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ABSTRACT

Over 50 years of research on prejudice has idedtdbzens of strategies that
effectively reduce stereotyping, prejudice and miisimation. However, very few studies
have examined if any of these strategies reducevidieen used directly by a stigmatized
target. A few studies show that when stigmatizeddts attempt to reduce bias by
blatantly confronting people, or by presenting dewstereotypic attributes, outgroup
perceivers are threatened and motivated to regadighinst the target (Czopp & Montieth,
2003; Rudman & Glick, 2001). The Target Empowertéadel (or TEM) provides a
framework for addressing these problems. The TEMp@ses that targets can blatantly
challenge bias in others if they first use stragedhat diffuse perceptions of threat, like
asking self-affirming questions (Stone et al., 20Uing a social networking paradigm,
three experiments tested the effects of askingasgtining questions, confronting
through perspective taking, and the combinatiothe$e strategies, on the biases
expressed toward an Arab American target individdgperiment 1 showed that when
an Arab American target challenged perceivers kingghem to take their perspective,
highly prejudiced participants showed increasetikéisind distancing relative to a
neutral question control condition. Experiment 2wéd that as predicted by the TEM,
distancing in high prejudiced individuals was sfmgaintly reduced if the target first
asked questions designed to affirm the perceigerise of fairness prior to insisting on
perspective taking. Experiment 3 demonstratedviinain the target affirmed prejudiced
perceivers on values related to creativity priointplementing a perspective taking

strategy, perceivers showed less dislike and distgrcompared to using either
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affirmation or perspective-taking strategies aldneaddition, reductions in the negative
emotions directed at the target partially medidkedrelationship between the use of
different TEM strategies and distancing from thrgéa Taken together, these studies
support the TEM predictions that stigmatized tas@ein effectively challenge prejudiced
perceivers to reduce their biases if they firstaiseibtle bias reduction strategy that

reduces perceptions of threat.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

When a member of a stigmatized group perceiveshiegtmay be the target of
prejudice during an interpersonal interaction, whdhe best strategy they can use to
reduce the likelihood they will be discriminatedaagt? Providing an answer to this
guestion is critical for understanding how memlagrstigmatized groups cope with
being the target of intergroup bias. Although wenfy reject the notion that targets
shouldhaveto shoulder the burden of reducing prejudices important to provide
targets with potential options should they choasaddress bias in an interaction. As
highlighted by Major et al. (2000) and Swim, Cohand Hyers (1998), by not studying
the strategies that targets can use effectivelyjskerelegating targets to having a purely
passive and impotent role in the process of bidsation. Therefore, the aim of current
research is to investigate the effectiveness ofilh established prejudice reduction
strategies when implemented by a stigmatized iddad. Specifically, affirmation
strategies, which focus prejudiced perceivers omguortant value to diffuse threat and
perspective taking strategies, which encourageepascs to see the situation from the
stigmatized target’s perspective. Additionallysthresearch will demonstrate the benefits
of using a combination of affirmation and perspeztaking for avoiding the negative
personal consequences that sometimes befall tastpets interacting with prejudiced

perceivers.
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The problem: Backlash against targets

Up to this point, most of the existing researchestigating target initiated
prejudice reduction has focused on the use ofegjied that directly challenge perceivers
(Czopp & Montieth, 2003). For example, Czopp, Mahtand Mark (2006) found that
when targets confronted perceivers about a biammdnk, although perceivers exhibited
reduced stereotyping towards the target’s growgy #iso responded with anger and
irritation toward the target. In addition, confredtparticipants gave the confronter less
favorable evaluations than participants who weitecnafronted. Research also
demonstrates that highly prejudiced individualsdmee resentful or angry when they feel
pressured to behave in a non-prejudiced way (Rld»vine, 2001). Moreover, Kaiser
and Miller (2001) found that participants labelédmmatized individuals who attribute
negative outcomes to discrimination as complaireren if the actual likelihood of
prejudice was fairly blatant. In general, beingfconted about bias by a stigmatized
target can challenge perceivers’ self-perceptiansia and good individuals. So, rather
than reducing the threat that a prejudiced percéeads when interacting with a disliked
outgroup member, confrontation actually increasggative perceptions and feelings of
discomfort.

A counterstereotyping strategy while at firsrgie seems less explicit than
confrontation, can also be viewed as a direct ehgk to perceivers that creates negative
personal consequences for stigmatized targets (RadGlick, 1999; 2001). When a
target uses a counterstereotyping strategy theygeanformation about themselves that

is inconsistent with perceivers’ cultural stere@ym@bout the target group. So, whereas
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confrontation likely challenges a perceiver's s&dfw, a counter-stereotypic outgroup
member threatens a perceiver’'s worldview (Greenbesal., 1997). More specifically, a
counter-stereotypic target poses a symbolic thoetite perceiver’s values and beliefs by
behaving inconsistently with expectations and caltatereotypes, thereby invoke
feelings of discomfort and anxiety (Schimel et 4899). For example, Rudman and
Glick (1999) found that women portrayed as incdesiswith traditional stereotypes
(e.g., competent and competitive) during a jobrinésv were perceived as more
employable, but less likeable, as compared to wontenportrayed themselves as
communal (e.g., nice and cooperative). In contk@simen portrayed as communal
(consistent with stereotypes) were perceived tmbee likeable, but because of negative
stereotypes about their competence, as less entgpdoyAlso within a workplace
context, Heilman and Chen (2005) found that whé&maale target behaved
inconsistently with gender stereotypes relate@&alérship, she faced social disapproval
in the form of anger and ostracism from her malkeagues. Taken together, this
research suggests that although strategies swné&sntation and counterstereotyping
can in some situations attenuate certain formsaifgbased bias, they can also be
viewed as posing a challenge to either perceivsaiéperceptions or worldview. And
therefore can have negative consequences forriipet ta

Importantly, past research also demonstrates thahweffective, confrontational
strategies have the potential to produce longrigsthanges in attitudes and behavior
(Oskamp & Schultz, 2004). In a classic exampl&kdaeoh (1968) reported that when

Whites were explicitly confronted with a discrepgahetween their values for freedom
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and equality, they not only became more positiveatd civil rights, but they were also
more likely to join a civil-rights group several mtbs later. This suggests that when
implemented in a less threatening manner, sucly as imgroup member,
confrontational strategies may successfully reduas. In summary, bias reduction
strategies that challenge either self-perceptionvgaldviews are beneficial because they
can lead to enduring change in attitudes towardtbep, but they can also lead to
reactance against the targets themselves. At greserunderstanding of how targets can
play an active role in the prejudice reduction psxcis limited to the use of strategies
that have the potential to backfire against thgeats who use them. What the current
literature has not yet addressed is what strateégigets can use to effectively reduce the
prejudiced responses of a highly prejudiced peesrewithout fear of repercussions.

A potential solution: The Target Empowerment Model.

We approach the target's role in the process giighi reduction as one of
"empowerment,” or as having the resources andsdkiltontrol important outcomes by
using interpersonal influence strategies thatatered to change a perceivers’ beliefs,
attitudes, and behavior toward themselves andér ¢inoup. We call this approach the
Target Empowerment Model or TEM (Schmader & St@®§8; Stone, Whitehead, &
Schmader 2010; Whitehead, Schmader & Stone, 20h@)TEM asserts that targets can
play an active role in prejudice reduction if theyplement the right combination of
strategies. By viewing prejudice reduction as aspease of interpersonal influence, the
TEM provides a framework for predicting which ségies might be more or less

effective when initiated by stigmatized targetse@pcally, the TEM proposes that
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stigmatized targets can effectively reduce peresiv@ases if they employ strategies that
decrease perceptions of threat. And perhaps ewea importantly, targets can invoke
the persuasive power of bias reduction stratepi@smay challenge perceivers, as long
as they precede it with a strategy that reducesepéions of threat. Recent work testing
the TEM has demonstrated the effectiveness of tatimon identity and affirmation as
target initiated bias reduction strategies (Whigeghet al., 2010; Stone et al., 2010).

Common identity strategies include those that llagh characteristics shared in
common among individual members of different gro(Brewer, 2000; Doise, 1978).
Past research has shown that situations which coenanon identity allow perceivers to
view an outgroup target as part of the self (Davi@liGaertner, 1999). Because
highlighting a shared identity does not necessitatiéng attention to an individual’s
prejudices, this strategy should be particularfga@fve at bypassing the negative
consequences linked to strategies such as contimmtavhich can induce threat. For
example, Whitehead and colleagues (2010) demoedtthat a gay target could use a
common identity strategy to accomplish the godaihg liked and reduce the chance
that perceivers would discriminate against thenec8jgally, when a gay target primed a
sense of common identity during a mock hiring ceteoth low and highly prejudiced
participants were more likely to choose the gagetfor an interview. In addition,
participants’ choice of the gay target was medidtgthe increased positive impressions
that they formed about the target.

Past research has also shown self-affirmation teffeetive at reducing

perceivers’ biases. Affirmation strategies functimynreducing threat through
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encouraging people to reflect on their most impunt@lues or positive self-attributes
(Steele, 1988; Sherman & Cohen, 2006). For exan@aben, Aronson, and Steele
(2000) found that participants given the opportutotself affirm were less threatened,
more accepting of disconfirming evidence, and ntikedy to change their attitudes. In
addition, Schmeichel and Martens (2005) demonstridiat when participants completed
a value affirmation (choosing and writing aboutadue they find important); they were
less likely to derogate an individual who violatedir worldview. Similarly, other
research shows that when participants were givempiportunity to self-affirm prior to a
self-image threat it decreased their tendencym fstereotypic impressions of a gay
target (Fein & Spencer, 1997). Also, in supporthef contention that affirmation reduces
threat, research by Correll, Spencer, and Zanadj2@@monstrates that compared to non-
affirmed participants, participants who were sdliraed were more persuaded by
arguments that were counter to an important attité@dlditionally, multiple studies have
found that self-affirmation is effective regardl@egsvhether it is presented before the
threatening information to buffer against experiagdeelings of threat or after to
directly reduce feelings of threat (McQueen & Kled®09; Sherman, Nelson, & Steele,
2000). In the only research where self-enhancemastinduced directly by a target,
Sinclair and Kunda (1999) found that Whites shovesd stereotype activation after they
received positive feedback from a Black comparedten the feedback was negative or
directed at another person. Taken together, thi& wlearly shows that self-affirmation

is able to reduce feelings of threat and defengisey positively inoculating the self.
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In two experiments testing predictions stemmingrfithe TEM, Stone and
colleagues (2010) showed that both a gay and fetaaet could reduce intergroup
threat if they asked questions that, when answeyddghly prejudiced perceivers,
induced affirmation processes. In Experimentdualified gay job applicant was able to
reduce stereotyping against himself when he aséé@girming questions of the
perceiver. Similarly, in a second experiment, aglgelf-affirming questions increased
perceptions of a female target’s positive attrisugaven when she directly threatened
male perceiver’s views of women. In sum, invokiffiiysation processes seems to
attenuate the threat that prejudiced people oftpereence when they interact with an
individual from a disliked or negatively stereotgpgroup.

The present research

The purpose of this research is to provide thé é&vedence in support of the full
predictions made by the Target Empowerment Moddli(¥tiead et al., 2010; Stone et
al., 2010). Specifically, The TEM combines litenas on prejudice reduction and
persuasion to propose three basic hypothesestigi&ized individuals can effectively
use prejudice reduction strategies that diffusegqeions of threat, like asking self-
affirming questions; (2) Stigmatized targets assleffective than non-stigmatized
sources at using strategies that challenge andtdmrgerceivers, like confrontation or
perspective taking; (3) Nevertheless, stigmatizegets can effectively implement
strategies perceived to be confrontational if taeypreceded by the use of a threat

reduction strategy as an "icebreaker”. To testahlpedictions, the experiments in this
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dissertation will investigate the effectivenessdhreat invoking perspective taking
strategy paired with a threat reducing self-affitioa strategy.

Perspective taking is a bias reduction strateglyrésearch has shown to be quite
effective at reducing not only prejudicial attitgdaut also in reducing stereotyping both
about the target person and about the group moealy. In perspective taking,
perceivers are encouraged to take the viewpoititefarget, fostering perceivers to
empathize with the target and view them as patti@fself (Aron et al., 1991; Vescio,
Sechrist, & Paolucci, 2003). For example, Galinakg Moskowitz (2000) found that
participants who were asked by the experimenttake the perspective of an elderly
man showed less accessibility of elderly stereatyp®re overlap between
representations of the self and the elderly.

Nevertheless, when a target individual asks a fighgjudiced perceiver to see
things from their viewpoint, perspective takinguistrategy that is likely to invoke threat
in highly prejudiced perceivers. Building from tlogic of the TEM, | propose that when
a target asks a prejudiced person to take hisrgodrspective, it will threaten prejudiced
individuals’ worldview, and motivate them to negaty stereotype, dislike, and
discriminate against the target. Previous resedeamonstrates that high prejudiced
individuals hold and value beliefs related to nuamiacy; they believe that stigmatized
individuals do not deserve preferential treatmerat should have to earn their way just
like everyone else (Feather, 1984; Katz & Hass818®nteith & Walters, 1998). The
concept that ‘everyone should be treated equal'tpube fair, regardless if they have

proven their worth is inconsistent with the worlkelwi of highly biased individuals who
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generally relate success and fairness to hard waskipline, and merit. Thus, when
blatantly asked to take a stigmatized targets petsge it may signal a request to dismiss
merit, which will threaten a highly prejudiced in@tluals’ worldview regarding
meritocracy (Pyszczynski, Greenberg, & Solomon,9)98nd because individuals’
worldviews provide them with a sense of stabilityl gredictability, highly prejudiced
perceivers will respond to this worldview threatreyecting people and ideals that
violate their worldview. In addition, high prejwdid individuals perceive disliked targets
as very dissimilar from themselves and therefomikhfind including these targets as
part of their self-concept to be repulsive. Therefdor highly prejudiced perceivers a
target implemented perspective-taking strategy lshioduce threat on two fronts. One,
taking on the perspective of a disliked outgroupmber should challenge their
worldview and two, just being asked to engage nspective taking by an outgroup
member who is viewed as dissimilar from the setfudth induce discomfort. On the other
hand, low prejudiced individuals who are not prejed against the target group should
not be threatened if a target initiates perspedtikeng because they should be able to
perceive some similarities between themselves lamdarget making it easier to
empathize. So, although there is clear evidendeptrapective taking can be successful
at reducing bias when implemented by a neutradl gharty, there is no evidence that
stigmatized individuals themselves can effectivelyuce bias by inducing perspective
taking in prejudiced perceivers. Indeed, suchaegyy might backfire.

However, when dealing with a high prejudiced indual, if targets first initiate

the use of a self-affirmation strategy to redueettireat to perceivers’ worldview, then
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prejudiced perceivers should be less resistartdogerating’ with the targets request to
take the targets’ perspective. Building from ifitesearch on the TEM model
(Whitehead et al., 2010; Stone et al., 2010), tligtehat asking self-affirming questions
should decrease the threat posed by the targedlenda perspective taking to
effectively decrease perceivers’ biases. Additiyndlecause low prejudiced individuals
are already motivated to respond without prejuthey should not be adversely affected
by the implementation of a perspective taking strgtand may even show increased
positive attitudes after taking the perspectivéheftarget.

The current studies extend work on the TEM by examgithese strategies with a
new group, namely Arab Americans. In light of therent ‘war on terror’ since
September 11, 2001, within the United States, Auatericans are a group who are likely
to face increased prejudice against them. In thiadies, participants with either low or
high levels of prejudice toward Arab Americans esved MySpace page profiles
ostensibly created by students the previous semdste of the profiles were filler pages
created by White students. Ostensibly, an Arab Agaarstudent created the target page,
and the Arab target employed different combinatioingrejudice reduction tactics by
embedding them within his MySpace profile. Afteviesving each profile, participants
completed measures of how much they want to medttiget, emotional reactions to the
target (Study 1 & 3), self-other overlap (Studysi®reotypes (Study 2 & 3), and level of
prejudice toward the group (Study 3).

| predict that when the Arab target uses a perspetaking strategy by itself,

highly prejudiced individuals will respond with kedesire to meet the target, increased
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negative emotions and stereotyping, and increassgddice toward the group. However,

if the target first asks self-affirming questiorefdre using the perspective taking
strategy, | expect that highly prejudiced indivitbuaill report a stronger interest in
meeting the target, more self-other overlap, desg@aegative emotions and
stereotyping, and decreased prejudice toward Aaalasgroup. Finally, | predict that low
prejudiced individuals will respond without prejadiwhether or not the Arab target
initiates any prejudice reduction tactics. Howevleey may show some increased interest
in meeting the target after a perspective takingtst)yy because they will feel even more

connected with the target.
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Chapter 2

Experiment 1
Method

Participants

Participants were 162 (73 males and 89 femalesprgnalduate students from a
large southwestern university. The majority of ggvants were White (75.2%). The
remaining participants self-identified as Hispafii2.4%), Asian (2.8%), Black (3.4%),
or ‘other’ (6.2%)* All provided responses to a modified version efBtant and
Subtle Prejudicescale during an earlier mass-testing sessisn{9; Pettigrew &
Meertens, 1995) to assess their prejudice towaath Americans. Participants responded
to 8 items that were measured on a scale frostrarn(gly disagreefo 9 (strongly agree),
and sample statistic = 3.58, SD = 1.51. Those who were recruited sceiter above
or below the median for the distribution on thels¢3.5).
Design

The experiment utilized a 2 (Prejudice: low, higl§ (TEM Strategy: no strategy,
perspective taking, affirmation and perspectivengkbetween subjects design.
Dependent variables included ratings of participa®sire to meet the target, negative

emotions toward the target, and self-other overlap.

! This study recruited non-Whites, as well as Whibesause preliminary analyses
showed there was no difference among racial onetdnoups in their prejudice towards
Arabs.
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Materials and Procedure

Participants were recruited for a study investigathow people form first
impressions based on only a ‘thin slice’ of infotioa”. To do this, experimenters told
participants they would view MySpace pages thaeveeeated by students during the
previous semester. Their task was to examine Mrypace pages and evaluate each
page accordingly. Each MySpace page included irddon about the student’s race,
age, and hobbies. There was also a ‘Who I'd likenézt’ section where the MySpace
page author posed questions to potential onlieadis and a ‘soap box’ section where
they voiced their opinion about an issue. The aach MySpace page author was
indicated by the name of the applicant and theietigrguestion (Wheeler, Jarvis, &
Petty, 2001). All of the MySpace authors were male; were portrayed as European
American (i.e. Jason and Chris) and the third aA&merican (i.e. Ahmad). The two
pages with European American authors were incladfiler information to reduce
suspicion. Additionally, to avoid order effectsetthree MySpace pages were
counterbalanced.

TEM Strategy ManipulationPerspective taking or the combination of self-
affirmation and perspective taking were embeddetherMySpace page of Ahmad in the
‘who I'd like to meet’ and ‘soap box’ sections. egjfically, in the perspective taking
condition, the target asked participants to reftachow it feels to be an Arab American
after 9/11. In the combination self-affirmation gmerspective taking condition, to induce
self-affirmation, participants were asked to reflee their values in the ‘who I'd like to

meet' section and before they were asked to refletiow it might feel to be an Arab
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American in today’s society. In the control conalitineither strategy was present;
participants instead viewed neutral questionsentrho I'd like to meet’ section and an
argument about the lack of healthy food choicat@’'soap box’ section (See Appendix
A). The pages of the two European Americans hawticed sections, but included
information that was designed to be nonthreateritngexample Jason was a senior at
the University of Arizona and lamented about Tu¢s@ublic transportation system and
Chris was a junior philosophy major lamenting altbetcost of tuition.

Dependent Variables

Emotions toward TargetAfter reviewing each MySpace page, participaated
the extent to which they experienced different eomst while reviewing each MySpace
page on a scale of M6t at all)to 7Extremely. The negative emotiondiégust, fear,
anger, and sadness)ere averaged together to form a negative emotiongosite ¢ =
.77). The positive emotionsympathy, empathy, compassiagre averaged together to
form a positive emotions composite< .76).

Self-other overlap Participants selected which set of interlockirgles best
represented how similar they felt to that candidatren et al., 1991).

Desire to Meet TargetLastly, after reviewing all three MySpace pages
participants reported how much they would like teetthe Arab MySpace author on a
scale of 1Do not want to meetp 7@WVould definitely want to meet)

Results
Preliminary analysis revealed no gender differepaed thus conditions were

collapsed across gender.
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Manipulation CheckThe manipulation check on the target’s race waseeiaéd
in a series of questions about the candidde® (of the MySpace users was Arab
American).A majority (91.6%) of participants correctly idéigd the intended MySpace
user as Arab American. Those who did not were eedurom all analyses leaving a
final sample of 145 participants (63 males ande@idles).

Desire to Meet TargetTo test the effectiveness of target employedra#tion
and perspective taking strategies a 2 x 3 ANOVA pa$ormed on the extent to which
participants wanted to meet the Arab American My®pauthor. There was a main
effect for level of prejudic&(1, 139) = 16.81 p=.004% = .10. As expected low
prejudiced individualsNi=3.73) reported a stronger preference for meelieghrab
target compared to highly prejudiced individud=@.56). This was qualified by a
prejudice level x strategy type interacti®if2, 139) = 3.44p = .O3,n2 = .02 (See Figure
1). As predicted simple effects showed that exposufest the perspective taking
strategy led highly prejudiced participank$ £ 2.30) to report decreased desire to meet
the target compared to the contrgl € 3.19),p < .05. Contrary to expectations, highly
prejudiced participants also indicated less désiraeet the Arab target when the self-

affirmation strategy preceded the perspective takinategy M = 2.28) compared to the
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Figure 1. Participants’ desire to meet the Arab MySpace authperson after
Experiment 1.
no strategy controlM = 3.19),p=.05. There was no difference among low prejudiced
participants across strategy typé {niol = 3.43;M perspective™ 3-38;M affirmiperspective=
4.15),p > .052

Emotions toward TargetA 2 x 3 ANOVA was also performed on the comp®sit
of negative emotions. Results found a main effétd\eel of prejudice on negative
emotions toward the Arab targ€{(1,139) = 11.28p = .001,n* = .06. As predicted, low
prejudice participantd = 1.65) reported less negative emotion towardiitad target
compared to high prejudice participants € 2.19). There was also a main effect of

strategy typel(2, 139)= 15.45p :.001,112 =.16. In general, participants reported

% In Experiment 1 there was no effect of prejudeel or strategy type on preference to
meet either of the filler pages ostensibly cre&gdlVhite studentd;(2, 139) = .40p
=.68 and~(2, 139) = .001p =.99.
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increased negative emotions toward the Arab tangetth the perspective takinlyl(=
2.10) and affirmation perspective-taking combinafigl=2.30) compared to contrad¥/(
=1.27),p's <.001.

The main effects were again qualified by a prejedicstrategy type interaction,
F(2, 139) = 4.96p = .008,n° = .05. As expected, simple effects showed thatlfig
prejudiced participants reported more negative eamsttoward the Arab target when the
target employed perspective takidd=<2.52) compared to when no prejudice reduction
tactics were employed =1.18),p < .001. Inconsistent with predictions, particigant
also reported more negative emotions when a cortibmaf affirmation and perspective
taking M=2.77) was employed compared to no stratpgy,001. There was no
difference across strategy type for the low praejadiindividuals M contro = 1.36;M
perspective= 1.68;M affirmiperspecive= 1.82),p's > .1.

Another 2 x 3 ANOVA was performed on the compositpositive emotions and
found a main effect of level of prejudice on pagtemotions toward the Arab target,
F(1,139) = 6.00p = .02,n° = .03. As expected, low prejudiced individuais ¥ 3.48)
reported more positive emotions toward the Araggbcompared to high prejudiced
individuals M = 2.92). There was also a main effect of stratggg,F(2, 139)=11.22p
<.001,1? = .13. Overall, participants reported more posignotions toward the target
when they employed either prejudice reduction 8g®iM perspective= 3.53;M
affirmiperspective— 3.98 compared to the contr & 2.41),p’s < .001. The prejudice level x

strategy interaction on positive emotions was giticant, F < 1.
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Self Other Overlap Lastly, a 2 x 3 ANOVA was performed on participsl
ratings of self-other overlap with the Arab targBesults showed a main effect of level
of prejudice on self other overlap with the Aratgtt, F(1,139) = 3.79p = .05,7° = .02.
As expected, high prejudice participarts £ 2.24) reported less self other overlap with
the Arab MySpace author than low prejudice paréiois M = 2.76). This was qualified
by a prejudice level x strategy type interactib(®,139) = 3.27p = .04,1? = .04. Also in
line with predictions, simple effects demonstrateat low prejudiced participants
exposed to the affirmation-perspective taking coraton strategyNl = 3.21) reported
more self-other overlap compared to those in thstradgegy controlN = 2.30) and
marginally more than those in the perspective @kiondition,p = .01 ando = .06,
respectively. There was also no difference in etier overlap across strategy condition
among highly prejudiced patrticipants, althoughrtieans follow a trend similar to the
other dependent variable¥ ¢ontrol = 2.48;M perspective= 2.22;M affirmiperspective= 2.04),p’S
> 1.

Discussion

In support of predictions, Experiment 1 showed tilaen an Arab target
attempted to induce a perspective taking stratafymghly prejudiced individuals, it
backfired by increasing bias toward the targettheorized, highly prejudiced
participants seemed to view the target's use alpeetive taking as threatening and
therefore showed decreased interest in meetintatget and increased dislike for the

target compared to control conditions.
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Another interpretation of the data in Experimems fhat rather than feeling
threatened by a target implemented perspectivagaitrategy, participants generally
viewed the Arab target as a complainer, which nad&s them to dislike and avoid
meeting with him. However, several findings in Espent 1 do not support this
alternative. For example, if his use of perspectaking was perceived as complaining,
both low and highly prejudiced individuals shoukvk responded negatively toward the
Arab target when he employed the strategy. The slaww that only those who were
highly biased had a negative reaction to the usetafget implemented perspective
taking strategy, which is consistent with our thiegerpretation. In addition, the
perspective taking strategy led to increased gekyooverlap among low prejudice
individuals, and also caused both low and highyglieg participants to report more
positive emotions toward the target. These reggon®uld theoretically not have
occurred if the use of perspective taking by thabMarget was perceived as complaining
about discrimination against his group.

An important limitation to the findings in Experamt 1 was that the manipulation
of self-affirmation was not successful at redudimgat, and as a result, it did not prevent
the perspective taking from increasing disliketfoe target. One explanation for why the
affirmation strategy was not able to reduce thie#tat the manipulation was not
sufficiently engaging and therefore did not actveite self-reflective processes necessary
for affirmation. Self-affirmation is traditionallpnanipulated by asking participants to
explicitly write out answers to the questions alibeir most important value. In the

current experiment the questions were simply staleag with a list of possible values



31

on the MySpace page. In addition, the MySpace pésgeincluded many other pieces of
information about the target that may have dise@garticipants from the manipulation.
Because of the amount of information presentpoissible that participants were
distracted or felt overwhelmed and therefore ditdawually answer the affirming
guestions. In the current paradigm, a more effecyproach to inducing a TEM
affirmation process may be to reduce the amountfofmation and have the stigmatized
target ask the perceiver to reflect on one speedlae or trait that is important to them.
In sum, the current study provides support fore® assumption that
stigmatized targets are not able to effectivelyuoedbias using a strategy that challenges
perceivers’ worldview and brings issues of prejadi the forefront. An important
limitation of the current experiment is that it wast able to clearly determine whether a
threat reducing affirmation strategy could sucadspave the way for implementation
of a blatant perspective taking strategy. A sedoniation to the present experiment is
that although in general participants with a hig¥el of prejudice wanted to meet the
Arab target less than those with low levels of pdée this difference was not clearly
demonstrated in the control condition. ExperimentilPaddress these limitations and
provide further evidence of the negative personakequences related to use of some

prejudice reduction tactics.
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Chapter 3

Experiment 2

Experiment 2 was designed to accomplish three dgaisplicate the finding that
perspective taking increased bias (decreased sttereneeting the Arab target) among
highly prejudiced participants, 2) address thetitmons of the previous affirmation
manipulation, and 3) extend our knowledge by ingasing the effect of affirmation and
perspective taking on stereotyping as well as hehahintentions.

In the first experiment, we attempted to modifyaaitional affirmation
manipulation of values (Steele & Liu, 1983), but bedieve it failed either because it was
ineffective at actively engaging participants anducing them to answer the questions to
induce self-affirmation processes, Therefore, tpromme the manipulation in the current
experiment, we asked direct rhetorical questiolated to one specific trait (rather than
listing a set of values) to invoke a response fparticipants. Past research demonstrates
that asking rhetorical questions not only increasegitive elaboration of a persuasive
message (Petty, Cacioppo, & Heesacker, 1981; B&ker& Craig, 2006), but also
stimulates the audience to spontaneously answeyugstions implicitly (Ahluwalia &
Burnkrant, 2004). Additionally, according to retegviews (McQueen & Klein, 2006;
Sherman & Cohen, 2006), affirmation processes dal@pend on a specific method of
induction in order to become active; providing piesi feedback to individuals, having
individuals make choices on a value scale, or veribeief essay about their core values

are equally effective for inducing affirmation pesses. Evidence provided by Stone and
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colleagues (2010) showed that a gay target who eddakrhetorical affirming questions
within a job application was less likely to be stayped by a high prejudice perceiver.
Therefore, in experiment 2 we attempted to initeffemation processes by asking
rhetorical questions about a specific trait rathan a set of general questions about
values.

The specific questions were designed to affirm @igers on the positive value of
“fairness.” Past research has demonstrated thahafg participants on an individual
attribute can effectively reduce biased processingegative self-relevant information.
Specifically, Reed and Aspenwall (1998) found theatticipants who engaged in an
affirmation on the attribute of “kindness” more ckly approached negative health
information related to caffeine consumption compaceparticipants who did not affirm.
We specifically choose to affirm participants oritlsense of fairness because issues of
fairness and justice are thought to be fundamémntaan values that are important to a
majority of people (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; \lzen Bos, 2001). A large body of
research demonstrates that in most situationsithgals see unfair procedures as a
violation of important cultural norms and valuesg4.ind & Tyler, 1988 for a review).
For example, Wiesenfeld, Brockner, and Martin ()988nd that perceptions of
procedural unfairness during workplace downsizimgatened individuals’ self-integrity
and had adverse effects on work attitudes and b&isaBuilding from terror
management theory (Greenberg et al., 1997), VarBdsn(2001) showed that a mortality
salience manipulation increased the importancaiafiéss perceptions and thereby

increased people’s negative reactions to unfaicguares. In concert, these studies
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provide support for the assumption that fairnessas/ed by most as an important value
and that prompting individuals to remember a tinlemwthey behaved consistently with
this important value should be affirming.

We predict that affirming individuals on the valokfairness should be
particularly effective at reducing the threat igditoy a confrontational perspective taking
strategy because it should be consistent with trdwiew of both low and highly
prejudiced individuals. Individuals with low leved$ bias should value the egalitarian
ideals of treating people with equality and resigEetz & Hass, 1988). In addition,
research by Monteith and Walters (1998) indicdtes high prejudice people associate
fairness and egalitarianism with either rewardimdjvidual merit or with a moral
imperative toward equality. Therefore, encouradirgily prejudiced individuals to think
about a past incident when they treated someorlg $&ould affirm them by bringing to
mind worldview consistent values. Experiment 2 wsesocedure similar to Experiment
1 to test the following hypotheses:

Replicating the first experiment, we expect thaew the Arab MySpace author
uses a perspective taking strategy by itself, piginejudiced participants will backlash
and show less interest in meeting the target aok@sed negative stereotyping of the
target compared to when no strategy is employedveier, if the Arab target first asks
guestions designed to affirm their sense of fasnégghly prejudiced participants will
report an increased preference toward meeting theb Aarget and less negative

stereotyping compared to both the perspective galtitd control. Lastly, we predict that
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regardless of TEM condition, low prejudiced indivads will indicate more desire to
meet and be less likely to stereotype the Arab @etpto highly prejudiced individuals.
Method

Participants

Participants were 185 (97 males and 86 femalesprgnalduate students from a
large southwestern university. The majority of ggvants were White (65.6%). The
remaining participants self-identified as Hispafiid4.1%), Asian (6.6%), Black (5.5%),
or ‘other’ (8.2%). All provided responses to a nimd version of thélatant and Subtle
Prejudicescale during an earlier mass-testing sessisn{9; Pettigrew & Meertens,
1995) to assess their prejudice toward Arab AmascRarticipants responded to 8 items
that were measured on a scale frorstiofigly disagreejo 9 (strongly agree)and
sample statisticdM = 3.53, SD = 1.48. Participants were recruitedet@ither above or
below the median for the distribution on the s¢alé).
Design

The experiment utilized a 2 (Prejudice level: ldngh) x 3 (TEM Strategy: no
strategy, perspective taking, fairness affirmaaod perspective taking) between subjects
design. Dependent variables included ratings dfgia@ants desire to meet the target and
stereotyping.
Materials and Procedure

Similar to Study 1participants were recruiteddastudy investigating “how

people form first impressions based on only a ‘8lice’ of information”. The materials
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and procedure for the three MySpace pages werégdeto Experiment 1 with the
exception of the affirmation manipulation.

Affirmation Manipulation.Perspective taking or the combination of affirmatio
and perspective taking were again embedded in AlmgiSpace page in a ‘what’s
your style’ and ‘soap box’ section. As in Studyrithe perspective taking condition, the
target asked participants to reflect on how itddelbe an Arab American after 9/11. In
the combination affirmation-perspective taking ctinds, participants were asked two
rhetorical questions related to fairness in thedtdyour style’ section prior to the
perspective taking induction. The questions werddy did someongeat you fairly
this week? And 2) How digou treatsomeone fairlghis week? In the control condition
neither strategy was present, and participantsaaistiewed neutral questions and an
argument about the lack of healthy food choicemftbe Arab American MySpace
author (See Appendix B).

Dependent Variables

Negative Stereotypedfter reviewing each MySpace page, participaatsed the
extent to which several different positive and riegetraits best described the each
MySpace author on a scale oNb¢ at all)to 7Extremely. Included within the list of
traits were negative stereotypes associated widib#\rThe negative traitgr@tional,
untrustworthy, dangerous, and close-minde€)e averaged together to form a negative

stereotype composite € .74).
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Desire to Meet TargetLastly, after reviewing all three MySpace pages
participants reported how much they would like teetthe Arab MySpace author on a
scale of 1Do not want to meetp 7(Would definitely want to meet)

Results
Again, preliminary analysis revealed no genderedéhces, and thus conditions were
collapsed across gender.

Manipulation CheckThe manipulation check on the target’s race waseeiuéd
in a series of questions about the candidde® (of the MySpace users was Arab
American).A majority (96.8%) of participants correctly idéigd the intended MySpace
author as Arab American and those who did not we&otuded from all analyses. This
left a final sample of 179 participants (95 maled 84 females).

Desire to Meet TargetTo test the hypotheses a 2 x 3 ANOVA was perfarore
participants desire to meet the Arab American My$pauthor. There was a main effect
for level of prejudicé=(1, 173) = 31.2 < .001,n? = .14. As expected low prejudice
individuals M=4.28) reported a stronger preference for meehirgdrab target
compared to high bias individual8l€3.16). This, however, was qualified by a
significant prejudice level x strategy type intétai, F(2, 173) = 4.73p = .01,1° = .04
(See Figure 2)First, there was clear evidence of bias suchithéiite control condition
low prejudice participantsM= 4.21) wanted to meet the Arab target significantbre
than highly prejudiced participantsl€3.11),p = .002. Second, replicating experiment
1, simple effects showed that highly prejudicedvitilals exposed to the perspective

taking strategy reported marginally less desimnéet the targetM = 2.50) compared to
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Figure 2.Participants’ desire to meet the Arab MySpaceauthperson after
Experiment 2.
when no strategyM=3.11) was initiatedp = .07. Nevertheless, in support of the
assumptions made by the TEM, when highly prejudgadicipants were affirmed their
values related to fairness prior to the perspedtikeng strategy they reported increased
preference to meet the Arab target£€ 3.83) compared to when perspective taking was
used by itself or when no strategy was emploped,001,p =.03, respectively. Finally,
when affirmation of fairness values preceded petsgetaking high prejudice
participants M = 3.83) were just as likely as low prejudice gapants M = 4.22) to
want to meet the Arab target> .05>

Negative Stereotypego test the prediction that perceivers first affaahon their

sense of fairness prior to a perspective stratemyldvbe less likely to engage in negative

% In Experiment 2 there was no effect of prejudieel or strategy type on preference to
meet either of the filler pages ostensibly credgdlVhite students:(2, 173) = 1.28p
=.28 and~(2, 173) = .13p =.88.
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stereotyping we conducted a 2 x 3 ANOVA on endors@mf negative stereotypes. As
predicted results revealed a main effect of pregidevel F(1, 173) = 27.32p < .001, ,
112 = .13, such that high prejudice participafis= 2.14), were more likely to ascribe
negative stereotypes to the Arab target as compariedv prejudice participantdA =
1.53). This was qualified by a significant pregalievel x strategy type interactidf(2,
173) =3.90p = .02,n2 = .04. Consistent with expectations, highly pregad individuals
were more likely to negatively stereotype the Alaiget when he initiated perspective
taking M = 2.37) as compared to when no strategy was imgiéed M = 1.95),p < .05.
Unexpectedly though, when the Arab target initidieth an affirmation and perspective
taking strategy in combinatioM(= 2.14) highly prejudiced participants endorsed
negative stereotypes of the Arab target to the sdagese as when the target employed
no bias reduction tactip,> .1. Low prejudice participants on the other heuade less
likely to ascribe negative stereotypes to the Aeaget when he implemented a
perspective taking strategyl(= 1.26) compared to the contrtM & 1.70),p < .05.
However, there was no difference in endorsementeveotypes when low prejudiced
individuals were exposed to an affirmation and pective taking strategy = 1.52) or
no strategy at alp > .1.
Discussion

Experiment 2 successfully replicated ExperimentElgwing that the use of a
perspective taking strategy by a target threat@eeceivers and led to an increase in both
biased behavioral intentions and negative steraugypiowever, as predicted by the

TEM, when the target asked questions designeditangberceivers’ sense of fairness
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before using the perspective taking strategy, fightjudiced individuals showed less
biased behavioral intentions compared to when taidjd not implement a bias reduction
tactic. This demonstrates that a stigmatized targe successfully use a prejudice
reduction strategy that challenges perceiversy first employ a strategy that can
diffuse perceptions of threat.

We did not find evidence that affirmation workedregucing negative
stereotyping of the Arab target. As expected ube of a perspective taking strategy
increased endorsement of negative stereotypesdblyrbiased individuals and in line
with previous research decreased endorsement atinegtereotypes for low prejudiced
individuals (Galinksy & Moskowitz, 2000). Howevehe affirmation should have
allowed participants to more objectively processitiformation presented and therefore
engage in less stereotyping of the target (Corggéncer, & Zanna, 2004). The data
show that although use of an affirmation strateggambination with perspective taking
increased preference to meet the target, it digfiect highly prejudiced perceivers’
beliefs about the target individual. Indeed, exathon of the within-cell correlations for
highly prejudiced participants showed that there wa relationship between their
interest in meeting the target and endorsemen¢gétive stereotypes regardless of the
TEM strategy that the target employegho(36) = -.32,p=.07; I perspective-taki28) = -.23,
P=.24; I affirmiperspectivk30) = .13,0=.49). Low prejudiced individuals also showed no
relationship between their reported interest intingehe target and endorsement of
negative stereotypes when the target implementddasoreduction strategg(28) = -

.35,p=.07, or a perspective taking strategy by its¢#7) = -.26,p=.19. However, low
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prejudiced participants interest in meeting thebAiarget was negatively related to their
endorsement of negative stereotypes when the tamgétmented a combination of
affirmation and perspective taking30) = -.47 p=.008. Therefore, it seems that only
when low prejudiced participants were affirmed thidir beliefs about the target direct
their interest in meeting the target. Perhaps vdiermed by the target, these individuals
processed more objectively and relied on theireieliather than an affective reaction to
the target. In general, these data provide eviddraten this particular experiment,
participants’ beliefs about the Arab target did imfiuence their reported interest in

wanting to interact with the target in person.
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Chapter 4

Experiment 3

The evidence in Experiment 2 showing that a stigradttarget can induce
affirmation and perspective taking to reduce prig@s unique in the literature on
prejudice reduction. Nevertheless, there aresiithe unanswered questions.
Specifically, a plausible alternative explanationthe previous findings is that rather
than initiating the self-reflective processes #r& necessary to induce self-affirmation,
the manipulation of fairness actually primed sotainess norms that induced demand
characteristics or activated a goal to evaluatdatget objectively (Katz & Hass, 1988)..
A third experiment was designed to address thigdimon and provide further evidence
that affirmation processes in combination with perdive taking are responsible for the
reduction of bias demonstrated in the previous exjsant.

Whereas some research has found that priming agaftvalues can lead to
empathy for and increased positive attitudes towarcbrity groups (Katz & Hass,
1988), other research has shown that when indilsdura reminded of societal fairness
norms they become angry and resentful, backladbotig attitudinally and behaviorally
(Devine & Plant, 2001; Monteith, Devine, & Zuwerirk993). In addition, the limited
research that has investigated highly prejudicdd/iduals’ response to the salience of
social norms regarding equality and justice shdwas highly prejudiced individuals
generally respond with some form of reactance apdnt heightened negative affect

toward the stigmatized group (Devine, Plant, & Babw2000; Monteith 1993; Zuwerink
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et al., 1996). Taken together, this work suggdstsriming social justice norms for
highly prejudiced individuals does not necessagijuce threat, and it might actually
lead to increased negative responses toward thettar

Nevertheless, self-affirmation should operate imhelently of fairness norms for
reducing prejudice. One way to disentangle theseprocesses is to have the target ask
guestions that affirm the perceiver on an imporpditive self-attribute that is unrelated
to fairness and equality. Past research has deratetthat creativity is a positive self-
attribute that can successfully activate self-affition processes (Aronson, Blanton, &
Copper, 1995; Blanton, Cooper, Skurnik, & Aronsb®97; Stone & Cooper, 2003).
Asking questions about a persons’ creativity shaadffirming because it will
encourage perceivers to focus on a positive silbate that is generally viewed as
important. Among a college student sample, thinldhgut an instance of creativity
should also bring to mind other positive self-dggore attributes such as intelligence.
Therefore, when a target asks a highly prejudiodd/idual to recall a time when they
were creative should induce the positive self-atile processes necessary for
affirmation, which will lead to a decrease in petens of threat.

The current experiment was also designed to extengrevious finding by
investigating the mechanisms for how affirmation @erspective taking might work to
reduce bias toward an individual target who usessthategy. For example, negative
emotions, negative stereotypes, and attitude toterdarget were measured to shed light
on highly prejudiced individuals’ reaction to beiagked to take the perspective of a

stigmatized target and how affirmation attenudtésreaction. When a disliked outgroup



44

member asks a highly prejudiced individual to tdiesr perspective, the prejudiced
perceiver may have a gut level negative emoticegsgponse, or may attempt to discredit
the target by endorsing negative stereotypes.

Perceptions of injustice and guilt may also mediagerelationship between
perspective taking and behavior towards the tgievidio et al., 2004). We chose to
measure both injustice and guilt in this experintedause if an affirmation strategy
allows highly biased individuals to take the pecdpe of a disliked outgroup member,
then they should perceive the situation as unjussitly, a measure of intergroup anxiety
was collected to measure participants’ perceptidrisreat about dealing with a disliked
outgroup member and to show that perspective tdkynitself increases perceptions of
threat and affirmation attenuates those feelingbrefat.

In addition, this project explored if a target wérmploys a combination of
affirmation and perspective taking while interagtmith a highly prejudiced individual
can reduce prejudice towards the group as wethwartds themselves. The use of a
perspective taking strategy should be particulefigctive at changing attitudes toward
the group because when a perceiver takes the p#kspef a member of the target group
they essentially are stepping in to what it is li&de part of that group. When highly
prejudiced individuals’ perceptions of threat axduced through affirmation before they
are focused on what it is like to be a member stigmatized group it should allow them
to empathize with the group and feel injusticetfa circumstances the group has faced.

| predict that if targets first affirm individuatsy an important value and then

employ perspective taking, highly prejudiced perees will show increased desire to
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meet the Arab target and greater liking for thgeaigroup compared to when they
employ either strategy alone or no prejudice radadiactics. Additionally, |
hypothesized that when a target initiates a cotdéteonal perspective taking strategy
without first reducing the threat, prejudiced papants will show less interest in meeting
the Arab target compared to if the target did rmaghat all.
Method

Participants

One hundred and forty two undergraduate stude@tsn@e and 80 female) from
a large southwestern university participated. Tlagonity of participants were White
(79%). The remaining participants self-identifiedHispanic (13.3%), Asian (6.3%),
Black (.7%). Everyone provided responses to a metlifersion of th@&latant and
Subtle Prejudicescale during an earlier mass-testing sessisnq9; Pettigrew &
Meertens, 1995) to assess their prejudice towaath Americans. Participants responded
to 8 items that were measured on a scale frostrarn(gly disagreefo 9 (strongly agree),
and sample statistic = 3.49, SD = 1.49. All participants had scoredwabine median
(Median=3.5) demonstrating a higher level of prejudice talvarab Americans.
Design

The experiment utilized a 2 (Affirmation) x 2 (Peestive Taking) between
subjects design. Dependent variables includedgsitih participants desire to meet the
target and attitude toward the target’s group. &adiyected negative emotions, negative
stereotypes, attitude toward the target, percamedtice, guilt, and intergroup anxiety

were measured as potential mediators.
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Materials and Procedure

The procedures for exposing participants to the e profiles were identical
to Experiments 1 and 2. After reviewing the MySpacofiles the experimenter gave
them an evaluation form and ‘randomly’ assignedthe evaluate the Arab MySpace
author. When finished, participants completed alfquestionnaire assessing their
attitudes towards many different social groupsrdauce suspicion the experimenter told
participants that the experiment was over priggiting them the ‘cultural perceptions’
guestionnaire. They then asked participants if theyld complete one unrelated
guestionnaire that the research lab collects ag¢tlaeof all experiments assessing
individuals’ perceptions of many different sociabgps. Finally, the experimenter
debriefed participants and awarded them classtcredi

TEM Strategy ManipulationSimilar to the previous studies the perspective
taking manipulation was embedded within the ‘soayp Bection and the affirmation
manipulation was part of the ‘What’s your style@t8on on Ahmad’s MySpace page.
The affirmation manipulation was modified slighttpm experiment 2 so that the target
asked one set of rhetorical question about hovp#nicipant exemplified an unrelated,
but important positive value; creativity. Speciflgawhen affirmation was present the
Arab MySpace author asketlyhen were you really creative? How? the control
condition the question posed w&ghen were you really bored? HowW&imilar to the
previous studies, perspective taking was maniptlaéxt when the Arab target asked
participants to reflect on how it feels to be amB\American after 9/11 and in the control

lament about the lack of healthy food choices atuhiversity (See Appendix C).
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Dependent Variables

EmotionsWhile evaluating the Arab MySpace page participaated the extent
to which they experienced several different emati@mger, disgust, empathy, sympathy,
compassiondn a scale of Not at all)to 7Very Much. Specifically, they were asked
"While reviewing the MySpace profile | felt (ematiptoward the author. Ratings of
anger and disgust were averaged together to faromgosite score of negative emotions
directed at the target & .68). Empathy, sympathy, and compassion werealsraged
to form a composite score of positive emotionsaleé at the targeti(= .81).

Negative stereotypeBarticipants next rated the extent to which se\diftdrent
positive and negative traits best described thh &aSpace author on a scale oNbf at
all) to 7(Very Mucl). The negative traits used were expanded fromraxpat 2 to
include:angry, confrontational, irrational, untrustworthgangerous, and close-minded
andwere averaged together to form a negative stereatgmpositeq = .70).

Liking. To assess participants attitude toward the tgrgeticipants responded to
a single item, ‘How much do like the MySpace authon a scale from Not at all)to
7(Very Much).

Perceptions of Injustice and guilio evaluate perceptions of injustice
participants rated on a scale fronNbf at all)to 7(Very Much how they felt ifritated,
angered, annoyed, alarmed, outraged, and bothexétdj reading the ‘Soap Box’ section
of the MySpace profileo(=.78; see Dovidio et al., 2004). In addition,tjggpants also

rated how much guilt they experienced while readiregsoap box section.
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Intergroup Anxietyln addition, participants reported the extent tacktthey
believed they would experience 12 different emaiasen interacting with the Arab
target on a scale of Mt at all)to 7Extremely. The emotions measured were:
apprehensive, uncertain, worried, awkward, anxidhsgatened, comfortable, trusting,
friendly, confident, safe, and at eg&tephan & Stephan, 1985). Positive emotions were
reverse coded and the items were averaged to @eamposite measure of intergroup
anxiety @ = 84).

Desire to Meet TargetAfter reviewing all three MySpace profiles peipants
reported how much they would like to meet the AvijSpace author on a scale oDI(
not want to meetp 7(\Would definitely want to meet)

Prejudice Toward the Groupastly, ostensibly as part of a related study,
participants completed the Pettigrew & Meerten®B)Blatant and Subtle Prejudice
scale ¢ =.70; See Appendix D).

Results
Again, preliminary analysis revealed no genderedéhces, and thus conditions were
collapsed across gender.

Manipulation CheckThe manipulation check on the target’s race waseeiaéd
in a series of questions about the candidde® (of the MySpace users was Arab
American).A majority (95.1%) of participants correctly idéigd the intended MySpace
author as Arab American and those who did not wegotuded from all analyses. This

left a final sample of 135 participants (60 maled &5 females).
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Desire to Meet TargetTo test the hypotheses a 2 x 2 ANOVA was perfaroe
participants desire to meet the Arab American My$pauthor. There was a main effect
for affirmation,F(1, 131) = 31.94p < .001,n% = .18, such that when exposed to an
affirmation strategyNl = 4.86) highly prejudiced participants reportedrendesire to
meet the Arab target compared to the contvbE(3.04). This was qualified by the
predicted affirmation x perspective taking inteiaetF(1, 131) =8.90p = .003,3* = .05
(See Figure 3). Consistent with predictions madéhByTEM model, simple effects
showed that highly prejudiced individuals exposethe perspective taking strategy
reported less desire to meet the tarlyet=(2.61) compared to when no stratelyl=3.51)
was initiatedp < .05. Most importantly, in support of the TEM g@igtions, participants
showed the most interest in meeting the Arab tampen targets asked self-affirming
guestions prior to implementing the perspectivenigakM = 5.36), ), as compared to
when the target used either strategy alone ormategly at allp’s < .05. Additionally, use
of self affirmation aloneN] = 4.36) also increased participants desire to tieetarget
compared to when targets implemented a perspdetiueg strategy or no strategy at all,

p <.001,p=.05.
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Figure 3.Participants’ desire to meet the Arab MySpacea@uthperson after
Experiment 3.

Prejudice toward the group.o test our prediction that use of an affirmatznd
perspective taking strategy by a specific targetadcchange attitudes toward the group a
2 x 2 ANCOVA was performed on the measure of priegitbward Arabs with initial
level of prejudice entered as a covariate. Inigakl of prejudice was a significant
covariateF(1, 130) = 12.83p < .001,1° = .09, and after controlling for initial level of
prejudice, the ANCOVA revealed an affirmation x gy@ctive taking interactioi(1,

130) = 3.87p =.05,n° = .03 (See Figure 4).In contrast with predictions, the use of an

affirmation strategy alone actually increased nggadttitudes toward the group

* The assumption of homogeneity of variance wasandtthere was no interaction
between initial level of prejudice and the prejadieduction strategieB(1, 128) = 2.97,
p =.10.
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Prejudice Towards Arabs

Contral Affirm Perspective Affirm/Perspective

Figure 4.Participants’ attitudes toward Arab Americans asaup controlling for initial
level of prejudice in Experiment 3.

(M = 4.44) compared to the when no strategy was gragl1 = 3.86),p = .03. Further
analysis showed that although the means were ipreicted direction when the Arab
target employed a perspective taking strategy albhe 4.11) or both strategies in
combination i = 3.97), it did not decrease prejudice towardgtaip,p’'s > .08. Thus,
we did not find evidence that the combination dirafation and perspective taking
reduced prejudice toward the group.

Emotions toward TargeT.o test if a target employed affirmation strategulid
reduce negative emotions directed at the target piuse of a perspective taking
strategy a 2 x 2 ANOVA was performed on the comeasieasure of target directed
negative emotions. As predicted there was an adion x perspective taking interaction,

F(1, 131) = 14.92p < .001,1% = .10 (See Figure 5). Simple effects revealed that
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Figure 5.Self-reported negative emotions directed towandsArab MySpace author in
Experiment 3.

consistent with Study 1 when an Arab target uspdrapective-taking strategy onlM =
1.76) participants reported stronger negative esnsttoward the target compared to the
control condition 1 = 1.19),p = .003. Also as predicted, when the Arab targetleyed
an affirmation strategy prior to the perspectivartg (M = 1.31), participants reported
less negative emotions toward the target comparadthéen the Arab target used either
affirmation M = 1.77), or perspective taking alorM € 1.76),p's < .02. However, when
affirmation was initiated alone it increased negagmotionsNl = 1.77) compared to
control,p=.003. In sum, relative to when the target usedtrategy, participants
experienced increased negative emotions when saegeployed affirmation or
perspective taking alone, but decreased negativti@ns if the target first used an

affirmation strategy and then initiated a perspectaking strategy.
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Another 2 x 2 ANOVA was performed on the composiasure of target
directed positive emotions. Results revealed a reff@ct of perspective taking(1,

131) = 24.17p < .001,n? = .15, such that participants reported more p@siimotions
when the Arab target used perspective takMg=(3.77) compared to when he did not
use a perspective taking stratelyy€ 2.60). However, there was no affirmation x
perspective taking interaction on target directesigove motionsfF(1, 131) = .07p =.79,
n?=.001. In sum, use of a perspective takingefaalso led to a positive emotional
response.

Negative stereotypednother 2 x 2 ANOVA was conducted on the endorsgme
of negative stereotypes revealing a main effepen$pective takind;(1, 131) = 11.85p
=.001,1? = .08, such that when exposed to a perspectivegdi = 3.20) strategy
participants more strongly endorsed negative stgpes about the target compared to the
control M = 2.66). Unexpectedly there was no affirmatiorexspective taking
interaction on endorsement of negative stereotyp@s,131) = 2.07p =.14,1? = .01.
Thus, similar to experiment 2 these data suggesthie use of perspective taking led to
increased stereotyping of the Arab target, butra#ition did not attenuate stereotyping
of the stigmatized target.

Liking, injustice, guilt, and anxietydditional 2 x 2 ANOVAs were performed
on all of the following measures: liking, perceivieglstice, guilt, and anxiety. For liking
the only significant effect was a main effect dirafiation on liking,F(1, 131) = 5.47p
=.02. Participants liked the Arab target more wheremployed an affirmation strategy

(M = 3.88) compared to when no affirmation strategg wresent\ = 3.42). There were
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations for Liking, InjustiGaiilt, and Anxiety by Prejudice
Reduction Strategy in Experiment 3

Prejudice Reduction Strategy
Dependent Control  Affirmation  Perspective- Affirmation/Perspective-

Measure Taking Taking
Liking 3.48 3.88 3.36 3.88
(.20) (.20) (.19) (.20)
Injustice 1.92 2.28 2.61 2.58
(.95) (1.12) (1.74) (1.06)
Guilt 1.27 1.54 2.69 3.00
(.87) (.94) (2.92) (1.67)
Anxiety 3.73 3.69 4.01 3.82
(.97) (.99) (.92) (1.04)

no other significant effects on liking. Main effeatid emerge for perspective taking on
perceived injusticef(1, 131) =7.06p =.009,n° = .05, and feelings of guilE(1, 131)
=34.02,p < .001,1° = .20. As expected, participants reported incrégsgceptions of
injustice and feelings of guilt when the target émgpd a perspective taking strated¥ (
= 2.60,M = 2.84) compared to when they did nigt £ 2.10,M = 1.41). The other effects
were not significant. Lastly, no effects emergedrdargroup anxiety (See Table 1 for
the means for all conditions).

Mediation.Based on initial analyses target directed negaimetions appeared to
be the most suitable candidate to mediate theoakdtip between prejudice reduction
strategies and desire to meet the target. Todeshédiation using the full experimental

model we used the multiple regression approachfggubby Baron and Kenny (1984). A
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series of hierarchical regressions were conductddaffirmation and perspective taking
entered on the first step and their interactioth@nsecond step.

With respect to the first condition of mediatior tinteraction of affirmation and
perspective taking was a significant predictor aftigipants desire to meet the target;
.39,t(131) = 2.99p =.003. In line with the second condition of memiatthe affirmation
x taking interaction also significantly predicteelgative emotiongj = -.55,t(131) = -
3.86,p < .001. Supportive of the third step towards migalanegative emotion$, = -
.19,t(130) = -2.46p = .01 significantly predicted participant’s desioemeet the Arab
target with the interaction variable included ie tihodel. Additionally, the relationship
between the affirmation x perspective taking intéca and desire to meet the target was
weaker (although still significant) when negativeations toward the target were
included in the modefj = .28,t(130) = 2.10p = .03, (Sobel = 2.0 = .04). Therefore,
meditational analysis of the full design revealeak hegative emotions directed at the
target partially mediated the relationship betwteninteraction of affirmation and

perspective taking and interest in meeting the Aaapet (See Figure 6).

- - : -.19*=
- 35%F o Negative Emotions |
- —
-_____.-" ——
TEM Strategies —| Desire to Meet Target

39=F 187

Note. Sobel =207, p=.04; **p=101, *p=.05

Figure 6.Negative emotions toward the target mediate tlagioaship between TEM
strategies and desire to meet the target
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In further analysis we tested the specific medital predictions stemming from
the TEM. First, it was predicted that participadiscreased interest in meeting the target
when exposed to perspective taking was due toaease in threat, which may be
reflected in negative emotions directed at theetars expected and already reported
above, the comparison between the control condéiahthe use of perspective taking
alone was negatively related to participants ddeiraeeet the Arab targdi,= -.22,

t(131) = -2.03p < .05 and positively related to target directedative emotions = .35,
t(131) = 3.06p = .003. Supportive of mediation, the relatiopdhetween this
comparison and desire to meet the target was gigntfy reduced when negative
emotions towards the target were included in trayais, = -.15,t(130) = -1.36p > .1,
(Sobel =-1.92p = .05). Therefore, this analysis provides supfmrthe TEM prediction
that when targets implement a confrontational pegBye taking strategy it threatens
highly prejudiced individuals and therefore incesabiased behavioral intentions.

Additionally, the TEM predicts that the use of dfiranation strategy prior to
implementation of perspective taking should incegaarticipants desire to meet the Arab
target by reducing their perceptions of threatirla with predictions and the analyses
above, when compared to perspective taking altveeyse of affirmation in combination
with perspective taking was positively related &otigipants desire to meet the Arab
target,p = .66,t(131) = 6.18p < .001 and negatively related to target directeghative
emotionsf = -.28,t(131) = -2.41p =.02. Additionally, negative emotions predicted
participants desire to meet the Arab target withdliference between the two TEM

strategies included in the modgl= -.19,t(130) = -2.46p = .01. Inconsistent with
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predictions however, the relationship between ffeceof the combined TEM strategies
and the desire to meet the target was not redugedrirolling for negative emotiong,
=.60,1(130) = 5.65p < .001, (Sobel = 1.7 = .08). This indicates that although a
relationship does exists between the measureseg dot appear the use of an
affirmation in combination with perspective takimgreased participants desire to meet
the Arab target by reducing intergroup threateast, as measured by feelings of

negative emotion (See Table 2 for correlations betwmeasures).

Table 2
Correlations for Dependent Variables in Experim&nt
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Negative 4 ggm _omm  5ger 02 34k 230 oge
Emotions
Negative 1 -26% 52 11 44% -3 17
Stereotypes
Liking 1 -.13 A7* - 31% 42%* -11
Injustice 1 19* 32%* -.10 23**
Guilt 1 -.02 -.002 -.01
Anxiety 1 -.30** .20*
Meet
Target 1 -15
Prejudice
toward 1
Arabs

Note. *p<.05 and *p < .01



58

Discussion

Results from experiment 3 show that as predistén an Arab MySpace author
employed a confrontational perspective taking sgaty itself, highly prejudiced
participants reported less interest in meetingdhget, increased negative emotions
toward the target, and increased stereotyping. Kewd the Arab target initiated an
affirmation strategy prior to confronting with tperspective taking strategy, highly
prejudiced individuals reported more interest iretirey the target and less negative
emotions directed toward the target. Moreover,gisitombination of both strategies
actually led to increased interest in meeting #ugdt above the use of an affirmation
strategy by itself. By demonstrating the effectees of an affirmation related to
creativity, these data also refute the alternaiyganation that affirming perceivers on
fairness (Experiment 2) actually primed justicemsrather than activating affirmation
processes. Also worth noting, is that using thera#tion strategy prior to a perspective
taking did not create backlash towards Arabs asmrdherefore stigmatized targets do
not have to feel that by implementing a set oftsgi@s to change prejudiced individuals
behaviors towards them as individuals will negdyiveapact their group.

Importantly, the data from Experiment 3 also extérelprevious findings by
showing that the use of different TEM strategiesseal changes in negative feelings
toward the Arab target. Specifically, whereas pecsipe taking used alone increased
negative affect toward the target, asking selfrafiing questions before insisting on
perspective taking reduced high prejudiced perecsiveegative feelings toward the

stigmatized target. However, inconsistent with preohs, when the target asked



59

affirming questions alone, participants reportezteéased negative affect toward him,
despite also reporting more desire to meet hims Thexpected finding could suggest
that asking affirming questions of highly prejudigearticipants exacerbated perceptions
of intergroup threat.

In my view, the bulk of the data do not suppors tBxplanation. Instead, | believe
that in the affirmation only condition participaritad an unanticipated negative reaction
to the control statement in which the target vehgipeomplained about the food at the
University of Arizona. By asking perceivers abouinae when they were creative, and
then complaining about the food at the universitg, target may have come off as
inconsistent and condescending, i.e., as endocseddivity and then being rigid about
food preferences. The inconsistency may have tisgnpted the self-reflective process
necessary for self-affirmation to be successfula&ssult the affirmation was not able to
attenuate perceivers’ negative response to thet&ngconsistency. This explanation is
consistent with past research on self-affirmatioovging that if something interferes with
the affirmation process, it will not reduce the gdsgiogical discomfort associated with
dissonance. Specifically, Galinksy and colleag2€9Q) found that when participants’
attempts to self-affirm were thwarted by negatmedback from the experimenter, they
experienced the same amount of psychological dismb@and need to justify a
discrepant act, as participants who were not gilieropportunity to self-affirm.

It seems possible that in the affirmation-only dtind of the current experiment,
participants who viewed the Arab target as incdastswere initially angered and

therefore did not complete the affirmation proceSarther examination of the
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relationship between negative emotions and padrtg desire to meet the target within
the affirmation-only condition also supports ouasening. Specifically, a meditational
analysis revealed that whereas the use of an aftilom strategy by itself predicted
participants desire to meet the Arab tar@et,.20,t(131) = 1.87p = .05 compared to the
control condition, the inclusion of negative emagdoward the target in the equation did
not significantly reduce the relationships .27,t(130) = 2.47p = .01. This indicates
that the increase in negative emotion followingrafétion was unrelated to the positive
effect of affirmation on the desire to meet thegédr

In light of this finding, disruption seems like thest explanation for the
affirmation-only condition because, even thougbnibanced negative affect relative to
the control condition, the data show that it diddtion to reduce bias in other ways.
Specifically, the affirmation question led to gediking of the target and a reduction in
biased behavioral intentions. Other possibilitesrs less consistent with the overall
pattern of data. For example, if the initial ins@tency in the Arab target led to a person
perception effect, such that participants formedgative impression of him, we may
have seen more negative responses across all teimes, which was not the case.
Lastly, if the negative affect in the affirmatiomdy condition occurred because the
affirmation manipulation was not impactful enoughikely would not have reduced bias
when paired with the perspective taking strategser@l, it appears that the affirmation-
only condition inadvertently provided informatidmat prevented the affirming questions
from fully reducing threat. Importantly, perceptsoof inconsistency were not present in

the combination condition where the target askexiibreativity and then used the
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perspective taking strategy. So while in gendrasé finding do suggest some important
limitations to the use of affirmation for reducib@s, in my view, this does not show that
affirmation is generally ineffective for reducingmeeptions of threat.

Also, although liking, guilt, injustice, and anxedid not serve as mediators of
the relationship between TEM strategy and intaresteeting the target they still provide
useful information. The effects of affirmation okihg provide some support that
inducing an affirmation strategy reduces threaivaithg prejudiced perceivers to form a
more objective impression of the target. Additibpahe effect of perspective on guilt
and injustice show the effectiveness of the maaigamn. In line with expectations, when
the Arab MySpace author asks participants to th&e perspective those individuals
perceive more injustice and feel increased gulie fesults of the measure of intergroup
anxiety are a bit more ambiguous because of tHeeffatt. However, it doesn’t seem to
be a floor effect problem just that the measureisconceptually taping into the type of
anxiety or threat that the participants are feelitgle reading the MySpace page of a
disliked target. This type of measure may be mereehcial in the context of measuring
anxiety before an actual interaction with a diglileitgroup member.

Lastly, one alternative explanation to the curferdings is that rather than
inducing affirmation, asking participants questiah®ut their creativity may have

induced positive affect which promoted more carpfolcessing. However, | do not

> Additionally, further analysis using Levene’s tesequality of variance also revealed
that the measure of negative emotions violatecdfsemption of homogeneity of error
variance (3, 131) = 13.19p <.001. Providing some evidence that the preseasore
of negative emotions may be somewhat flawed armba ipdicator of perceptions of
threat.
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believe this explanation can account for these. @tacifically, if priming creativity
promoted more carefully processing rather thanciduthreat (through affirmation),
highly prejudiced participants should have respdnaigh more bias. Highly prejudiced
individuals feel threatened by the prospect ofrtgkhe perspective of a disliked
outgroup member. If asking questions related tatorigy was not affirming then
participants should have responded to targetstiwélsame degree as bias across

measures as when targets employed perspectiveytakine.
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Chapter 5

General Discussion

These three experiments show that with the rightlmoation of strategies targets
can effectively reduce the likelihood that prejutiandividuals will behave using the
lens of their biases. The findings from these ssidilso uniquely demonstrate that a
well-established prejudice reduction strategy taat be effective when employed by
third party can have negative consequences if eyaglby a stigmatized target.
However, if targets first reduce the feelings ottt created by the interaction, then they
can successfully use more explicit strategies f@stefely as a neutral third party. By
viewing stigmatized individuals as active particifsarather than passive targets of bias,
this body of research begins to fill a large gathm prejudice reduction literature.
The Target Empowerment Model of prejudice reduction

Most other lines of work that examine how targedaldvith their personal
experiences with prejudice focus primarily on contation as means for them to reduce
bias (Czopp & Monteith, 2003). Although this resdais informative as to the cost and
benefits of directly confronting bias when it happgit overlooks the fact that most
stigmatized targets actually try to avoid blatamfcontations when interacting with a
prejudiced perceiver (Swim & Hyers, 1999; Whiteheadl 2010). The TEM offers a
unique approach to integrate the prejudice redncial persuasion literatures to
understand how targets themselves can successfufijoy a set of prejudice reduction

strategies when interacting with someone who mayay not be prejudiced.
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The current research supports two main postuldtéseol EM. Firstly that
stigmatized targets will be less effective than-stgmatized sources when they use
prejudice reduction strategies that challenge waidgy beliefs and thereby are
threatening. Specifically, in all three experimentsen targets used a perspective
strategy by itself it engendered backlash in tenfof decreased preference for meeting
the target and increased negative emotions tovisgrthrget. The current work also
provides initial support for the second tenet oM, Ehat targets can effectively use
explicit strategies that challenge perceiversefythirst employ a strategy that reduces
perceivers’ feelings of threat. Specifically, twperiments provide evidence that if
targets employ an affirmation strategy in combmatvith perspective taking it
successfully reduces biased behavior and negatieti@ens toward the target.

To our knowledge, this is the first research ingedging any effect of perspective
taking on highly prejudiced individuals. Our dateygest that the reduction of
stereotyping seen in previous work using perspectking was only effective for low
prejudiced individuals. Because highly prejudicedividuals see themselves as
extremely dissimilar from a stigmatized target @yrbe necessary to provide them with
specific information countering stereotypes to detheir beliefs about a target. Another
explanation is that the lack of attenuation of niegastereotyping may be due to the fact
that affirmation only influences general affectresponses rather than cognitive beliefs
about a group. However, previous research on thd &s demonstrated a reduction in
stereotyping when a stigmatized target implememtaffrmation strategy (Stone, et al.,

2010). There are some notable differences betweeprevious research investigating
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target employed affirmation and the current expenta. Firstly, Stone and colleagues
(2010) showed an overall reduction in stereotyhg gay target (Study 1) and a female
target (Study 2) across two experiments, and ih bases the content of the stereotypes
was positive. In contrast the current experimergasured stereotypes about Arab
Americans that were all had a negative valenamaly be that people are less likely to
readily let go of negatively stereotypes relateddager and fear that may be adaptive to
survival. Along similar lines, stereotypes of gaysl women are unrelated to personal
safety, making them less resistant to change, \asestereotypes of Arab Americans
generally revolve around them as irrational andyéaous, which may be more resistant
to change. An important direction for future resbas to examine the valence and
strength of stereotyped beliefs as potential medsatf how highly biased individuals
respond to a TEM strategy.
Limitations

These results shed light onto the means by whigets might themselves act to
avoid or reduce prejudice in their daily experienttowever, these studies are not
without limitations and the need for more resea@ie limitation of all three
experiments is that though the paradigm was creatbd impactful participants did not
participate in an actual interaction with the stagimed target making it a lower threat
situation. If the TEM is accurate a combinatioradghreat reduction strategy and a more
explicit strategy that challenges perceivers shbel@ffective even in a higher threat

situation such as a one on one interaction betwemrceiver and a disliked stigmatized
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target. Nevertheless, it is important to understanough future research if these
strategies would remain effective in a higher thes@ation.

Another limitation of the current work is that ibes not provide conclusive
evidence for our assumption that a self-affirmafiamctions as a prejudice reduction
strategy by reducing perceptions of threat. Howewerdo provide some initial evidence
that targets can use affirmation in combinatiorhvpierspective taking to reduce the
negative emotions that stem from the implementatiom strategy that challenges highly
prejudiced perceivers. One possibility is thatullyfunderstand the mechanism behind
affirmation it is necessary to assess threat usimgpre direct measure such as
physiological markers or implicit perceptions ofergroup threat rather than using self-
reported negative emotions as a proxy for thread decent study looking at implicit
responses to threatening health information vanikgsioruggen and colleagues (2009)
found that a self-affirmation actually increasedessibility to threat-related health words
demonstrating that the self-affirmation decreaseddu processing of the threatening
information. This approach may be applicable teaesh on prejudice reduction by
showing that a self-affirmation reduces perceptioithreat thereby allowing targets to
focus on characteristics of the target or group ttiay would normally find threatening.
Alternatively, it may be possible that there isiffedent or additional mechanism through
which self-affirmation is able to impact behavioirgtentions. For example, affirmation
may increase overall liking of the target, whichulgbthen lead to increases in positive
behavior toward the target. Or perhaps target eyepl@affirmation induces more careful

and objective processing allowing perceivers to @ager attention to individual
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characteristics of the target rather than relyinggmup membership to make judgments
(Correll et al., 2004). This could in fact increasgyative emotions for some but decrease
it for others, which would render self-reports efjative affect useless for mediation.
However, threat reduction still remains a viablechaism through which affirmation
may function. In sum, additional research is impeeato understand the mechanisms
through which affirmation can reduce prejudice amate direct measures of threat will

be necessary.

A related concern is that because this work doégmwide strong evidence that
the use of affirmation in combination with perspeetaking functions by reducing
threat, an alternative explanation may be thatlfigrejudiced participants only show
increased interest in meeting the target so tleat Will have the opportunity to ‘tell them
off.” However, this explanation seems implausibleew taking into account some of the
additional data. For example, in experiment 3 higitejudiced participants report
greater liking of the Arab target when exposedrit@iiirmation strategy. This is in line
with current assumption that use of an affirmastmategy should reduce bias, leading to
greater interest in meeting the target. Additionatbmpared to when the target uses
perspective taking alone the use of affirmationambination with perspective taking
actually lead to less negative emotions. If pgraaaits’ motivation to meet the Arab target
was malicious we should see an increase in taggative emotions. Finally, if interest
in meeting the Arab target is driven by a desirdg¢mgate him then participants should

show the greatest interest when the target indiln@esiost negative emotions and
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endorsement of negative stereotypes. The pattettatafin the perspective taking only
condition shows the opposite across three expetsnen

Lastly, a related concern is that the current vadslo points to a limitation of
affirmation as a prejudice reduction strategy. Ehegperiments seem to indicate that it is
imperative that perceivers actually engage in amdptete the manipulation of
affirmation to activate the process. As suggestethé results of Experiment 1, in the
context of having a disliked outgroup member itgiaffirmation it is not effective to
solely prime important traits or values that aré-descriptive. Future research is needed
to investigate if the activation of self-affirmatiprocesses is similar to that of goal
completion processes.
Future Directions

Along with correcting addressing the current wdmkstations, there are many
interesting future directions for this line of raseh. For example, one area of the TEM
that would benefit from further research is testitiger strategy combinations that targets
may be able implement effectively. Specificallyultba common identity strategy be
used to increase perceptions of similarity amopgegudiced perceiver and target thereby
allowing for the use of a perspective taking styggfeWould affirmation be able to reduce
feeling of threat in perceivers to allow for sugfasimplementation of a discrepancy or
hypocrisy strategy? In theory when used in conitede strategies should reduce bias,
but empirical evidence is needed.

Finally, another important direction is to examthe effect of carrying out these

bias reduction strategies on stigmatized targetde lkesearch has investigated if
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attempting to reduce a perceiver’s biases has anseguences for targets’ self-
perceptions or self-esteem. One recent study engrdup contact demonstrated that
interracial interactions can actually have a negatiffect for African American targets
(Shelton, Richeson, Salvatore, 2005). Shelton atidagues (2005) found that African
Americans who expected to be the targets of pregusihowed more negative affect,
liked their partner less, and felt inauthentic dgran interethnic interaction with a White
confederate, even though the individuation strathiey employed were effective at
changing their partner’s attitudes about them. &toee it is important to understand
which strategies can be used to effectively reduas without negatively affecting
target’s self-perceptions.
Conclusions

Given the negative outcomes that stigmatized groambers endure as a result
of other people’s biases, we believe it would befuidor targets to have at their disposal
strategies capable of reducing the use of negattitedes or stereotypes to form an
impression of them. This is not to suggest thgtrsdtized individuals should have to
learn to defend themselves from prejudice; targegsnot responsible for the biases
directed toward them and their group. Nevertheldss self-defense classes, negotiation
training, and other workshops on how to be inflimngiving targets an active role in the
way they are evaluated provides them with the mé&ansercome the structural barriers
that may impede their advancement. Overall, tesgnt research has the potential to not
only help to better understand the processes bghatargets can successfully induce

prejudice reduction, but it may also eventuallysiate into applied solutions for people
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facing real and costly acts of discrimination. \Rdong Arab Americans and other
stigmatized group members with practical stratetpesombat bias may help to reduce

important interpersonal barriers to their success.
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APPENDIX A
Experiment 1: TEM Strategy Manipulation Materials

No Strategy Control
Who I'd Like to Meet
Tell me about yourself by answering the questiagiswo:
What kind of food do you like?
What is your regular routine?
How long have you been using MySpace?

Soap Box of the Day

One aspect that | really dislike about the Uniugrsf Arizona is the food. The food at
the union is expensive and unhealthy. There is eog&bn campus that you can find
reasonably priced, healthy meals. Most univershge several different dining halls
with a variety of meal options.

Per spective Taking Condition

Who I'd Like to Meet

Tell me about yourself by answering the questiceiew:
What kind of food do you like?
What is your regular routine?
How long have you been using MySpace?

Soap Box of the Day

People need to stop and think about what it istlikke an Arab American today. Ever
since 9/11 we are constantly paying for the crimfgseople we never knew. Put yourself
in my shoes and think about what it is like to dedh skepticism and hatred on a daily
basis.

Affirmation & Perspective Taking Condition
Who I'd Like to Meet
These are values and traits that | find importardther people. If you rank these, which
one is the MOST important to you?
Sense of humor
Relations with family/friends
Social skills
Music ability
Creativity
Romantic values
Think of a time in your life when this trait orlua was uniquely important to you.

Soap Box of the Day
Same as in the perspective taking only conditicre(&bove).
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APPENDIX B
Experiment 2: TEM Strategy Manipulation Materials

Control Condition
What's Your Style?
What you write says a lot about you:

1. How did someonignoreyou this week?
2. How did yougnore someone this week?

Soap Box of the Day

One aspect that | really dislike about the Uniugrsf Arizona is the food. The food at
the union is expensive and unhealthy. There is eog&bn campus that you can find
reasonably priced, healthy meals. Most univershimge several different dining halls
with a variety of meal options.

Per spective Taking Condition
What's Your Style?
How you answer the following questions says a laLa you:

1. How did someonignoreyou this week?
2. How did yougnore someone this week?

Soap Box of the Day

People need to stop and think about what it istlikke an Arab American today. Ever
since 9/11 we are constantly paying for the crimfgseople we never knew. Put yourself
in my shoes and think about what it is like to dedh skepticism and hatred on a daily
basis.

Affirmation & Perspective Taking Condition
What's Your Style?
How you answer the following questions says a latua you:

1. How did someontr eat you fairly this week?
2. How didyou treat someonefairly this week?

Soap Box of the Day
Same as the perspective taking only condition ¢beme).
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APPENDIX C
Experiment 3: TEM Strategy Manipulation Materials

Control Condition

What's Your Style?

What you write says a lot about you:
When were you realligored? How?

Soap Box of the Day

One aspect that | really dislike about the Uniugrsf Arizona is the food. The food at
the union is expensive and unhealthy. There is eog&bn campus that you can find
reasonably priced, healthy meals. Most univershimge several different dining halls
with a variety of meal options.

Affirmation Condition

What's Your Style?

What you write says a lot about you:
When were you reallgr eative? How?

Soap Box of the Day

One aspect that | really dislike about the Uniugrsf Arizona is the food. The food at
the union is expensive and unhealthy. There is eog&vbn campus that you can find
reasonably priced, healthy meals. Most univershieege several different dining halls
with a variety of meal options.

Per spective Taking Condition

What's Your Style?

How you answer the following questions says a latua you:
When were you realligored? How?

Soap Box of the Day

People need to stop and think about what it istikike an Arab American today. Ever
since 9/11 we are constantly paying for the crimfgseople we never knew. Put yourself
in my shoes and think about what it is like to dedh skepticism and hatred on a daily
basis.

Affirmation & Perspective Taking Condition

What's Your Style?

How you answer the following questions says a laiLa you:
When were you reallgr eative? How?

Soap Box of the Day
Same as the perspective taking only condition ¢bewe).
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APPENDIX D
Self-report Measure of Prejudice towards Arab Armceans
1. Arab immigrants and visitors to the United Statkould undergo more extensive
background checks compared to those who come tdritied States from other

countries.

2. Because of the potential risk to national séguitis understandable that extra security
precautions need to be taken with Arab Americans.

3. Arab Americans and other Americans can neveeakly comfortable with each other,
even if they are close friends.

4. Politicians who focus on civil liberties car@tmuch about Arab Americans people
and not enough about concerns of other American.

5. I would not mind if a suitably qualified Arab Aamican was appointed as my boss.
6. Arab Americans should not push themselves witherg are not wanted.

7. Because Arab Americans differ from many othereficans in the way they dress,
behave, and talk, it's understandable that Amessanuld be somewhat suspicious of

them.

8. Arab Americans teach their children values daltssdifferent from those required to
be successful in the United States.
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