2. If I had a chance to introduce Black visitorsrg friends and neighbors, | would be pleased
to do so.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

3. I would rather not have blacks live in the sapartment building I live in.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

4. | would probably feel somewhat self-consciousaitag with a Black person in a public place.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

5. I would not mind it at all if a Black family witabout the same income and education as me
moved in next door.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree
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6. | think that Black people look more similar t@cé other than White people do.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

7. Interracial marriage should be discouraged twdathe “who-am-1?” confusion which the
children feel.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

8. | get very upset when | hear a White person nagesjudicial remark about Black people.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

9. | favor open housing laws that allow more ram&tgration of neighborhoods.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

10. It would not bother me if my new roommate wéacR.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

11. Itis likely that Blacks will bring violence teeighborhoods when they move in.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree
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12. | enjoy a funny racial joke, even if some peapight find it offensive.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

13. The federal government should take decisivessie override the injustices Blacks suffer at
the hands of local authorities.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

14. Black and White people are inherently equal.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

15. Black people are demanding too much too fagteir push for equal rights.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

16. Whites should support Blacks in their strugggainst discrimination and segregation.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

17. Generally, Blacks are not as smart as Whites.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree
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18. I worry that in the next few years | may beiddrmy application for a job or a promotion
because of preferential treatment given to minagrtyup members.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

19. Racial integration (of schools, businessesjeeses, etc.) has benefited both Whites and
Blacks.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree

20. Some Blacks are so touchy about race thatliffisult to get along with them.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

strongly strongly
disagree agree
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Appendix VII

FEELING THERMOMETER SCALE

87

Using the following scales, please circle the nuntbat best corresponds to your feelings
associated with different ethnic groups

1. Whites
Very Cold Neutral Very Warm
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Positive Neutral Very Negati
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Blacks
Very Cold Neutral Very Warm
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Positive Neutral Very Negati
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