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I N I R O D I  (‘T I (~)N

Resea rche r s  s tudy ing whi te  pc e~:1e ’ s behavior

toward b lacks , however , have t r ad it . io n olb v  concep tua l i z ed

racial , a t t i t u d e s  as u n i v a l en t  an d u r l i u L T o n s l o n O l .  Thus ,

for  these theor i s t s, the ~‘jcne ra l lv ~~~eak c o r r e l a t i o n  :c-

tween  scale measurc .~ and ot ier behav io r s  is d i f f i c u l t

to reconc .i le .  Th i  f , ’i i l  n r c  of at t ’L tuc i t — b . ’~hav icr  corre -

spondence  is ty p i c a l l y  a t t r i b u te d  to i mp e r f e c t i on s  ifl

measuroTent  t e c hr .  i o u e  or to c o m pli ca ti n g  s i t ua t i o na l

~a c tor c .  N c v o r t i t e l . e s s , i t  may also res ide  ~.n th e i r

f u n d a men t a l  a ;;s’atr.~~t. i.ons concern in ;2  th e  n a t u re  of pr ej u d ice .

~~~ n t l v  , N a t a  ( 1 9 7 0 )  pus  tu l  ted t h a t  u a n v  wh i t e s

it t itu i e~~ t C W l ’r I o l a cK~ ar c  ~ r r m . i r  lv an i b iv a l en t . A p ’e l v —

inq Freu . l  ian  d ynamics , ho :~~~ oost :  a t h a t  th  is an;h iva len ce

c rea t e s  a t endency  t o w a r d  behav io ral  i n s t a b i l i t y .  Thus ,

man w h i t e s ’ b ehavior  t : owarJ  b l ac k s  is ch ar c t o r i z e d  by

an amp 1! icat  i on of ’ both pea L -
. ive  an d i i ’  ~~i:t ~. i v .: res~’•on ses

‘dependini  on t he  n~tt :ur e  of the c o n su du en c c a  of the b l a c k ’ s

h~~h i v i .  r For exe~’i’ Ic , Kat :  , Cohcn , and Glass ( 1 9 7 5 )

f o u nd  t h ,~t b l:R’h~.: d i sp l ay in g  s oci a l ly  des i r  ~bbc  c har a c t e r —

i s t ic s  we’re i i i  ~ 1 more t han  c c n i n ar a h l o  wh , t es .  h b o w o v e r

when  c o n f , o c ’ r~~~ ’ s eac ~oJ I n  a h~~ha’:ior h i t . waa  not

s;:~ ~l . lv ~ccop~ al  k- , b i . ,i .d.:,; 
~c’ , ’ ” C  i1 ,~ .l t i  lea:;  t h an  ‘.~‘Ii~~~;’a.

In sI~~ p v ’~ Q I h ’  :. I ’ :~~L.n..e c_ ’ n L’I .~p t , t h u , ii~~~

_ _ _ _ _  ---~~~~~~~.-~~~~-,“-- .- .- . . -‘-__
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reactions were more extreme , in both a positive and a

negative direc tion , when their interaction involved a

black .

I
In addi t ion , Gaertner  ( 1973 , 1976)  sugges ts  t ha t

the racial attitudes of many seif-i rofessed liberals may be

characterized by a special type of ambi v a lence , called

aversiveness (see Kovel , 1970) . In na’- t .i.c’.i ar , a conflic t

between negative fee l inos toward blacks , wh i c h  are rarely

sal ient, and a conscience w h i c h  seeks to r u n ud i a t e  or

dissoc ia te  such f e e li n g s  f r o m  the e g a l i t a r i a n  s e l f — i m ag e

is hypothesized . Thus , aversive racists are “imeelled by

a strong social cons cience , consider themselves l iberals ,

and despite their sense of aversion ( w h ich  may not even be

admi tt ed inwardl y) do their best within the given

structure of society to amelio rate the cond itio n s of the

Negro ”(~ ove i, 197 0 , p. 55)  . Neverth eless , t h e y  are also

motivated to avoid close , personal  i nv o l ve me n t  w i t h  b lack: ,

partic u larl y in situatio ns ~hi .ch threa ten their status.

This type of rec~~s rn is presume d to be most prevalen t in

those reg ions of the c ou n tr y  or in those institutions

in which o f f ic ia l  norms f av o r  n n n - d i s c r i m in a t i on .

Al thou’ :h ave r s ive  r a c i s t s  ‘nay b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h ey

are r .et prejuc l :c : ’d , t hey  are m et  iv .a t al t o  seek a l t e r na t i ve

interpretations to situations in order tc’ avoid personal 

—-rn .--- -— —~~~~~~~“ --~~-~ —---‘-~~~ ‘-‘a---” —‘ ,~~~~~~~
---- ‘- --- ‘— — ..-. ‘—‘ 

~
-—-— “-.‘---

~~ 
.“



— - —
~~~~~~~~~~~~“ 

—- 
~~~~~

‘

I
t — 3 —

awoivei ieii t with 11  o ck a .  I ’ u rt h e ; ’ne r ’ c , t hese , l l t  ‘t ’ I i ’ l t i V e S

m u s t  be j u sli  l iab l e  t o i~ ’e i Cl t h r e at e ni  ii~ ; t I I ei i ’ egil i to  r i a n

self — ima~~c . I I , I iew . v. i’ , no ~ us t t i i  ‘ al t ’i ’nat i v ’  is

av a i lab l e , as c l i i ; no rm i l i c e  ~‘i ’eac r i i ’ t  iOn s  ~oi ’ o n i ; ’u j r ia te

b e hav io r  e x i s t  , h i , owe> ; :j y ’ i’~~e ‘a t c i i i  11 > 1 Ii :;cl ’ , i r n t r h L t .e

i i i  i l l  a I 1, 1 4~

T h i s  r e se at ’ 0 i n ve st  l i l t  ‘a i n  e u  i cio l  I d iov ior  in

a non —er i e  i . l~~1lC\’  s i . t u a  I, ion . ,~ ii a t ’  t i  cu lax’ , w h i  I a ‘ wil l  in q —

ness  to ao l  i c~ t or o c c ehf ’  h e l p  f i  ~ b l , I ’kg  and  wIn Los as

ex~’l o t ’ed .  In I he 1 l ’ e a t ’ u i t  S t  u d v  , w h i t e  s u bj e c t s  a re  l i v en

t h e  oppor tun  it ’ ’ ’ to ask for issist once on a l e t  LI 1— s e;  r ’h

t a sk  f r o m  a b l o ck  o r  a c l i i  te p a r t n e r  ~‘,he  is i v a i l ih d c ’  !or

ass i a Lance or w h o  ic I ive lv o f f e rs  he lp .

Al, thouqh  lie l~~ii iu behavior  ha s  been s tud i ed gui to

ex t e n a i ’ ,’e lv (see K r e ’b s , 197 0;  Bry a n , 19 7 2 )  and has  o f t e n

been employed  in r ese a r c h  on r a c i a l  at t i t u d e s  (~~.‘i er tn e r

l 97 ,~ ; W e s t  , th i t n~ ’y , and Schnedlci,’ , 1 9 7 5 )  , h e l p  seek inq

1: 0; e: ~.or h a s  st irnu l oted l i t t l e  emp i r i c a l  inqul  Sf ’ . N e v e r —

the less , a h e l p ’ aeek .i na  p ar a d i gm  may i c  p~ vt  ; c u l a r l . v

s u i t  a h i  e f o r  inv e st i . ’~at i n q  i n t e r ra c i a l  b e h av i o r  sin ce

ask 111 1 0!’ h e h i’ m ay  n u t  on l . ’.’ r e q u i re  i nV O l  V~ ’i ; i c n t  W i t h  a

I l i u k  , b i t t  m n ’  a l s o  i mp ly  t he  r e l i t  i v e  a i ; h e t d i n a !  i on  c t
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the seeker to the expertise of the person being asked .

Since it is believed that one of the causes of individual

racism is related to needs for self-esteem and relative

s ta tus~ ethnocentric whites may be especially resistant

to asking heir from blact~zs.

Gaertner (1976) suggests that an important determi-

nant of whether racism will be manifested is the salience

of norms in the behavioral context. Consequently, when

norms crescribing appropriate behavior are ambiguous ,

con f licting , or weak , the a v e r s i v e  r a c i s t  is likely to

discriminate agai nst a black. For ex ample , Gaert ner

(197 3 ) , using a wr ong number t e ch n ic u e , found  tha t  whi t e

liberals termit ated a t e lc r h o ne  call w~ th a blac k ca l le r

si gnificantly more often than with a white caller before

the person had an opportunity to express need for assist-

ance. However , once he lp was solic ited , libe rals assis ted

blacks  and whi tes  almost equal ly . Gaer tnor  sugges ts  t h a t

the morali ty of hanging up on a person reaching a wrong

number is difficult to specify. That is , norms dic tating

behavior are ambiguous. In this situation , discrimina t ion

occurred . Once the caller communicated the need for

ass istanc e , however , l ibera ls  behaved in a manner  c o n s i s t e n t

with the norm of social responsibility (Berkowit: and

Daniels , 1 9 6 4 ) .  Thus , wh en  the norms were salient,
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liberals behaved in a manner consistent w i t h  t he i r

e g a l i tar i a n  s e l f — i m a g e .

An impor tan t  theoretical , c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of the

aversive rac i sm concept is t h a t  i t  al lows p r e d i c t i o n  not

on ly  of s i t u a t i o n s  in which  rac i sm w i l l  be m a n i f e s t  ,
‘
~~,

but  also of con tex t s  in which r ac i s t  b e h a v ior s  would not

be expected to occur .  One imp l i ca t i on  of Gaertne r ’ s

( 1 9 7 3)  wrong number  stud y ,  then , is t h a t  w h i t e  l i be ra l s

in s i t u a t i o n s  in w hi c h  app rop r i a t e  h~~havior  is cle a r l y

defi ned may be motivated to maintain and , if  necessary ,

res tore  their  e g a l i t a ria n  s e lt— i r n a c e  whi ch may not only

resu l t  in the person ’ s no t discriminati ng against blacks , but

may also produce r eve r se  d i s c r i m in a t i o n .  In order  to re-

affirm the t h r e a t e n e d  s e l f — c o n c e p t , the i nd iv idua l  may clis—

cr in i n a t e  in f a v o r  of b lacks .

In a se r ies  of s tudies , Du tt on  ( 1971 , 1973 , 1974)

found  ev idence  of  reverse d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  in s i t ua t i ons

wh i c h  p o t e n t  ii I ly  t h r e a t e n e d  an i n d i v i d u a l  ‘ s e g a l i t a r i a n

self-image . In a field stud y of w h i t e r e s t a u r a n teu r s ’

r e a c t i o n s  to inapprouriatelv dressed blacks and wh i t e s

seeking a d m i t t a n c e  to the r e s tau r a n t s , he f o un d  tha t  b lacks

c’erc a t  l awed entrance 75’~ of the time whi to wh; ites we re

n d m it t ~~~ only 3O’~ of t h e  t: in ’ . D u t t o ;~ SU L I C I O St S  th at . the

r e s t a i r a n L e~~rs ‘ so ’ ’  t :so ~1i sc r im i n et i o n  was an ot t  055 1 to
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avoid the attribution (by others and possibly himself)

that he was refusing service on the basis of race rather

than dress. Consistent with this explanation , when blacks

were preceded by a whi te  dress v i o l a t o r  45 m i n u t e s  e a r l i e r ,

the r a te  of admi t t ance  for  b lacks  dropred  to 40~~. ?resum-

ab ly ,  the r e s t a u r a nt eu r  had demons t ra ted  his  role as the

enforcer of the dres s  code to others and himself so his

egalitarian image would not be threatened.

Simila rly ,  in a laboratory experiment , Dutton

(1973) found that self—professed ecualitarians donated

mere mon ey  to b lacks  when t h e i r  s e l f — i m a g e  was t h r e a t e n e d

than when it ~~~~ not. In fact , these image-th rea tened

subjects were more altruistic to blacks than they were to

whi tes , w h i l e  the groups  exper ienc ing  no t h r ea t  c o n t r i b —

utacl less to blacks than to whites. Thus , subjects  who

exper ienced  t h r e a t  to their valued self—concept exhibited

reverse discrimination in an e ff o r t  to r e s to re  the i r

image.

W i t h i n  the  t h e o r e t i c a l  f ra m e w er k  orovidoci by the

concept of avers ive  rac ism , then , w h e t h e r  or not an

individu a .t will d i s c r i m i n a t e  aga in s t  a b lack  i. s s ys to m ot—

ica il y r ot a te d  to the behav io ra l  con tex t . When the

s i t u a t i o n  p r ov id e  ~ latit:;,le for interprotat ton , as wh en

L ____________________ 
—

~~~~ 
-
~ 

-
~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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norms ass ambiguous , an ind ividua l  may read i ly  f i n d  a

j u s t i f i a b l e  reason for  avoiding involvement  w i t h  a black ,

without threatening his egalitarian self-image . Thus ,

discrirtiina t:ior’ may occur , and yet  the  individual is

insu l ted  f rom f ee l in g  pe r sona l ly  respons ib le  fo r  the con-

sequences .  However , when norms p r e sc r ib ing  appropriate

behavior are salient , re jection of involvement  wi t h  a

black ma’: thr e a t e n  an e g a l i t a r i a n’ s s e l f- i m ag e .  Conse-

q u e nt l :,  doronding on the  sever i ty  of the  th rea t , reverse

d i sc r imi n a t i o n  or no di s c r i m i n a t i o n  would be expected .

In the present study , whi te  m ale s u b j e c t s  wi l l  be

in t roduced  into a s i t u a t i o n  in w h i c h  they will first

work alone an d t h e n  be al lowed : ( a )  to ask  fo r  a s s i s t ance

from a na rtn er w ho is bla ck or wh i te and whom they know

is ava i l ab l e  to help , or ( b )  to accept a s s i s t ance tha t

is a c t i v e l y  o f f e r e d  by t he i r  black or w h i t e  p a r t n e r .  In

the f i r s t  s i t u a t i o n, t h e r e f o r e, s u b j e c t s  wi l l  have to

act i v e l y  solicit help f r o m  a st r aneer , if it is desired.

Presumably , norms per taining to mal es ’ asking fo r help in

th is  typo of context  are weak and may , in f a c t , f a v o r

individual, effort. When help is o f f e r e d , though , nct

acc at  i n g  h e ir  t iny  imply the re je ct ion of t he b e n e fa c t o r .

posed on the theoretical framework provided by

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
____ _
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the concept of aversive racism , it is p r e d i c t ed  t h a t

when the subject must initiate interac t ion to obtai n

assistance , help will be solicited less from blacks than

f rom w h i t e s .  However , it is also predic ted that  when he lp

is o f f e r e d  by a black or whi te  p a r t n e r , not only will there

be more help accepted ove ra l l , bu t  hel p f r om  b l ack  bene-

fac to rs  will be accepted more than fro m white o f f e r e r s .

As in Dut ton ’ s ( 197 1)  r e s t a u r a n t  study , rejection of the

black may particularly threaten an individual’ s egali-

tarian image. Consequently , a race of partner by offer-

or -no -o f f e r  of help in t er a c t io n  is hypothes ised  fo r

sub jec t s ’ help seeking behavior . This  pa t t e rn  is expected

to be most pronounced for bc’ prejudice scoring subjects.

As a n o t h e r  dependent  measure , subjects will also

be asked to vo lun tee r  addi t ional t ime to p a r t i c i p a t e

with the same partner at a later date . Since no compen-

sat ion f o r  pa rt ic ipation wi fl be of fered , it is expected

that subjects can readily justify non-complianc e without

threatening their egalitarian self—image , when the par tner

is bl ack. Consequently , for the number of hours volun-

teered , a pattern of results similar to the predictions

for the no offer conditions is hypothesised . When subjects

have tile opportunity to justify non—involvement , i t is

expec ted that they will respond less positively to black
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par tners  than to whi te  par tners .

In addition , subjects will be requested to com-

plete semantic differential descriptions of their partners .

In general , it is expected that partners in the active

offer conditions will be described more favorably than

will  pa r tne rs  in the no o f f e r  condit ions. However , since

black pa r tne r s  who o f f e r  ass is tance  may create a s i tua t ion

which threatens the subject, it is predicted that they

will  be evaluated less pos i t ive ly  than w i l l  whi te  pa r t ne r s

who offer assistance.

~~~~~~~ _ _ _ _ _ _
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METHOD

Subjects

Eighty white , male subj ects who were enrolled in

introductory psychology classes at the University of

Delaware were selected to participate in the study , in

partial fulfillment of their course requirements. All

subjects were chosen on the basis of their scores on an

11—item Likert format questionnaire , admini stered at the

b eginn ing  of the semester , regardi ng attitudes toward

b lacks .  This  scale f o r  a ssess ing  p r e j u d i c e  co r re l a t e s

hi~~h1v ( r=~’ . 8 3)  w i t h  th ree  subscales  f rom the  Woodmansee

and Cook ( 1 9 6 7 )  scale: (1) ease of interracial contacts ,

( 2 )  subtle derogatory beliefs , and (3) private rights.

Design

The p resent study emplo~’oJ a 2x2x2 factorial design .

One factor manipulat ed included the race of the su b jec t ’s

p a r t n e r .  S u b j e c t s  w er e  led to b e l i e ve  t h a t  the other sub—

ject  involved in t he  ses sion w as e ith~~r a wh ite or a b lack

male. As a second fa ctor , the subjcc 4: had on opnor~. anity

to seek assistance from a ~~stn-r who either ac~ iv o ly

offered help or who was simpl y available ~o be asked .

H _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Fina l ly , the subjec ts ’ scores on the 11—item prejudice

inventory were employed to select as high and low

pre jud ice  samples those individuals  scoring in e i ther  the

top or the bottom third of the distribution.

Procedure

All sub jec t s  were received , by one of two female

- experimenters under the guise of an experiment investi-

gating the effects of communication on group performance

entitled the COM study . Subjects were then escorted into

the experimental cubicle and seated in f r o n t  of a panel

containing a timer , a buzzer , and several  l ights  and

switches (see Fi gure 1 ).  On the l e f t  hand side of the

panel , three lights signaled the time to beg in , when f ive

minutes  had elapsed , and the time to stop , r espec t ive ly .

In the center of the panel a timer allowed the subject to

monitor how much time remained . Finally, on the right

• hand side there were three switches which t he  subj ect

could control and three lights. One light indicated to

- 
half the subjects that their partner had successfully

• completed the task. For half the subjects , ~he l abel

- informed them , in a d d i t i o n , t h a t  the partner was off”i’ing

- help .  Another set of two lights and accompany ing swi tches

could be used to communicate that the subject ‘,‘;ant d help

f rom th partner or ’, in the ~ac ti ve  of for  c o n d i t i o n s , tha t

the sub jec t  was wi l l i n g  to give help  to his partner. 5ince
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the experiment was d s  i :ned such ha the partn er a l w a ys

comp 1ete~.1 t h  t a s k  b’ fcr o  t h e  s ub  i~~~~k . , no s u b jec t  h od an

o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  USC th t s  s’~ i~~ch .  F i n a l ly , on the for r~~~ht

hand side of t ine r o n ~~l .‘ia s a r~’; L ta~ h ,‘he :.;ub ject  could

emp l o y  to tel I ::t . t h a t ’  n. h a d  in ir i~’ th  t a sk

A l l  su H e et s  w’~ie  h i  to i ei i :ve t h a t th i s  a r r a —

r a t u s  would be use d w h o n  oominuni -a t  with the p artne r.

In r e a l i ty , tJis~:’j h , no o t her  su b j e ct  ex i s t ed , a nd Lh e

sub jec t ’ s panel  was  connect ed  in s t ea d  to the e x r sr i a n -n t e r  ‘ S

cont ro l  panL .’l ou r s  id~ ti’t~ c u b i c l e .

The e ; :ocr imonter  then  act i va te d  a t ap e  r e cor d i n g

of the in s t r uc Li o ns  fo r  the st ;udv :

Tape r
~ransCrirt

We are p r i m a r i l y  i nt e re st e d  i nn  ~~~ e f fe c t s  of

communicat ion on g roup  p e r f o r m a n c e .  T h e r e f o r e , fo r  t he

r e m a i nd e r  of the s t i d y ,  yc .~u w i l l  h e  pa r t  of a two person

g r o u p ,  and we w i l l  be c e n a r ,~ r r n a d  y ou r  g roup ’ s per fer s iance

to the  p er f o r m an c e of o ther  o o n n p s  in v a rio us communi-

ca t ion  c on d it L on s .  In p a r tr c ub or , von and your p ar t n e r ,

the other subjec t , w i l l  be in a l ire  sd c o m m un i c a t i o n

c o n d it i o n .  ‘t hat :  is , son ’ ’ n r ou n s  will tee aol ’ to yet ”:

t ogeLh~ ‘r for Lh ’ ent ire session. For oth . ‘ r ’ ’ n p:’ , no

i n t e ra c t i o n  is n ’ n m i  ~. Ari d f or  o t h e r  g r a ’ i n ’~~,

y o u r s , inLeros~ on will i~~ perrn i~t r ’ - h  fe’, o n l y  t h e  l ,asr

— . ‘ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘ -- . ‘ _ ‘~~~~‘ . - _-~~~~~~~,
_
~~~~~~~~~_ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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part  of the session .

Let me now exolain tho rirococluro in more d et a i l .

The a c t ual  w o r k  session w i l l  las t  15 m in u t e s .  You w i l l  be

able  to m o n it o r  the  t i m e  w i t h  th i s  clock.  For the f i rst

f ive  m i n u t e s  of the session y ou and y o u r  pa r tne r  mus t  work

on the t a sks  i n n i i v i i I i, I a l ly .  Wln . n you finish your task ,

please sl4n a l  th i s  r• .. ssine  tee  t a sk  ss~” pJ . ered b u t t o n .

This w i l l  si~~r .al to me , t h e  ox rer in ’nente r , ~ : record the

time . At tH end of the first: f i’;e m i n u t e s , a lisht on

your  n a n i e l  s and a bi zrer will si gna t~ ~ou ar:J your  part-

ner tha t  the  f i  r at  part of the soasicn is ccrrnol ~r’ ci.

A c t i v e  O f f e r  C on d i t L a r : s

At t h i s  t im e , i: y e :  h i v e  si i n . .. l . , n t o

me that  you h ove  complet ed  anur too l:, you n o v

pre ss th e b u t ton  t h a t  s ij n a ls  y o u r  n a n ’ t n er  t h a t

you are willi:n.:n t o  help him if he has not

fi n i s l i ’c . l  . Si,sni larly , wh en  su n  r i a rt n er  gets

done , he nov ot for help to  y e n : , i f \’ou ~re not

‘lone , b y  a c t i~r i ti i.nq t he  light and lens nor  on

your  panel. Two i m p o r t a n t  po in t_ sn : ( 1 )  ~ou

c an n o t  o f f e r  or ask  fo r  a n s i  st a n ce  u n t  1 i~~t o r

the  f i r st  f ir  r n i n i t e s ;  one  (~~) you inn ’ t ha ve

o f f e r  c” a s k  ‘c h e m — — i a  f a c t : , m any  o~
’ 

~~~~~~~~

a s ks  ‘a ’  a r e  u s n is ar e  O c t 0 0  ~ L’ ’ nn ’.’~ ’ ,



confusing when two people work on them.

Once help is o f fer e d , bef ore you are

actually allowed to work to iethe r , the other

person mus t  also have ac t iva t ed the  “ h e l p

wanted ’ button. Remember , even though a per-

son hasn ’ t finished t he  task and knows that

help  is av a i l ab l e , he :aa’: choose to continue

to won : alone for on lora~ as ho n arita . Again ,

many t imes  the ne ~ non e of n: : ’ t a s k  i s  a c r i t i -

cal f a c t o r .

No O f f e r  C o n d i t io n s  ( S u b j e c t  m u s t  a c t i vel y  solici t

he lp )

At t h i s  t ime , if one person has su c c e s s f u l ly

completed tin. ’ task , th e  o t h e r  p erson  mae , at any

any time , ask for help hy er essing the button

th at ac t i v  ~tos the I ich~ ~nd “inne r on tine

p o n : t r ’r ’ s p a n e l .  Two :nc e r t . . n t  p~~~ :t s :  (1)

‘‘a.: c an n on  a sk  t ot  a s si s~~~nce  u n t i l  after the

first f ri ru t_ e s ; . n::I (2) ecu ‘len ‘ t h ave

to ask tor n ip——in i ac~ , man : ’  o f  t h e  t ai’~ks

we a r e  us  i n, ; or”  den  v , I tie ~~‘. ‘ aer~ ..‘n ’n f u n  i nan

wh ’n two p ‘ ‘‘ in n.,’ork en them .

Once one p n’son i. s t’l f l .i,Sil oI , i fore ’ you

-. . . .--.--_— ~~~~~~ ‘ _ . - “ .- ,~~~ -_‘——‘..--- ,-.. _ _ _ _ _
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I
are ac tua l l y  allowed to work together , the

other person mus t  also have ac t iva ted  the “help

wanted” bu t ton .  Remember , even though a person

hasn ’t f in i shed  the t ask , he may choose to

continue working alone fo r  as long as he w a n t s .

Again , many time s the na tu re  of th e task is a

cr i t i ca l  f a c t o r .

The expe r imen te r  then con t inued , “ I f  I see tha t

both the “he lp  w a nt e d ”  l igh t s  are a c t i v a t e d  on my panel ,

the time clock wi l l  t e m p o rar i l y  be stopped w h i l e  I enter

the cubicles  and o r g a n i z e  you both to work t o g e t h e r .

In s um m a ry , then , we are looking at the  e f f e c t s  of

communica t ion  on group p e r f o r m a n c e .  T h e r e f o r e , we w i l l

be comparing your group ’ s pe r fo rmance  to the pe r fo rmance

of o ther  groups . The tast :  session will last 15 minutes ,

and f o r  the f i rs t five minutes you and your pa r tner  mus t

wo rk a lone in separa te cubicl es.  Af ter f ive minutes ,

which w i l l  he si gnaled , if you are not done you may

s igna l , unde r  ce r t a in  cond i t ions , tha t  you want  your

p a r t n e r ’ s a s s i s t a n c e .  You may a lso p r e f e r  to work  a l o n e .

This  is p e r f e c t l y  a c cep t a ble . (For the a c t i v e  of fen :  con—

d i t i o n s:  “When you f i n i s h  ynur  t ask , ‘na n may al so  o f f e r

ass i st ance , aitheu Th this is not requi’r’ccl . “ )  Only w h n

one sub jec t  r e q u e st s  help and the other auhj cot offers it 
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(or , has comp leted his task)  wi~~1 you be allowed to inter-

act. At that point , time will be stopped while I, the

experimenter , tell you what to do before you continue

togethe’r. ”

After listening to the tape recorded instructions ,

subjects were allowed to ask any questions for clarifi-

cation. The experimenter then re—emphasized that since

the subject was in a limited communication condition ,

no response could be made before the signal that five

minutes had elapsed . In addition , she reviewed the mean-

ing and operation of the lig hts and swi tch es , ensuring

that the subject understood that the ask-for—help switch

also activated the microphone for a short period . If

the subject selected this switch , he was also told that he

should verba l ly  ask fo r  ass is tance  into the microphone

to “get the subject ’ s and my attention. ”

The experimenter then gave the subject a task

booklet and explained the procedure. ‘t’he booklet  conta ine d

six pages of sets of five to ten random l e t t e r s .  On the

top of the  page , in addit ion , were d i f f e r e n t  in s t r u c t i o n s .

On the f i r s t  page , s u b j ec t s  were instructed to f i n d  21 I’ s ,

on the second page ~4 N ’s, on the third n i c e  ~l t A ’ s , en

the four th page 60 K ’ s , on the fifth pa in 13 Q ’ s , an d on
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the s i x t h  page 38 0 ’ ii. All s u b j e c t s  w e r e  i n f or m e d  t h at

there  were at least  the  s p e c i f ied  number of  t he  c r i t ic a l

l e t t e r  on the a p p r o p r i a t e  page , an d  o f t e n  the re  were

more.  Thei, r t a s k  was to f o l l o w  the  instruc t ions at t he

top of the pages to the best of their ability , develop ing

on’; system they w a nt e d  to find or keep track of the

t a r g e t  l e t t e r .  The t a s k  was successfully completed when
p

they  had f i n i s h e d  a l l  six p ace s .  Th i s  t a s k  was s e l ec ted

on the  basis  of p 1]  ot . in c  wln i d le  i nd i c a t e d  t h a t  i t  m in i m i se d

i n ter s u bj  sot  v a r i ab i l i ty  clue to ski .l l  or i n t e l l  i n en c e .

The le net h  of the  t ask  was se lec ted  b ecause  d u r i n g  pilot-

ing no s u bj e c t  comn let_ecl it in less t h an  18 in n u t _ e s .

In order  to in c rease  s u b j e c t s ’ i f lvo lvement  w i t h

t h i s  r a t her t ed ious  t a sk , the exocr imen te r  c a l le d  the

s u b j e c t ’ s . at t en t io n  to the front pane of the boo k l et ansi

expl ained tha t th e t ask  had been sc iec ted because i t had

been d em o n s t r ; tod to he r e l a t e d  to a bst r a c t  coqn . i  L i v e

ab L l i ty . Abs t rac t .  c o o n i tiy e  , a h il i ty  , as present oh to

the  s u l ej . ’ct , is ‘ a dec i s ion  mok in . :  or punsle selvirie

c . .mnac~~to’ in w h i c h  r000LTnition of patterns in cennnri ,lcx

f i e l d s  is of p i ’ imar ~’ in v e r t  noes’. “ In  a l ~1i t ion , each

su h i o ct  was .  i n f o r me d  th at h i s  p.~ n t  n ec  nsa:: LI h n s e i ’ k in c

on the exact name tank , excent thai , Is.:’; ’ d on . n

se lec t ion  p r o c e du r e , h i s  c u l l  be s l i i h t  I ’ ’ ’ah ert ‘n . •
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subjects wished to continue in the study,  they were then

asked to complete a c e r t i f i ca t e  of informed consen t .

F ina l ly , the experimenter  expla ined  that  since

the study involved communicat ion , it was impor tan t  tha t

the subjects participa ting did not know each other or

even meet be fo re  they decided whether  or not to work to-

ge the r .  Consequent ly , to make ce r t a in  tha t  they  did not

know each other , sub jec t s  would exchange I.D. cards be-

fore the study began . The subject was then given the I . D .

card of one of two wh i t e  or two b lack  male con fede ra t e s

and asked to look at the p ic ture  yore c a r e f u l ly  to deter-

mine whether or not he knew his partner. After informing

the exper imente r  that  he did not  know the confedera te ,

the experimenter then took the subjec t~s I.D. to show

it to the other “subject” before beginning the task.

The confederate ’s I.D. was left on the table in front of

the sub jec t  fo r  the remainder  of the stud y .  Three

minu tes  a f t e r  the exper imenter  l e f t  the s u b j e c t ’ s cubic le ,

she activated the light and buzze r which si gnaled the

subjec t  to set his t imer  and beçin h is  t a s k .

Four m i n ut e s  and 50 seconds i n t o  the ta :a k , the

e x p e r ime n t e r  si :na led  the s uh ’lect  w i t h  t h e  l i;h t  an d t h e

b u z z e r  t h a t  the  f i r s t  f i v e — m i n u t e  p :n ioci  w a s  over .  Ton

_ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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seconds l a t e r , she act iva ted  the li:~ht  and the b u z :ur

tha t  ind ica ted  to the sub jec t  tha t h is p ar t n e r  had

s u c c e s s f u l l y  comple ted  his  task , and , f o r  h a l f  the sub—

j ect s , ’ t hat  he was o f fe r i n g  h i s  a s s i s t a n c e. If  a t  a:a~’

time in the  nex t  10 m i n u t es  the  subject i, r n c L c a t e ’ l  w i th

his  swi tch  t hat  he wan ted  he lp  f r o m  the  s u b j e c t , the 
J

expe r imen te r  recorded the l a t en cy ,  and e n t e r ed  the sub-

ject ’ s room to  make su re  t h a t  toe h ad  st opp ed  work ing  on
I

the task. She then cxDlained to him that after she

stopped the other subject sine “,‘cuL’l re turn to set up the

room so that they  could work together far the second :sart

of t he  sn ’.ic ln’ . In a d di t i o n , b e fo re  she’ l e f t  she g a v e  nine

subject tac o sets of s emant i c  d i ft e r e nt i , ,al i t em s  an d

cribed the proc edure for oemi.:’lettna th e n ~ w h il e  h e was

waiting . The first set of 10 adjeonive pairs was used

to descr ibe  t h e  t a sk .  The second set  of 26 a d j e c t i ve

pa i r s  were c ’:urloyed to i n d i c a t e  his impressions of his

p a r t ner .  If  t he  sub -iec t  d id  not  ask  f o r  h e l p ,  the

s e m a nt i c  d i f f e r en t i a l s  wore  ah: nn i . :nn  stench to the nule j act

in h i ,n cub ic l e  n t  Len tine le—maon ut c time p er io d  had

elapsed .

~hc .:t:lv o f ’  cc tine experc:’:’sntor I’ ’It tIn ’ s u bj e c t ’ a

room , a f ’ ’rn , : l  e i ’ ’h: n.efer entered un ] i:ntrcJuceh Incro el:

as the e x p er  [m er i t  or ‘ s assis tan::.. As aeon .~s the s uhj  ec~ 

- ‘ . _ _ _  ‘~~~~~ - . ‘
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complet ed his descriptions of the task and his  pa r tne r ,

she explai ned tha t she would like to ask him a few more

questions about the task in another room while the ex-

peri menter set up in his  cubic le .  She then escor ted t he

subjec t  to a nea rby  cubicle  to conduct  a b r i ef  i nt e r v i e w

and to u l t i m a t e l y  debr ief  the s u b j e c t .

The f i r s t  par t  of the de b r i e f i nq  ph a s e  involved

ga ther ino more i n f o rm at ion about the  subiec t  and his

responses to the task and his partner. The fiebriefer

f i r s t  asked the sub j ec t  to complete  a n o t her  s eman t i c

d i f f e r e n t i a l  form which was iden t ica l  to the one employed

to descr ibe hi s par t ner excep t  t h at  t h i s  t ime the sub j ect

was asked to desc r i be  h i m s e l f .  In  add i tion , sub j ects

were asked to volunteer additional time to participate

with the some subject. Finally , sub j ec t s  we re ask ed to

eva lua t e  how much help they f e l t  they needed f rom thei r

partner on a seven point rating scale ( l= v cr y  l i t t l e,

4~~r seh ’n r a t e , 5—y or e  :ruch) as nscll as how neil  l i n T  t h e e

t h o u g h t  the i r  par  noon was to hel p ( l= v e r v  un ’.’.’il l ing , .1=

n e u t r a l , 7=verv  w i l l i n g ) .

Debr ief  in~ then r n r 0 0 5 0 .ioL: emp lee in j ..: funnel

t e c h n ique , as the  h a h n  is ’  [cc Is onan  ne i, :n “ j u s t  a couple  of

ques t i ons  abe:: te the prec ’ i : i r s  he [arc nec coot inu s ’  ( e:: en d )



She f i r s t  asked the sub jec t  to d e s c r i be  wh at he expected

to do next. This was followed by ques t i ons  a sk in c  the

subject to speculate about the h’suothcses of the study.

Then the subject wan asked if there was “ano’thing un-

usual  about the  woe the s tudy was r u n . ”

D e b r i e fin c :  then focused  on wha ’ s u b j e c t s  cii:] or

did riot ask for  h e l p .  This  was asked u s i n g  an ot:cn—

ended ques t ion  and sub j ec t s  wore encouraged to verb alize

their  f e el i nc as .  F i n a l ly , in another  a t t e m p t  to set sub-

jects  to express one susp icions , sub jec t s  were asked wh a t

they would  do if thee were in fo rmed  t h a t  t h e r e  was  n o t h i n g

more fo r  them to do ( i . e .  f o r  those who asleed f o r  h e l p ,

there  would be no second t a sk  phase)  and they would  s t i l l

receive c r ed i t .

At this  poin t , the true na tu re of the s t udy  was

revealed. Subjects were encouraced to ask questions and

to make comments , and the remainder  of the  session was

devoted to addres s ing  the i n d i v i d u a l  s u b je c t ’ s ideas  ansi

f e e l i n g s .

Several measures  of s u b j e c t s ’ w i l l i nq ne s s  to oak

for help wer e empi over.]. The latency with which :nub ects

asked f or help, after the first five minute period , neon

recorded as w e ll  as ‘ l e a t h e r  or not th”  s u b j e c t  asked f o r

help. If ti ’;: s u b je c t  d i i  not cask for helo in t he  10
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minute period in which it was available , a latency score

of 600 second s (10 minutes) was assigned . In addition ,

two other measures were used to assess how much help the

subject was w i l l i ng  to so l i c i t .  The number of items ,

out of the initial 213 , that were left when the subject

asked for  assistance was used as a dependent measure .  If

the subjec t  did not ask for  he lp ,  a score of 0 was

assigned . Also , the pa r t i c ipan t’ s sub jec t ive  impression

of how much help they f e l t  they needed was employed in

subsequent ana ly se s .

-~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -—. . -~~~~~,.-‘ -rn—~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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RE S ULTS

Five subjects , distr ibuted fa i rly evenly across

condit ions , completed thei r  task alone within the experi—

mental session . One of these sub jec t s  was in the

Active Offer-White Partner condition , two were in the

No O f f e r — W h i t e  Pa r tne r  condi t ion , and two were in the No

Offer-Black Partner condition. Furthermore , these sub-

j ec t s  completed their  task , on the average , only 36.3

seconds before  the end of the i r  15—minute  sess ion.  For

subsequent  anal yses of the la tency  of a sk ing  fo r  hel p ,

then , these subjec ts were assigned the time it took to

complete the task , instead of the 600 seconds assigned t o

other subjects who did not solicit assistance .

A multivariate analysis performed on the pri mary

dependent  measures  employed in the study revealed no main

e f f e c t  nor i n t e r a c t i o n s  associated w i t h  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r s .

C o n s e q u e n t l y ,  t h i s  f a c to r  was not i nc luded  in s u b s e q u e n t

ana ly se s .  S i m i l a r l y ,  a p r e l i m i n a ry  nested-factor ~anolysis

of variance showed no systematic eff ”.’Ls due to the ’

p a r t i c u l a r  I . D .  card p i c t u r e  ci:,~ l- ’n’.’ ’ u . This f e t e ’ er  ‘,.‘os

also exc luded  in later anal,’ses.

________ —‘  .“ ~~. — - ~—-~-- ~~~~ -~~~ --— ~~~~~.— 
, ,._ ._ ,,,__,= p ~~~~~~
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Multivariate analysis of subjects ’ semant ic

differential description of the task revealed no

systematic e f f e c t s  associated wi th  the exper imenta l  con-

d i t ions .  In general , though , the le t ter  c i rc l ing  t a sk

was described on seven point  scales as more s imple than

complex ( x = 2 . 8 6 ) , more concrete than abs t rac t  ( X = 3 . 6 0 ) ,

more unintelligent than in te l l igent (X.’2.9 3) , more ri g id

than flexible (X=2.95) , more boring than exciting (X=2.53)

more dislikable than likable (]h’2.96) , more cold than

hot (~~=3 .63), more easy than difficult (X~ 3 .2 5 ) , more weak

than strong (~ =3.5 9) , and more long than shor t (~~=5.49)

As expected , sub jec t s  a t t r i bu t ed  g rea t e r  w i l l i ng -

ness to hel p to par tne r s  in the Act ive  O f f e r  cond i t i ons

than to pa r tne r s  in the No O f f e r  cond i t ions  ( X s = 5 . 6 9  v s .

4 . 5 3 , F ( l , 7 2 )= l l .5 1 3 , p= . O O l ) .  No main  e f f e c t s  nor in ter -

actions invo lv ing  the race of the p a r t n e r  were obta ined

fo r  t h i s  m e a s u r e .

A S u t c l if f e  ( 1 9 5 7 )  t echn~~crs v fo r  : s a rt i t e i o n in g

chi squares  was employed  to ev a l u a te  t in e  ‘e f f ect : ~ of the

race of the p a r t n e r , the  type  of o f f e r , and th e  p r ej u d i c o

score of the  s a b j e ct  on the  f r e r a u , ’::c’: of s i s h n u :  f o r  heli.’ .

The [r :p i e n c y  ansoc  [ate’:] w i t h  each cci  1 1 s !‘ . : s c i nt c d  in

Table  1 . A l t l n c u ” i ;  n c  m a i n  cf  : cc ,.. ~o r ac’ ’eas n L t a i n ~,’d

I



— 2 ( — ~

this analysis revealed the p r e d i c t e d  Race by O f f e r  inter-

act ion (X 2 (l)=4.l 8, p< .O5) . As illustrated in Figure 2

subjects who received an active offer of assistance asked

for help mere often from a black partner (80f) than from

a white par tner (551) . However , ‘‘ bite subjects were less

likely t o solicit help, when it was not o f f e r e d , f rom a

black ( 4 0 1)th an a wh ite ( 60 % ) p a r t n e r .  Thus , when the

par tner o f f e r ed ass is tance , and thereby defined approp-

r ia te  behav io r , whi te sub jec t s  were more w i l l i n g  to

accept help from blacks than from whites; but when the

subject  had to solicit  help and re levant  norms d ic ta t ing

in terac t ion  were less sa l ien t , subjects wore less likely

to initiate interaction with blacks. In addition , 2 ( r a ce

of partner)x2(t’ ce of offer)x2(prejudice score 0.1 the sub-

ject) analyses of variance were performed on the latency

with which subjec ts asked for help and the sub jec t ’ s

assessment concerning how much help was needed . Another

ana lys i s  also concerned the number of l e t t e r s  t i n e  s u b j e c t

had l e f t  to c i rc le  in the session as a measure  of t i n :

amoun t of hel p fo r  wh ich  s u bj e ct s  were  w i l l i n g  to ask .

The means associated w i t h  each cell , for these three

measures , are present cci in Table 1 . A n ,a l e e o u s  to the’

resul ts for the frc’e’.iencv of , a s k i n a ,  ‘h e  race x o f f e r

i n t e r a c t i o n  was a l s o  .I emonst r  ~t ed  Eon : the n:.im[er of

letters (f(l ,72) L83 , ,p~a 03l) , for tinc t i m e to re~~ue. .t
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-fABLE 1

Subjects ’ ror ~ c:,sos eased on the ‘ r ca of o f f e r , t ao
race of the p ar t n e r , and .

~~~~~~~ prejucaice score of ‘ace
subjec:.

N cni e ::r of
~ 2,ski:ns~ Latern c Lu
±‘ o: heir i n, s u e . ho::ca inin ..’ hours

A c t i v e  O f f e r

‘.~I h i te  P a r tn e r

Lou Pre~~’,aiice COf] 2 ,5 o .  109.2 . .

Hiu .,h Pr uju J ic e  40~ 420 .7 59.1 1.00

Black Par tne r

Losi  Prejudice ‘hci 230.3 l.1.Q .’~ 1.10

High Prejulice Q0~ 2’]l. B l2e . 1.00

N o  O f t e , r’

‘:Jh i t e  P’ne ’tn er

Low Frej s hir e  5c:~ 34 ” . C 20 .0 2 .  10

P L O i n  P~~~’ ,j c z d : C e  ~‘ : 5  2 ~1 .9 j . a0

B l a n k  i~’cc~~r io r

L L ’uI Pr ’. ’: l i n e  10- ’ ’ 130 . P I t .  2 1.. ‘ .0

hi cnh Prejudice a ,~~ 3 37 . ;. ~~~~~ 1. ,~ç.
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assistance ( F ( l , 7 2 ) = 3 . 7 5 , p= . O 5 7 )  , and f o r  the s u b j e c ts ’

evaluations of the amount of help rc cm u ir ed  (F(l ,72)=

5 . 0 9, p= .027) . Thus , when the pa r tner o f f ere d ass i s tance

— subjects were willing to accept more’ heir a n d more - :nu ickl y

f rom blacks than  f r o m  whites. Nica n subjects ha:] to

activel y solic it h e l p ,  however , ch op were  more h e s i t a n t

and asked fo r  less hel p f r om bl acks .

Fur the rmore , i t  apocars that ‘..:hether or r:ot

a s s i s ta nce ’  was ac tive l \.’ o f f e r ed  ha d l i t t l e  e f f e c t  nen . ii

rh o  rsartncr was w hi t e .  For subjects wtth a wia i to partner ,

no s ignificant d~~f f c r e nces due to the t~’pe of other were

o b ta in c J  f o r  the f r e q u e n c y  of a s k i m n e fo r  Ip (A c t i v e

Offers=551 vs. Cc Offer=60~~) , for  t h e  I at. e rnc ’: of ankino

(A0=333 .2 vs .  N O = 3 3 l . l  s e c o n d s) ,  f o r  t h e ’  number  of i tems

(A O=34 .2 a’s. ~T~~ 86.0) , or f o r  sub 2 c’ct. s ’ .:ssessmncents of the

a m o u n t  c a f  h a l F  needed (AC=3.30 vs NC~ 3.l5) . N e v e r t h e l e s s,

when the oartner was black the  co;’~t~ ’:-a macl ’n a stpnificant

d i f f e r . : ’n ’ c e .  BLack p a r t n e r s  in  the Actie’ nn O f f e r  cond i t ion ,

relat :ve to black partners in the Cc O f f e r  c o n d i t i o n ,

wore  asked  f o r  help  more o ft e n  (80~ vs. 01 , ( 1 ) w i t h

Yatc e.:; correction-=5. 10 , on .01) . In ,“iii t ,inn , t h ey  ~:ero

asked with a :;]no:ter mean 1at ~e’m n c ’ ’  ( h , ; --~2 l l  .1 v s .  i 3 f . 2

secs , F ( 1  , 7 2 ) = 7 . 3  ~5 , n c  .01)  ..: ;ncl  on a car:at~~r nn cnnher o’

items (Xs=l21.3 vs. 52.9 , F ( t , ’ 1 ) ~~ 2 . 2 3 n , < .u1 ). Thus , it 
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appears that white subjects were  p ar t i c u1 s c’t ~~ se ns it i ve

to contextua l  demands when the path:’;r was black.

The ana lyses  of the f r e q uen c a  of he l  :ilso re-

vealed
’ 

a r ace  of p a r t n e r  by p r c j u d t ’c e  score :2 su b j ec t
a

interaction (X (l)=4.18 , p’:.OS) . Neti,:r surpr~ sin:1 y,

hi gh p r e j u d i c e  s u b j e c t s  asked  fo r  he lp  more f~~ s ie n t l y

from blacks  ( 8 0 1)  than  f r om  w h i t e s  ( 3 5 ) ,  wh i l e  low

ar e ju h i c e  s u oj e c t s  requested help more from ‘si~~.tes (t0% )

than from blacks (401) . Cc; sicr, . i f ic an t  r i ce  by p r e 2, u d : c e

s t o re  i n t e r a c t i o n, hcn~:c’v er , n e t s  r s ~’e ,al ’s- i  b’: toe’ an a ly s i s

of the :nunnnhc r of i t ems ( F ( l , T 2 ) = 3 . 2 2 2 l , a= . 0 7 7 )  , of the

iat.en:y for r eques t ing  help ( F ( l , 7 2 ) ~~2 . 1 9 4 , p= . 1 4 3)

or of  th e  ~ v a l uat i o r~ of need ( ? ( l , 7 2 ) = 0 . 5 l 6 , a~~. .~75)

In addst ion , th ou c nh , s u b j e c t s  W O L  e a s ke d  to

v o lun t e e r  add i t i o n a l  t ime  to p a r t i c i pat e  w i t h  the same

s u b j er t , at  a later date. An arnalvsis of the  number  of

hours  s u b je ct s  vo lun t ee r ed  did  n o t  s uo p er t  the  c d i  o ted

main  e f f e c t fo r th e ra ce of t he  p ar t n e r  ( F ( l , 7 2 ) = 0 . 0 9 2 ,

p= .763 ) . However , a sec~nif ica nt ra ce of pnie tsor L v

p re jud ice  score of s ub j e c t  . i nt e ra c ti c i n  we t s  o bt a i n :]

( B ( l , 7 2 ) = 5 . 8 t ~3 , p~~.fl lS . This r:e ta ’cc ‘ a s  r im i 1a r  to the

one o : ’t ained  f o r  the f r c ’ a ’ i e n c . o f  1nel ~. i m n q  . ~ ‘ “.~‘~~~‘u e ’ i u. ;i c e

su i ’aect s  v ’ - iu nt c ”r e d  fe ’,~e ;  h o u r s  f o r  In Lick ( X =  .35 :m o I l r S )

~‘sietc f o r  w h i t e  ( N - = 2 .  25 hours) p”n’’ nc’n 5 ;  h i d ’, p-m ’ ’ e i u - i ice

~

-

~

-‘ —.— .-
~~~- . - -..—-- -

~~~~
-- ..‘- -“-~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~ -
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subjects  compiled w i t h  more hours  f o r  b lack  (X=1.85

hours) than for white (X=l.15 hours) partners, t h u s , in

this context which readily provides justific.~tion for

avoiding involvement , low p r e j u dice  s ui n j : ’ : rs , r e l a t iv e

to hi gh prejudice subjects , e x h i b i t ed  g re at e r  c l i s c r i m i —

nation against black partners.

In order to f u r t he r  inyest,i,c:nte t oe  r e l a t i o n s h i p

between sub j ec t s ’ p r e j u d i c e  -and resoonses , c or r el a t i o n s

were p e r f o rm e d  emp loy ing each subject ’s score on the 11—

item prejudice inventory cndm.i nistere ! at ti:: L-e”a: :nni.;no of

the s emes t e r .  For sub jec t s  w i t h  a b l a ck  n a r t u er , a

sig n if i c a n t  r e l a t i o nsh i p  be ’twL.cn  t h e  ~::.:He,Jices s c n ’o  and

whethe r  or not  the sub jec t  asked  f o r  he; onner~ cd ( p o i n t —

b i s e ri al , r ( 3 8 ) ~~— .33 , p ’c . O l )  . A c a i n , c n’; ’~r p r e j ud i c ed

sub j~~c ts  tended to ask f o r  help  less o~ ten irean a black

partner than did hiTher p r c ’j u c b i ce’ subjects. ; ‘:hcrn tIne

pa rt mnnm ’ wa s whi t e , v i r t u a l l y  no r e  i a t i on r h  b et w een

prejudice score Ci subjec t and f r e ’, u & n m t c a ’  o f h e l p  ex i s t ed

( p o i n t — h i s e r i a l , r ( 1 3 8 ) = ’~ . 0 3 ,  p= . ’~4 ) .  2 u r t h : ’n ’ : ’i c r e , lo w er

a r e j u c i L c e  scortue  s u b j e c t s  also tone d tee ’ as,h f o r  h e l p

on f e ’.’~cr  i t . cmnls  when the partner ~~~~ b i t c h  ( r ( 3 ~f l = . , ~~~,

.012) , w h ile no similar rolat: l e n sh i p  o cc u r  rc ’ .i f e n’ sna te —

j~ec ts  wi teli tIne wIn i ‘ pu n’r (r ( i~t~~— . 03 , p . .3~ . F i n a l  ‘:

l ewer  p r ej u d i c e  s u er  i n s  su c ’j c c ts  t e nd e d  to  v o l u n t e e r  lee . ; 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~ -‘~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _ _
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time with th e black Fart :; C (r (32) = . 22 , o= . 024) , w h i le

th is  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w a s  r eve r sed  f o r  ‘:ciie ~~ects  with tfon ’,dtitc

p a r tn e r  (r( 38 )  = — . 2 3 , n . 0 7 4 )  . Th’, ac anal yses ‘ic:: I::

sugges t  t h a t  low p r e j ud i c e  eu}ej cots di s cr i m i n an ’ 2

b lacks  ~rn th e  pre sL;rn t s Lu :: : ii: a gr ai n: . 0  . :-:tent, t h a n  h:,sh

p r e j u d i c e  scorine s u b j e c t s  d id .  A n e a r l y i den t ical  s a L L e -r n

of r e s u l t s , althcujh sliehtlv less :eronounccci noes obtain-

ed when the sancile prejudice item vets correlated wit:;

sub jec t s ’ r e sponses .

Al thatch t ] i ir  tinversa relationshi p b’~- Lnet :on

pr e j u di c e  and i :n v o l v e m e ’n t  wi th  b l acks  is su it e  Su o c r is i  n -n ,

the  t h e o ret ica l  fr a m e w o r k  orovided by ave r s  i’; : r ac i sm

sugges t s  t h at  this effect should be moss prevalent in

s i t u a t i o n s  Lh .e t have  l at i t u d e  for  in t er p r ct r ’:i c m . .  d en s e —

quent l ’~’ , t ]n :s  p a t t e r n  would be cxne :’cted to be m o s t  pro-

nounced in t~ne :ne o f f e r  c o n d i t i o n s .  Indeed , as r e e r e —

seated inn Tab l e  2 , t In e mnci n .itude of the  c or c c . l a c : omn s is

jroa test f - c r  sub ~ ec ts wi t i n  t oe  b T ,:ch p ;nr t . : .:r in abe  no

o f f e r  a nm n c ’ i ,ft ions  . N e v e r t hele ss , c’on~ c c cv  a n  c sr ; c c e - i t  L e n s

cleric ed f rom L In e  no t ion  or a ver s i v e  r ac i sm , t h e  inverse

r e l a t i e r i s hi n  a ls o  ex i s t s  in the’ cnct iv c -  offer ;:c’nditicns ,

a l t h c uq h  act  to a degree t h a t  is s ta t i s t i c  i i ’ ’: r e l i a bl e .

lmen ‘ i ’  r ion Vor.aa I: mas s

F’ ict: ’r analysi s n~,.n : 
~
; .‘~~Ce ’n “

;~ ‘,i cit r;:i’~ c i 5 ’ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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orreica ’tic ;ns b eo ’,’ieeri a :n e  s ub j t c r ~~: s ocr e  crc cone elac-er ,
_ ‘~~ r ’ I. ~ :~~_ ce ~ c’~:o~, and j’n ‘th~~r cr r o t  ~ s.~ e~
asked for  hel p, the number ct letthrs or; “uhich the  subject
asked  f o r  h e l p ,  and t he  neal  er of add i t ior ,e tl  i ncur s
v o lu nt e er e d  f o r  su b j e c t : -; ;‘,d.t in  wI n i re  or f l ac k  oar ’ tners  in
th e  a c t i v e  cf t ’ er or no o f f e r  c an a l  t i c t a s .

Pecobe r  of .
A sh ie r  L et t e r s

f or  c a i n de’ac:i: ’.l n. ’

do’ti ’re O f f e r

‘!hi te Partner 20 +.  21 — . dec — .29

? la :k  P ar t n e r  20 - . 3 ~ ~~. 17 ± 1 2

P0 o f f e r

~‘ J i n i  re P’i r ’nn e r’ 20 - .21 -i- . in: 16
**

2 l a c h  P’:rtner 20 — .1-1 ‘~- .h’~ — .10

O f  z .O l
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semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  r a t i n g s  of their psrtner and on

sub jec t s ’ self—evaluations. These anal”cos yielded simi-

lar fac tor  s t r u c t u r e s .  For both set s  of ratincis, the  most

important  f a c t o r  aDpeared to be r e l a t e d  to Osgood , Suci ,

and Tannenbaum ’ s ( 1 9 5 7 )  e v a l u a t i v e  dimension . A dj e c t i v e

pairs  tha t  loaded p r ima r i l z on th is  f ac to r  included good-

bad , k ind -c rue l, t r u s t w o r th n ’ -u nt ru st w cr t hy ,  ambitious—

lazy , and responsible-irresponsible. A second factor

eaner c ed  that  was re la ted  to po tency .  Ad jec t ive  pa i r s

such as I n a r d — s o f t , s eve re—len ien t , clcmi: ;ant—suhmissive ,

and tenacious--yield ing were associated with tinis factor.

T.;e t h i r d  d imens ion  revealed by f a ct o r  a n a l y s i s  te-ch :n iques

was r e l a ted  to i n t e l l i g e n c e  and i .nc lu i : ’ J i nt el li . c o n z —

u n i n t e li i s cn t , w i s e — f o o l i s h , s u c c e s s f u l — u n s u c c e s s f u l, and

cososetent—incompetent adjectives. Finally, a fo urth

fac tor , acco untin g for  the leas t  amount  of v a r ia nc e , was

ob ta ined .  Aithouch it did appear to he sc.nnenchat relareti

to an a c t iv it :  d imens ion , i t  noes not  as c l e an ’: i nt er p r e t -

abLe as the  f i r st :  t h re e  f a c t o r s .  Pasc i on then results of

these factor analyses , f a c t o r  ;cccros  we re  c~~nrpu t . e -d  f i or

each subject. Thus , six composite scor:s nosi’: . :i ener3 t - c

reu ’ r : ’s ent inn  ncuhh co ts ’ cvatuat i ’ :e , p o t e n c y ,  n: n i

i n to  l l iu e n ce  des -o r ip t ’  - c - i n  o f  tIn’: in naclners .01 ] L ln ennsc l ’ :oe

A n a ly :,;c:; of v ir i an c e  ver  ‘ ‘ c fo ;”,’i nd on tune

fac t o r  scot ’s:; assec , : t e ’.: vi ‘ i i  sunj e c t s  e a s e r  t p t i c n s  or
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their partners. Partners who actively offered assistance

were rated more positively on the  ev a l u a t i v e  d im en s i o n

than were pa r tne rs  in the No O f f e r  condi t ion , a l t souc t h

th i s  d i f f e r e n c e  was not s t a t i s t i ca l ly  r e li ab l e  ( F ( l , 7 2 ) =

2 . 6 2 7 , p< . ll)  . Ne v e r t h e less , hosed ott the i nd iv idua l

ad jec t ive  p a i r s , p a r t n e r s  ian t h e Active Offer condition,

re la t ive  to p a r t n e r s  in the  N o O f f e r  cond i t i on , were ra ted

as more ac t ive  (p< . O 3 )  , as kinder (~~< .0 2 ) , a s more  l en i ent

- (p . 0 3 )  , and as more intentional (a< .06)

A l t h o u g h  no s t a t i s t i c a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  due to race

of the p a r t n e r  were revealed for  the eva lua t ive  and

in tel l i gence f a c t o r s , sub jec t s  did ev a l u a t e  b lack  p a r t n e r s

as being more po ten t  than  white i a r t n e r s  (t s~~~ .l 8 8  v s .

— .189 , P ( 1 , 7 2 ) ~~3 .9 8 l , p . O 4 9 )  . On the  semantic differ—

- ent ial items rela ted to pote ncy,  blacks were rated as b e i n e n

more dominant  (p <  . 0 2 )  , more h e a vy  (r. ’~ . 03) , and s l ic i in t ly

more mascu l ine  (n ’~ .10)

In add i t ion , the a n aly s i s  of the c v e t lu a t i c-~e f a c t o r

revealed a Race by O f f e r  i nt e r ac t , i o ;n  tha t  a a ral l ei e ;i  the

I f i n d i no s  fo r  the  a s k i nq  for  I n e l u  me : i ’; im: r os  (~~( l  ,~~2 , ) = 6 . 7 5 ,

J 
p= . 015) . In the  N o Offer co:ndttjcn . white n’ ar::n ,’rs ’oei’ c

ev a l u a t e d  m o r e  pos et i ve ly  than  w e r e  b l a c k  p a r tn er s

I ( I K s r ~ - . l 6 T 5  v s .  — . 5 0 8 3 , F ( i , 7 2 ) ~~ 3 . . 0 5 , p- - .0~~) i:n

I
F
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Act ive  O f f e r  condi t ion , though , black p a r t n e r s  were  des-

cribed slightly more positively (Ys=± .3538 vs. — .0156 ,

• F(l ,72)=l.550 , n’:.25) . The adjective pair itecns tinat

demonstrated this interaction were rcsponsible-irresporn-

ibte (p< .002) , i m p or t a n t — u n im p c r t a n t  (p< .0~ ) , t r u s t in g-

u n t r u s t i n g  (p ’ < . O 2 )  , a c t i v e — p a s s ive  (pe  . 0 2 )  , k i n d — c r u e l

(p< . 0 2)  , t r u s tw or t hy —u n t r us t - .’.’n r t h a  (pc . 0 4 )  , h o t — c o l d

(p< . O 5 )  , r e p u t a b l e — d i s r e p u t a b l e  (p < . O 3 )  c r 2  s t r o n g —

weak (an< .06) . I t  was , however , pred ic ted  r h at  black

p a r t n e r s  in t h e  Act ive  O f f e r  cond i taon  w ou l d  be evaluated

les s  fa v ~~r a bl :  t h an  comparable  w h it e  ‘aartners , since the’.’

were c r eat ing  a s i t u a t i o n  t h a t  was cc tc nt i a l lv  t h r e a t e n i n g

to white subjects.

Similar  to the pa t te rn  obta ined for  the a s kin g

for  help measures , subjects ’ responses n ’,’ere more e x t r e m e

when they were wi th  a b lack p a r t n e r , as i l l u s t r a t e d  in

Fi gure 3 .  A l t h o u g h  there  was no d i f f e r e nc e  in the

eva lua t i on  of tl’ie’ wh:te a n ar ’ cn e r  b a s e d  cnn the fe nc e of o f f e r

( F ( 1, ° 2 ) = 0 . 3 8 , p - - . 5 0 ) ,  b lac k p a r tn er s  ‘ h o  a c t iv e l y

offered assistance were evaluated more fav or a b l y  t h a n

were b l ock  p a r t n e r s  who were s imply  - a v a i l a b l e  to be a sked

(E’ ( l , 7 2 ) ~~3 . 4 7 , pc .01)  . This  arnp]. r f ic a ~~ic n  of r t ’ .~p - :nsive-

rne::5 h’’: sub ects  w i t h  the b l ac k  ‘e’irtn’r is cc m n ;is t - ’nt with

R a t :’ ( 1 1 7 3 )  c oxn c em’ t ua l . i : : a t io n  of “ ond i va l  once -
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“fbi tin :2~~~:ner 

lack P a r tn e r

~ I
Factor  Sco re  

- .10 - N
D e s c rip f i o n  ::: N
Par  t :;or 

I
derive Pc
Offer Offer

F i : c ’ e  3 . E’za .’L .i:iti’~-e’ :
‘acter :-; cor’; d c o ; c’ r~~ ’ ’ ,i c t ; s  t~ f

b l a n k  and w h i t e  p ar t n e r s  i n :  ‘ the do t ic ’: O: ’ f o n ’  ‘ r i  t I

Pa O f f -ce ’ r n on r n  t i c n n ~~.
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Completing a semantic differential descript ion

of a pa r tne r , espec ia l ly a black p a r t n e r , may be a r a t he r

reactive measure. Particularly with evaluative and in-

telligence items , socially desirable responses are

evident to the subject. Thus , according to the theoreti-

cal f r amework  provided by the concept of aversive rac ism ,

subjec ts  m igh t  be expected to d i s c r im i n a t e  aga in s t

blacks in the favorableness of the description only when

it is ecrcei’::’ci as justifiable. ‘~c: ’nen the  p a r tn e r  o f f e r s

assistan ce, an aanp-ar ent l y cha r i t ab l e  act , der o sa t i on

t of a b lack par tner  may not be j u s t i f i a b l e, and t h e r e f o r e

in this situation in which the appropriate resnnouse is

so c l e a r l y  de f ined  rio discrimination would he exp ec ted .

Thus , the pa t t e rn  of resu l t s  for  the e val u a t i v e factor

k is not i ncons i s t en t  w i th  the no t ion  of a v e r s i v e  r ac i sm .

However , if subjects were indeed responding aversively,

then discrimination would be expected in som e more in-

direct measure.

As an a l t e r n a t i v e  measure  of s u b j e c t s ’ i r l ’ er e s s ion s

of t he i r  p a r t n e r s , a r e l a t i v e  rating index wa:; calentl a t ’ I

s i m p l e ’  by s uh t r a c  t: i n  t I n e  s e l f — s ca r e  f r e n t  the  ‘t r t n i ’ : ’r ’

score . T H u ’  on an absolute scale a subject. a c’: -J c’ e,’ c r i b e

a b lac k  as i n t e l l ig e n t , 111 :1 t Ino r ’’ } ’: r e i n  f or c e  I : is

ego Ii. tar i a n t  sd ~
‘ — a nnc e ’i ’  t . l i~~~e’:~c , Ot t  t h e  rue 1 a t ie’’-

I
____ “ - ‘- ‘ .. ‘ “--. - ‘ - . ‘.‘ .‘. ,. ‘,-“- ‘-.“ -- - - -.- “

. - “-,“- ‘ - -
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scale , the same subject may be resistant to rating the

same black as being more intelligent than himself , and

thus manifest his prejudice unwittingly.

The same anal yses  were per formed on the r e l a t ive

rating indices as were conducted on the direc t partner

ratings. The means associated with each cell are presented

in Table 3 . The pa t t e rn  of r e su l t s, i l l u s t r a t e d  in

Figure 4 , thou gh , was remarkably different-—when race

was concerned . S imi l a r  to the  f i n d i n g s  f o r  the d i rec t .

measure , partners in the Active Offer condition were

described more positively on the evaluative dimension

than were partners in the No Offer condition (F(,l ,72)=

3.169 , p= . O 7 9 ) . However , no Race by O f f e r  i n t e r a c t i o n

was ob ta ined  for  the r e l a t i v e  e v a l u a t i v e  measu re  ( 1(1 , 7 2 )

=0.055 , p= .8l6), as was revealed for the direct measure.

Instead , a significant main effect of race was demon-

s t ra ted  ( F ( l ,72)=ll.706, o= .005) . No t  o n ly  were b lack

p a r t n e r s  e v a l uat e d  le ss  f a v o r a b ly  t h an  w h i t e  p a r t n e r s  itn

the No Offer condition (F’(1 ,72 )=4 .8-l , pe .04) , h u t , as

z-r :d~ cted , blacks te’:n- le’I also to be J’.:scribe’rI less

positi’~’e1v ‘an ~•,‘h i  ‘ ‘ s :n ~he Ten t  ive ’ e~ f e c  en: ’ t n d ~~t l a i n

( F  ( 1  , 7 2 ) = 3 - 1 
, ~~- C 6 R ) . E ci i’ ’ he cm: cc , no e feet f o r  n ’ pc

of off e r we ; ‘ i t  t~ :ie 1 f~~r ~n ih i e c s i ’ .Ia ’ i ’:e eynl ,:nct - to:’s

O f i  w i n  L to a a n e t ’s  ( 
~~ , .~ ) 1 . 1 , . fT at’ fi or 

~ 
cc t ::
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TAB LE 3

Sn~bjects ’ Evaluative Scores for their Partner, their
Self , ari d the D i f f e r e n c e  b e tw e e n  their Ear’trnor aced Teif
S c o r e s,  Based on tine Type of Offer and t he  Race of the
Partner

P a rtn e r  Self R ;l at i ’,ue
E’:al.:ative a.,;alua±jyp Evaluative

Score Score 
— 

Score

A c t i v e  O f f e r

W h i t e  Pa r tne r  - .Ole  - . cOk -
~~.

f l a ck  Par tner  + . 3 5L 4-  + . l~iS - .l i~f

ho Offer

‘Pci te payt :’cer ± . I rS  — . C n f 9 ± . lh”

Slack  f ue ’ tner  - . -f- . 1L~2 - . c50

I
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  -- -

‘ - ---~~~~~~~
‘- -~~~~~~~~

‘-
~~~~~--~~~~~ ‘- ‘—-- --‘ ---

~~~~~
- ‘ - -- -

~~~~~~~
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hi n i ’ t ~ f a r r r n e r

— B±aed’e ~arti~- r

+ . 75 -

I
o~ Th~~j r eq ‘il

.VL’ - 

to self 
Partner

— . 15 —

Rela t i ve
- .3 0 -

to Their

Self Rating
- . 60 -

- . ys -

Active ho
O f f e r  O f f e r

Fi -u r e  4 . E v a lu a t i v e  f a c t o r  see r - n - i e s c r i r a ~~,rn : o f

n i t ’ t~r n ’ ~ r s t . n I. i t l v~ o ::, i c j e c  tn :  ‘ self na t in a- fe’s blue - k

and whit e par ’e’eru in th n dcti— .-e Of:’ cr ‘lue ho O ffer

cor,~~i. tiou :;. 

~~-“-‘ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ “ ---‘ -—‘~~~- .-—~~~~~~~~-- ‘- _ _ _



relative evaluations of black partner ; (F(1 ,72)=2 .OB ,

p < .17) . Thus , this pattern of rece -lts con ’ n ’e ;cs w i t h  tb ’

f i n d i n g s  of the d i r e c t  m e a s u r L o .

In ,  add i t ion , d i f f e r e n ce s  in f e n ’ ,i i : nes  f o r  the  Lr t . e ct

and r e l a t i v e  measures  were a lso  evident C an  mare’ : ane 1- : :r iu a] .

a d j e c t i v e  i t ems .  For e> :amnle , su b ie c t s  ra ted  b l a ck  and

white p a r an c r s  e q u a l l y  on the  - l ir e - ct  m e a s u r e  f o r  in—

:e l l isence , 4 . 5 5 .  N e v e r t h e l e s s , b l.j c,’:s w e r e  r a t ed  les:

intell: ‘ant than whites on the relative mca;’sce (X’ — .325

vs. “- . 0 7 5 , F ( 1 ,72)=3.853 , ru~.053). ‘Inn f lune , out a f  t h e

26 adjecnive rairs , black and white partner ; ;.‘ .re ”’:;lu.-ne-i

d i f f e r ea t I ’ s  on the d i r ec t  measure  on on i”  n hr e e

l i g h t  ( a < . 03) , d o m i n a n t — s u bm i s s iv e  ( - < .02) , o n t O .  e x c i t a b l e —

calm (p~~. O 7 ) .  For the relat . :’~’e n-ueas u r e , b l a c k  n l t t n e r s ,

as c-.entpareu to white partners, won:e I scr~ h.-cJ as bt.in.n

loss k in d  (f < . 0 2 )  , less t r u s t c ’ ;c r t h v  (~~~ 
n 06) , less ennu it .nele

(~~
< . 0 1)  , I ‘ :;s cood ( a - < . 0 2 )  , less cc”rl -ax ( : n ’  .02) , less

in:e~,~. t. tent t n ’Z .06) , an d less  compee  - r n  (r < .

It ini’i:e.ars , then , t h an  tm ross  i o n  :)n’nc a t  . . ‘ ‘n n : .  . i~ ces

assoc ia~ - - I  a n - h  race ‘a-arc w i t h  t i e  no i t  i vj t  ‘: ~~~~
‘ he

measu “ca:en t t c e -h a  i.q ue . Fur n i n e  cc :‘e , t h e  co t  i’; nec’: i nn

‘I notCcnrc ot t:-src’nSes ma’- , in ,:c’ , F’ ncu ;tcrno n ic.

to len : ‘ :“ s ‘nr:~ ; h ’ :  ‘~~-. i - , ’ ’~~i : d  or • h~ asi- ’. y :

f o r  ~ e lr  moo - i n c a , - b i tes  mae  i ~ : l r . a - i i l i n i  ‘ ‘ .‘ l’iue e

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  ‘ -— - - ‘-~~~~~~~



a black  poor ly  on a d i rec t  and obveous m e a s u re  without

proper  j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  Howev er , on mor e subtle measures ,

disc :’ iminat io r i  aga in s t  blacks may be m a ni f e s t e d .

F i n a l l y ,  it  was h e ’n ot n e s i z e d  t h a t  wh i t e  s ubj e c t s

in the Act ive  Offer condition would evaluate black n’artners

less favorably than white partners because they were

c r e a t i n g  a s i t u a t i o n  in wh ich  the sub jec t  had l i t t l e  just-

i ti cat io n  f o r  av o a d in g  i nv o l v e m e n t .  If this indeed was

the  u n - i e n l~ ’a ng process , it  u’uuld no expected that, ifi

the Active Offer condi t ion , s u b j e c t s ’ p c rc c rt i o n s  of t h e

F-Lack o ar tn e r ’ s w i l l i n g n e s s  to he lp e,’~ uJ. d be inv er s ely

c t ’l a t c i  to the f a v o r a b l e n e s s  of thei c evaluation. That is ,

n h ’ ’  tense a’illi :e ’7 the b l a c k  pa r tne r  n-ins to c r e a t e  a s it u a—

~ ion t h a n :  was n ’o t ee n t i a l ly  t h rea te ni n ’~ to tin o s u b j e c t s ,

c i a  less  p oslt iv e l y  the subjec t  would  evaluate him . For

the whic partner “ m o  active 1’; of t’e’ss assistance , little

r - c t c t :  a n s o  . e : ’ i L - i  be e x p e c te d . F i n a l ly , in the No O f f e r

c on d it i o n , in ‘~ i , i - ; l ’ n s u b j e c t s  c an  j u s t i f i a b le ’  avo id  in—

volv-:cn ’.n n’: , ‘,‘ ; i l l i n , n a e s s  of the r :ar t ’eer  an d  ce’a lu a te , : o r :  -~, c ’ nn 1d

be expec t ed  to be d i r e c t ly r e l a t ed .

The r e su l t s  f°n :  t he  di re-c t .  •e’.’ ’

~ Ien n ’~ ienn nv- a n u t ’ ”  , as

pres~~n t : n J in Tabl e ~ are lar ci ci : “or, sj,a~ net wi th in n n o —

I n  cLicns. I’n- ]eec i , t h e r e  ‘m a s , a n -n ~,.:pr : 0 , -a s~~a i ;t i ’c n a l ly

s i an i f  i-a-ant n ’ : n c c at i  ye  corn’oi at . . n e  L ’ .ntween n ‘ i -  ( e r C e i ’ ’ .’ Li

~

- .- - -_ - - ‘~‘- --—
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l A i ’L 4

o :-r -e i at i ct ’s  B e t  -‘~o en  S’;~~,~e’; n- ’ Per-ce- n ~io nnr n o f’ C ine
a t ’ t a-e,n i r  P a r tn e r  t o  P e l t ’  ‘ins f u b j e c t s ’

Direo~ and Felati’:e Evaluations of t in e i r  Par tn e r .

‘ 1 f f  i..f :c ,. ’n , c.’ ’:’: ‘vi tin :

h i re c t  R e l at i v e ’
E v a l u a t i o n  E v a lu a t I o n

r ( l - f )
A c t i v e  O f f e r  C o n d i t i o n

k , i i t e  P a r tn e r  ~~. 11 - .05

Black Far ereer — . a: - .01

ho Offer Condition

*

~1h i t e  P ar tr ,-nr  ± . 4 3

Black Par tner i- .20 

~~~~ ., . = - -
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willingness and the direct evaluation of the black partner

by subjects in the Ac tive Offer condition. In the ocher

three cells , the correlations were positive , as expected .

The cor re la t ions  based on the r e l a t iv e  e v a l u a t i v e  m e a s u r e

(par tner-se l f  eva lua t ion)  , showed no r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  t h e

pa r tne r ’ s perceived w i l l i n g n e s s  to help, howe--icr. Aithouch

not unequivocal ly ,  the pa t t e rn  of results does suggest

that subjects may have been reactins negatively to black

pa r tne r s  because they  were c rea t ing  a s i t uat i o n  t h a t  pre-

cluded subjec ts  j u s t i f i a b ly avo id inc i  i n v o l v em e n t .
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DISCUSSION

Kovel ( 1 9 7 0)  and , more recen t ly ,  Gaer tncr  ( 1 9 7 6 )

have suggested that many whites experience a conflict

between negative feeling s toward blacks and a conscience

which seeks to r e r ’ u d ia t e  or d i ssoc i a t e  thesc f e e l i n g s  f rom

the individual’ s self— inneauc . Feoule who are characterized

by this c o n f l i c t  are consi i - r e d  to be “ a ver s i v e ” r a c i s t s .

In general , t h i s  type of r e o n o m  is ~-sesumc-d  to be most

p reva len t  in those recn ions of n :’e  c o a nt ry  or in t h o s e

i n s t i t u t i o n s  in which  o f f  i sia l  norm: f a v o r  o n e— d i s c r i m i -

nation. The liberal environment of the college campus

may , indeed , f o s t e r  avers ive  r a c i s m  as opposed to a t ore

direct manifestation of individual racism .

Fu r t h e r m o re , Gaertner  (1976) su’;cn :sts t hat  cite

important d e t e r m i n a n t  of w h e t h e r  or not. ate a v c ns i ’-:e

racist w i l l  discriminate against binck n i.s the sa l i e nc e

of norms in the b,e h ,ae’ioral context. Inn sit -eat  ions  in

w h i c h  e ’p r o o ri at e  behavior is c l e an , - ,’ d~~t l e d , ceo ave r s iv e

r a c i s t  would La’ expected to Ic-cha- :-: i nn cc :e - : inene er  that c o u l d

avoid c h a l l e n m i n n - t  h~~s/ h cr  e ga l i t a r i a n  1 :-n i :e .

n.,’ben neums ar’’~ w’’ak or ,imh- ’, -:’:ous en in,li’: :n ’ ,nal :‘,nav

fin I ài t’.rn - ~ ti ’,-es than . would justifiabl e- ~l l ew h i m , heir to
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avoid involvement  wi th  a b lack .

In general , then,the findings for the asking for

help measures in the present study are consistent with

the theoret ical  f r amework  provided by the concept of

aversive racism . As predicted , when the pa r tne r  ac t ive ly

offered assistance , subjects accepted help more from

black partners than from white partners. Presumably,

rejecting help from a black would threaten an individual’s

egalitarian image. Nevertheless , when the partner was

simply available , subjects solicited help less from black

partners than from white partners. In this situation , - ‘

participants could justifiably choose to work alone , since

the task did not require two people.

This pattern of results is also consistent of Katz ’

(1970) notion of “ambivalence. ” Katz postulated that

many wh ites ’ attitudes toward blacks are characterized b

both anti p ’i ’.h’,’ and semepathy . F u r t h e r m c re , apie l y ing

F r o n i d i a n  i~’naciics , he sugges ts  t h a t  t h i s  amb iva l ence

c reat e s  -a tendency ~c’e’nrd behav io ra l  i n s t a b i l i t y .  Thus ,

w?nit~’s ’ behavior towardi blacks might be expected to he

char ict-eri~tt I b’c an amplification of both p o s i t i v e  and

n-c- ;i ti -:~ r espo nses , l epend ing  on the con e ,c n : i en c es  ot  the

b.~.ack’ s h’:I ene ’io r. For example , Na t:, Cohen , and nfl ’ess
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(1975)  found  t h a t  b lacks  d i s p l a yf nu  soc ia l ly d es i r a b l e

characteristic s were helped more t han  comparable  w h i t e s .

However , when c o n f e d e r a t e s  behaved in a manner that a-as

not socially acceptable , b lacks  were hel ped less than

whi te s .

The Race of Pa r tne r  x Type of O f f e r  i n t e r a c t i o n

obtained in the present  investig a t i o n , then , is also con-

s i s ten t  w i t h  K a t z ’ c o n c e p t u a l i zat i o n  of ambiva lence .

In addition , in support of the aneic ivalence notion , bl ack

partners who offered assistance won ’: evaluated more

p o s i t i v e l y ,  on the direct mea sure , than wore cooper-able

whi t e  p ar t n e r s . When the p - a r t a o r  -~:s or n te ’  a vai l a b l e ,

though , black n-art reers were  o’,-nluatcd ocs  fa ’:orab lv  t h an

we r e  w h n  to pcec:’n n e r : .  Thus, on b o t h  t he  askinno for hole

measures and  the d i r e c t  ev a lu a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  wh i t e  r e a c t i o n s

were -acre ‘ xtrcree , inn ooth a positive and a ne -native

0 re:~ ion , when the interaction ini ’.olved a b lack  r’ar~ neer .

:- r~~: t m ’  to  amP a v a le n ce  theory , Let consi st en t

‘vi  t i e  t he  n o t i o n  of a ver s i v e  rnc: .sm , n c l n i t c  p a r t i c i pa nt s

appeared in some ways to react nccuative1~- to ti:’e h]ack

s wi l  l in g ne s s  to h’eln : . For o n - e n - u - l a , an

‘ am P r e - ab et ”  i n d i vi du a l  would  b e  en- n i e cn  1 to rc -d :ond m o r e

p o s i t i v e ly  t - ”' a 14,’te -k the mon a-i i~ .i ne - n f . ” h o t ;  the black

was eercoiv ”l tn  i-c .  How ’e ’- i’ , hosed en the comn cc ;” of

~~~~~~~~~~~~
‘. - - -

~~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘ - -
~~~~~~~~~

—
~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘-- _ _ _ _ __ _  _ _ _ _
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aversive racism , it was hypothesized that subjects in

the Active Offer conditions would evaluate willing

blacks less f a v o r a b l y ,  since they were c rea t ing  a s i tua-

tion which potentially threatened the subject. Indeed ,

a sig n i f i c a n t  nega t ive  cor re la t ion  was obta ined between

the black pa r tne r ’ s perceived wi l l i ngness  to help and the

favorab leness  of h is  eva lua t i on .  The more w i l l i n g  the

black partner seemed to be , the less positive 1 v he was

rated . For wh i t e  pa r t ne r s , w i l l i n g n e s s  and e v alu a t i o n

were positively , although not significantly, related .

Thu s , t h i s  pa t te rn  of resul ts  sugges t s  that individ uals

may have been behaving aversively .

Furthermore , since it was hypothesized that cone—

ple ti~ng a semant ic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  of a p a r t n e r ,

especially a black partner , may be a rather r ea c t i ve

techn ique , a second type of eva lua t ion  measure  was calcu-

lated . Th i s  r e l a t ive  measure  was s imp ly  the s u b j e c t ’ s

ra t i reg  of the p a r t n e r  minus  h is  s e l f — r a t i ng . Thet a , on

an aPse t o t e  scale the pa r tne r  mi gh t  be de s c r i b e d  c n u L t e

positively , thereby allowing the subject to reinforce an

egali tarian imace. However , these sa m e s u b je c t s  may he

urewill,tncn to admit t h a t  the b lack  p a r t n e r  is as enno f ci:

better t b  in himself , and t hus  man i f est hi s p i ’ej u d i c ’e

i n d i r e c t l y  and u n w i , t t i n e i ly .  E m p l o y ing t h i s  m e a s u r em e n t

_ _ _  -.-- —- ~~--— - --~---~~~~~~~~~ - -.- ~~-
—-
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technique , blacks were evaluated less positively t b n n

whites. Even when the black partner actively offered

assistance , he was rated less favorably than a ceezinecirable

white partner. This pattern , then , is consistent with

the predic tions derived from the concept of aver -d ye

racism . It does , nevertheless , contrast not only wi th

expec ta t ions  based on the not ion  of ambivalence , but also

wi th  the p a t t e r n  of r e s u l t s  obta ined  f rom the d i r e c t  assess-

ment  method .

In addition , differences in findings for the direct

and r e l a t ive  evaluat ion  measures were eviden t  fo r  m a n e - ’

individual  ad jec t ive  items . For example , b lack and w h i t e

par tne rs  were rated as exac t ly  e’~ual  in i nt e l l i o enc e  on

the direct measure. However , when whites n-core asked to

compare themselves  to t h e i r  p a r t n e r , b lacks  were rated

sig n i f i c a n t l y  less i n t e l l i g e nt  than whites on tn nc r e l a t i ve

measure .  S i m i l a r ly , based on the  r ela t i’-:~ m e asu r e s ,

b lacks  as compared to w h i t e s  were described as bce i,nq less

kind , less t r u s tw o r t h , less good , less conn ie::, -and less

compe ten t .  The d i sc repancy  in r e s u l ts  sue Fe n- ;het :ner the

di rect or relative evaluativ e measures ‘,-.‘-~re e’nn::love.i

may lead one to s p e c u l a t e  “W h i c h  method is most

To assume t h a t  the  v a l i d i ty  of one tvn :e  of ne~’ i m :1 r ” '

necessar i ly i nva l i dat e s  the ot i -v :r reese  sure , t h e - n  he , m us he

m i s t a k e n . T h a t  is , t he ’ ’  ma’s both he’ e ;’n ’ il . in ’ e’al~ d

“

~

- -

~

‘-- - -
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measures , but of different underlyino processes. For

example , for both measures  p a r t n e r s  w h o  a c t ive ly o f f e r e d

assis ’cance were evaluated more positively than those who

did not ’ overtly offer help . It was on e~ f o r  the compar-

isons involving the r ”~ce of the partner as a factor - --ore

discrepancies in the obtained pa t te rns  observed . Con-

sequently, the reactiveness of the direct measurement

t echnique or the necess i ty  of ego involvement  f o r  the

r e l a t i v e  measu re  m a e - ’ s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  account  f o r  the

differences. The concepts of ambivalence and aversiveness

imol y tha t  in te r rac ia l  behavior  of a sing le i n d i v i d u a l

m ae- vary cualitatively but systematically from situation

to s i tua t ion  d e pen d i n g  on the c o n s t r a i n t s .  it  is a lso

l ekelv that an ind ividual’ s impressions mci v be :‘ni cnnifested

d i f f e r e n t ly , but  not independen t ly ,  f r o m  one es ses soo n t

d e v i c e  to a n o t h e r .  The re fo re , i t  man ’  be m ore  f ru i t f u l  to

i n t er - t i r e  t each set of r e s u l t s  as roe- resent  i ‘n -s d i f f e r e n t : ,

b ut  e p , n a l l y  m c a n i n - n f u l , behav iors  u r n i ” r  d i  n’er~.n: t  con-

d i t i o ns , r ,~ l ht -n ’ t - ’r l c on c e p t- s a l iz i n --r t:i ’ n n n s  :%-ce in-

c o n s is te n t  F’ ‘ch n i ;u e s  ‘i imed a m ea s u r ln ’ n  one a b s o l u te ,

dependent , end un’.cte arc~ in~j d innpo si tion . ‘I’hus , cunl ,’ i cc ts

r e soonses  or ” t i n e  i r e  a t  re i n s u r e  ma’: 1 ’ ”  COIC S I .
~,, ,:,od t o b e

d’;n,’ire n r c, , 1 y me l,n~ el t a ot l’nc’r I nterrac ia 1 1’ in-ne’ n n

s i t n ~at  i - r c a  t i n  ~h i c h  s e - i  n i i y , n~ n. ’ ’ r ’ i a~ r’ ,‘:;‘onaea are

clearly clef inc a .

--~~~~~~~~‘ -_ ~~~~~— ~~~ - - ‘~~~~~~~~~. -~~~~~~~~~ ‘ -~~ -~~~ ‘- “ - -~~~~~~~~ -~~~
-
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One enigmat ic  resul t  of the p resen t  s tud y is the

in te rac t ion  between race and the p r e j u d i c e  score of

the subject which occurred both for the asking for help

and the volunteering additional time measures. On both

these responses , low prejudice subjects wore  less w i l l i n g

to get involved with a black than a white partner. For

the hel p seeking behavior , th i s  e f f e c t  was most pronounced

when the par tner  did not ac t ively o f f e r  ass i s t~ance .

Only 10 percent of the low prejudice individuals solicited

~ ass i s tance  f rom the black partner , while 50 p e r cen t  asked

the wh i t e  pa r tner  fo r  he lp .  When the p a r t n e r  o f f e r e d

ass i s t ance, though , low p r e j u d i c e  s u b j e c t s  accepted he lp

-
‘ 

from black and white par tne rs  equal ly  o f t e n , 70 pe rcen t .

Thus , it appears  t h a t  when con tex tua l  cues d e f i nin e

appropriate behavior are weak or ambiguous , low prejudice

i n d i v i d u a l s  were somewhat less willing to get involved

w it h a b lack tha n a w h i t e  par tn e r .  Sim i l a r l y , low

e : ej c i i ic e  , ;c i bj e c t s  vo lun teered  f ewer  a d d i t i o n a l  hour s  to

p - e r t i c  i r a t e  cci  th  ci b l ack  pa r tne r  than  wi t h  a wh i t e  n e ar t o er .

l’iince no c o m pen s a t i o n  was o f f e r e d  fo r  a d d i t i o n a l  p a n t e c i —

p a t i o n , it was expected that n o n — c o m p l i a n c e  cou ld  he

readily justif oh. Thus , t h i s  p a t t e r n  of r e su l t s  is

— - ‘,en sist ,ui t w i t h e ’:- :~ ’ - - ’ t at : i o f l s  l - ~~sec1 on t ine n ot ion of

aver sive r o C i . m .

L - -~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _
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Somewhat more p rob lema t i c , however , was the

f i n d i n g  tha t  hi gh p r ej u d i c e  i nd iv idua l s  vo lun teered  more

hours wit h  black pa r tne r s  than with whi t e  pa r t ne r s , and

also asked for  help f rom black pa r tners 25 percen t  more

o f t e n .  The sub jec t s  c l a s s i f i ed  as hi gh p r e j u d i c e  on the

11 i tem scale c l ea r ly  were not d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  a g a i n s t

b lacks .  This  unexpec ted  r e su l t  may sug’mest t h a t  the

prejudice scale employed did . not accura te ly  assess sub-

jec ts ’ att i tudes. At the beg inn ing  of the seme ster ,

though , subjects were also administered a 20—item test

of authoritarianism and were asked their agreement (1=

strongly disag ree , 3=neutral , 5=strong ly agree)  to the

statement “I am pre jud i ce  against  b lacks . ” The 11-item

prejudice scale correlated moderately with the authori-

tarianism scale (r=+ .4 0) and hi ghly wi th th e ere j u d ice

item (r ~~-i- . 7 3 )  . I t  appears , then , tha t  the re  was con-

s i s t ency  in s u b j e c t s ’ penci l  and paper  r e sponses .

Based on the s u b j e c t  select ion rercetedure , t h e - a s h ,

i t  m iah t  have  been oossible tha t  those anc h ’i e -c to  c l a s s i f i e d

as hi g h prejudice may onl y appear  p r e cu d i ce d  in the  c o n —

t ex t  of a college campus. That is , aitho tch the- l i i  ni

pi ’ej u d i c e  group wa: ;  more  prejud iced t in -a n t h e  bow er -c  ‘ u :i n

er o up  , the  p r ej u d i ce -  scale -did no t  inch h e i r  l e n t ’  ‘ -

of p r ’ - :j u c i i :”  c-nc a n n  a bso l ut e  m e a s u r e . ‘the s e r e : l o  en



I

I

~~~~ 

- item , though , did ask subjec t s  to c lass i f y themselves as

nrejuc1ic~~ or unprejudiced. Based on this index , only 12.5

percent  of the h igh  p r e j u d i c e  s u b j e c t s  s t rong ly agreed

wi th  the p r e j u d i c e  s ta tement , 3 2 . 5  percent slightly

agreed , w h i l e  55 percent  were n e u t r a l  or in sligh t  d i s —

aerreement  wi th t he  se at e rn e n t .  Thus , the hi gh p r e j u d i c e

g r o u p ,  in th i s  r e ac tiv e  s i t ua t ion, may have more appro-

pr i a t e ly been c o n s i d e r e d  a sligh t ly  pre i udice group.

-orn e problem r e m a i n s .  I t  is l ik e ly  t h a t  cnn i n e d i v i d —

ual who r e p o rt s  to be p r e jud i ced  on such a d i rec t  m ea s u r e

as the p r e j u d i c e  s tat emen t , a c t u a l ly  is p r ej u d i c e d . In n

fa c t , a n-arson who openl y responds in th i s  way  is l i k e ly

to be a dominative racist (Kovel , 197 0) . N ev er t h e l e s s ,

subsequent  anal yses on onl y those s u b j e c t s  a-ho asreed

e i t h e r  s t rongly or sligh t l y w i t h  the p r e j u d i c e  s ta t e m e n t

d e m o n s t r a t e d  tha t  they  also were more l i k e ly  to ask i cr

help f r o m  a b lce - :F  p a r t n e r  than  f r - -c- rn a w h i t e  p a r t n e r  and

were more w i l l i na  to vo lun tee r  time w i th  a b lack  partner.

Thus , -even  those in d r ui d u a l s  who recortc-d ten he t ” r cj u d i c e d

did  n o t  -n i i s c r i r n t i . n c t e - a e ;a i n s t  b l a c k s .

i t  appea n’s t h a t  t h e r e  is a r a t h e r  I , n r — n ’ :  d i s cn ’ - n  - a n t o n ’

b e t w e e n  :c ~n’sr ant i ‘‘t oil -o t t  ~ t ide m eas u r e s  an d  a c t u a l

H i e a v i e~ i n  t i e  m e t e - n - r a c i a l  s i t ua t i o n .  it  is Cl d i s t u r b —

m a  L n C c c - f l 5 i S~ ~~~. , e n  ~“ - 1 r t : a : r 1 ,t r , if  t h e  a t t i t u d e  r n e a r n : r e

1~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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is employed p r i m a r i l y  to pred ic t  subsequen t  b e h a v i o r .

However , a t t i t ude  scale responses may be concep tua l i zed

as one kind of overt  response , while volunteering and

help-seeking behaviors  as other types of behav io r s .  In

each s i t u a t i o n  may res ide  d i f f e r e n t  contextual demands.

W i t h i n  the three paper and pencil responses , subjects

demonstrated a hi gh degree of c o n s i s t e n c y .  On the asking

for  help and the vo lun t ee r ing  measures , the pa t te rn  of

responses also appeared systematic. Incons i s tency  only

ex i s t s  when behavior  in one con tex t  is compared to

different types of responses in another context. There-

fore , a verbal statement of prejudice is not necessarily

related to r ac i s t  behavior in all  s i t u a t i o n s .

In gene ra l , the resu l t s  of the p r e s e n t  e x re r ir n e n t

seem pa radox ica l .  At one level , a concept  of racial

attitudes , a’;orsive racism , provides predic tions for

behavior  in i n t e r r a c i a l  s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  are l a r g e ly

supported . ~\ t  a n o t h e r  level , though , s e l f — p r o f e s s e d

rac ia l  a t t i t u d e s  show l i t t l e, and sometimes an i n ver s e ,

r e l a t i o n s h i p  a t t h  ac tua l  behav ior .  I t  appears , then ,

that situational demands are an i m p o r t a n t  intorvc”nin s

var iable. Th is is not to suqges t  t h a t  s i t u a t i o n a l

f a c t o r s  d om i n a t e  ~i t t i  t : - t d  inn ii factors or rnec ’sn ;’iri

compl icat e  c i t t i t u d i m e - i l e f f ec t s , I c t i t  i c e  L h , -r  that : racial

I
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a t t i t u d e s  may be m a n i f e s t e d  d i f f e r e n t ly ,  but  se ’s temat i—

cally , under different types of cond i t ions .  In p a r t i c u l ar ,

individuals did not discrimina te in situations in which

a p p r o p r i a t e  behavior  was c l ea r ly  d e f i n e d . However , in

s i t u a t i o n s  in w h i ch  norms were ambi guous d i s c r i m i n a t i o n

tended to occur .

Subjects also tended to d i s c r i m i n a t e  a g a i n s t

blacks in t he i r  s -e m - an t i c  d i f f e r e n t i a l  descr ip t i ons  when

they were asked to - - e’aluate blacks in relation to them-

selves. Thus , ego-involvement may be another factor

affecti nem ~rn”olvement with blacks. Furthermore , if

ego—involvement is important , it is l ike ly  tha t  sub jec t s

mc cc v have  p e r f o r m e d  d i f f e r e n t l y  if  they  had the o p p o r t u n i t y

to o f f e r  a s s i s tan c e  r a t h e r  t h a n  ask f o r  a s s i s t a n c e .  The

latter situation irneelies the r e l a t ive  s u b o r d i n a t i o n  of

the h elp  seeker to the benefactor. ,~~ h ot t e r  under -

s t a n d i n g  of the i r e n t e e r t c e n t  d i m e n s i o n s  of i n t e r r a c i a l

sit-s en t L o r i s  mae’ i - e a c l  to a nc-re comp le te  u n d e r s t a t e d  inc  of

racism .

I
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APP ENDIX A

Su pp lement to the Methods fo r

S u b t l e t y  of l ’lhite Racism : R e q u e s t i ng  and

T\ccept i nq  Help
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Please describe ycar inoression of ‘the T~~2P by p 1acin~ an

“X in the arnpr ;-iate space (_) . P-e r e~~amrIe , i: j on

thcurh t that t:;-~ tan . -van ncr-c passive than active , ba ’t j a n t

s l ic i at l y  so , :‘°‘-~ ~~ula respond :

PASSI ’-J~ — —  
X 

—

P1ea~~e h~ r i~~:

:citTLE :f

I S 7 ~~~CT coP :P .ETE

u~1I::I2L:r 3 : IT

P7 - 37: -

ExCI :::;- ;

hOT OOL~

~-I (, ’~ 
— C

- ~~~~~~~~~

SISOP T LC-P G

$ T 5 0- 1 %

-- ----- -- -- - — __p_,,p —— -~~ — —- _
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Us ina  toe  fo l l :  --1 as- s c a l es ,  p lease d e s c rib e  y e ar

incnor essic :’e o~
’ a-ar n

1. crocI  : : : : kits-i

2. ‘tr er s t - ’;er’r - .’c : : : : : :

3.  hard : : : s o f t
L,t.~ cold : : : hot

5. repo ’table _ :_ :__ : _ : ,_,,_ :_ : ~ isr c p i :a ble

a .  f a s t  : s1c- ’~i

7. weak : : : : str onr

n. excitac Le : : : : calm

9. bad : : : : reed

10. len ien t : : : severe

11. heavy : : : : : l i e ht

12. s abrei ss ive  : : : dominare ’t

13. wise  : : : f o o l i s h

lLi’ . p ar se ve  : : : : act i ve

15. re l iab le  : : : : : :  un~- -~1iab1e

16. nretr’astir,.r : : : : :

17. simole  : : : ccne oiex

if. 1-az -c : : : ambitions

1° . ma screline : : : : : : f e m in i n e

20.  s - r e c e s s - r n !  : : : : sa~~a --ss  CI

2 1. 1n t e1i1~Tent  : : : : : : CCO~~e l l 1 : t  t

2 .  ~-~~e I - -~ins -  : : : : : :

23 . i r re c o o ns i ble  : : : c- -s r -n si b l e
2L~.. imp o r t a n t

2 5 .  i o ccn p e e nt  n : : : :  : a’ -‘ - p f - - s c

11h3 . i n t e - - t i o n e t  : : : : :

_ _ _ _  
_
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I n t t e r ’ i io ’.-i Fr ret

2 C b j e C t  ~~: _______

late :  
- 

Time : 
________

C o n d i ti o n : 
_______ _____________________________

I. 1ev-c eteaj ec t - b t he  se lf  d e s c r i p t iv e  i n de x .

7 1. 7f ac -r c e n t  1’ : reel toe total time ‘-cu and 3r c r r c-as-t oes
-.-~j l I t a k e  on y e - c r t u s k s ,  an-i C-/ C c o m p a r e d  ‘ c-ar s - r e -n p’ s

or -m:--~aec e -‘a the  p e r form an c e  of 100 o t her  ~roOtc a,
h-c -i m any or -euco do you th ink  I/oar s-soup wi l l  do
b e t t e r co cc I___________

I I I .  IJe are look ina  fo r  some ar-cops -to p ar t i c i p a t e  lcnc:er
than j - a s t  ‘ t ha s  sess ion , bu t  we can ’t  ccive yo u  any
more  c r e d i t s .  ~Iou1d yen  vo lun teer  to come back arc -el
w o r k  -vi th t h e  r a:r.e par tner  far  any a d d i t i o n a l  t ime
in the  nex t  f e . v  weeks?
I f  so,  for  ao-w many h e a r s?  ______________

F/. lid you  c o m e l e t e  yo e r task?  lid t h e  t in e  l i m i t
a:-:pire?

:-b ow r an ch  hel p w ou l d  you  e s t i m at e  t h a t  -ccc  ‘,- t cn ld  nec e - e l ?

1 7
very  11 t L ]  e m o d e ra t e very  ran ch

h-c -v iiillire g -do ye-u think ye-cr partoe-r ‘vat- ‘to

1 L~.
very  u r k w r l l i n g  n e u t r a l  ver:i w i l l i f l C

7. lie - -i , ju st a t- -~nhi of ~ne rti c nes abe t i t e  ro-c- c--~d’ar~-
C C I  O r - f l  - ‘ C C f : t i L I l i ’ -  ( c- reel

_ _ _ _ _ _  ~~- -~~~~~~ .~~~~-----
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Int ervio ’-i Form ( c o r e t .

3 .  fr i ef ly  d e s c r i b e  what  y o u  expec t  to  do n e x t .

B .  ‘~Jh a t  do you t h in k  th i s  stua-iy is a b c - a r ?

C .  What  do you t h ink  we are t r v i r e r to s c od y?

D .  Is t he r e  o a c c ’t i e I n r  -c r lus’,Cal abou t  t h e  ~v a p  ~he s t  cd ’~
was run—-ax i --tthj~~c you would  l i ke  roe to clarify?

F .  ( I f  t h e  s u b j e c t  asked f o r  hel p or- n o t )  tlh ’-c crc  - ‘dc’ ,- n o t ?

F. hhr c t would 3/cu nov if I told y ou  that :/o~ h a - i  f lC -  t h i r c a
m o r e  t o  do b a t  wou ld  s t i l l  ~et f n l l  cr e d i t  f o r
participa’tire yN

L -~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~ —- - -~~~~~~~ - - 4
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A P P E N D I X  B

S u p p le m en t  to t h e  R e s u l t s  for

Sal t l ety  of LTh i t o  Racism : R e qu e s t i n g  and

Accep t ing  h e lp  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 



I
— 6 7 —

Attitudes Toward Helping Car -r ev

The f o l l owing  q u e s t i o n s  were  a s u b s et  of i t e ns  aclrcin-
i s t e red  to 32 male unde rg radua te  students ‘to a sr e ss
general norms  relevant to the  A c t i v e  O f f e r  ann c-: t oe  :-: o
Offer conditions. Subjects were asked to  indicate t h e i r
agreement with each statement on a 1 (disagree strc-rc~ ly)to ~ ( agree stron gly)  scale w i t h  a n e u t r a l  ni d r - c i nt .
Chi  square analyses were conducted and t - t es ’ts w er e  per -
fo rmed  to eva lua te  ‘the null hyp o t h e si s  ‘th at  s u b j e c t s
wou ld be neut ral ire t heir responses.

Relevan t to A c t i v e  O f f e r
ci
/0 -0

Reject Accept X~ t ( i I l )
Help Hel  

____

P e ce le  t pp i c a ll y  ought  to
accept  h e l p  when o ther  

*peop le o f f e r  i t .  13% 5901 i .05  2 . 7 5

Peop le should  not refuse
he lp  f r o m  peop le who
o f f - e r it .  2~33I 30- f  0.20 0.35

‘;I h -:’: I w o r k  or. p r o j e c t s ,
7 o f t e n  accep t  he l p f rom
ceop le who  o f f e r  i t .  FIt cy r  1.17 2 . - r - 3

l i ter :  I ‘it-asIc on p r o j e c t s,
- - 7 o f t - e ec e e f r s e  h e l p  f r o m

ce e ple  who  o f f e r  i t .  22 17 - c T  ~3.  ~ i . E

o ta l  h f  1:;~ l3.i~

_ _ _  --~~~~~~~ - -  --- — -- ~~~~~~~~~—~~~~~~ - ‘~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Attitudes T a-- i -a r-b He1pin~ Survey (cant.)

Relevan t c c - lee Offer

‘‘
-
~~~~~~~~~ 7

A a e l e i r : o  Askina 
_______ 

‘t( 31)

People tyr~ e a u l I y  C i i  :h~
to ask o ’t r ,e r s  f o r  :-,e lp
ore orc-jert s the’; at- -

~
w or k an g  cm .  

~~~~~~ 
-~ r e .  0 . 0 0  0 . 23

Peop le sh o u l d  nc~ :rsk
s tr eocs - e r ’ s  f o r  l:el~’- cm -  

*
less i t  is  imc-c -rt ’tnt . l9~ ic;7 ~~~. ~Th- 2.70

~‘Iiecrc  I -- i - a r - k  -a  - p r oj e c t . a
I oc~ en ask o t r , e r c ;  f o r
h e l m .  5f? 3~a~f 1. 29 1.07

I r ar e ly  ask cc a - -
f o r  hel p arniess I really 

*need  i t .  -
~~~~~ 2 f f  u . I — 2 . - h

T o t a l  aC- f ~~ 01 0.  in

* p O S  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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The E f f e c ts  of the  Rac e of ‘the Pa r tner , the Type of
N- Offer, and the Prejudice Score of the S u b j e c t  on the

Frequ en cy  of A s k i n g  for  Hel p.
-1

-~~ 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _  

2oourc e  df X

1 Race of Par tner (1) 1 O.O5lc

Type of O f f e r  ( F )  1 2 . °2th

P r e j u d i c e  Score ( C )  1 2 .52 c~0-

A x B 1

A x C 1 4 .1779*

- ~ x C 1

A x B x -C 1

.05

_ _ _ _  -~~~~- - —~~~~~~  e~’~”
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The E f f e c t s  of toe  Rac e of the  P a r t n e r , the-  Tyc e  of
O f f e r , and the P r e ju d i c e  Score of ‘the S u b j e c t  cm the
Latency of Asking f o r  Hel p.

Source  df ms F 
— 

p

Rac e of Par tner  ( A )  1 118.3Ll~ 0 . 0 1 . Qo 0-
Type of Offer ( B )  1 210135.25 3.n0 .Or 2

Prejudice Score (C) 1 d ilo . 6?  0.11 . T1h

A x F 1 2 188?o. 13 3.  ~~5 .03 1’

A x C 1 12 0 0 - f f .0 2  2.19 . 103

B x C 1 1-S97~ 1.0 -2  3 .25  .075
A x B x C 1 3 8 0 . 6 3  0.0 1
Error 72 583~)2 .  77

_ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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The 
‘
E f f e c t s  of t ee  Rac e of the  Pa r tn e r , ‘th e Tvr -e  of

O f f e r , and the  P r e ju d i c e  Score  of the S u b j e c t  on ‘the
N u m b e r  of R-a r-c’~i r i i n g  L e t t er - s on w h i c h  the  Su b j e c t Asked
f o r  A s s i s t an c e .

Source  
-- 

df ro s F p

Rac e of ~‘- 1 : ’ t a - r” ( A )  1 24 5 .00  O . O L ~ .533

T a r e  of O f f e r  ( 3 )  1 2 1220. 30 14. 01 . O a ~
F r e j u - a i c e  Sco re  ( C )  I 2 2 r u I . 4 5  0 . 1 4 1  . 523
A x 3 1 2t -79 1.20  4 . 55  .031
A a C 1 17301.25 3 . 2 2  .07?
3 a C 1 19n-5ta . l-i5 3 . 5 7
A x B a C 1 2 . 1~ - 0 .01  .9 -53
E r r o r -  72

~ 

----- - ~~~~ - --“ - - -- ~~~~~--- ---4
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The E f f e c t s  of the Rac e of the  Pa r tne r , toe y t e  of
Offer, and the P r e ju d i c e  Score of t he  Su b j e c t  on t he
S u b j e c t ’ s Assessment of How Much He ir He Needed.

Source df ms F

Rac e of Partner (A) 1 0.00 0.00 .~~OQ

Type of Offer (3) 1 31.25 e .5-f- .017

Prejudice Score (C) 1 3.20 0.-a?

A x B 1 2 14.2 0  $. -e~° .02 7

A a C  1 2. 05 0 . 52
B x C 1 1~~,2 0 3. 01 .06°
A x B a C 1 0.0- 5 0 . 0 9
E r r o r  72 0~ 75

_ _ _ _  — - - - -~~~~- - -— --- -~~~~-- - ‘ - - -  ~~~~~~~--- - ------ -~~--~
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The E f f e - - t :-~ of ‘ , - ‘ Race of c - ’  i ’ t:- - e r , c e  I c - c -a of
O f f e r , ar c-b ~~-,e Pr’~,; v i i - : ’-  Score of ac ~u r’~~cc’ ’ -ci-. - ‘ -a
A s s e s c ’c :c- - r : ’t r~ ’ t h e  I t r -t ne~ ’ ’~~ .L1~ ~r. :e c h eLa - ~1
7ery  ‘:n.v i llln - -- ta — ‘- er y ‘.fl L 1 L~-n-~ a- c d  -cm ~~~ F-c - il .‘~rci a’,
of t . . ;  A n u rry of  h e - l i -  7% e c- ’~ ‘r ( I -  7e~-y ~ 1 tie to “~~ ‘ery

_______ ~- ‘ - c  ~~~~~
- c  ~~

- 
- - 

-

~i ct t v e  C : ’f : r -

S-:- . P r ’ ej  to i ce  -- . -

Hia ’ii Pre j - 11cc  - .- .8 2 . 5

:~o O f f ’s

L o t  F r e ~~u j ~~ce 5.1 2. :

li en Prejudice -t . -
~~~.

--, —

31 id - c P u -  ‘nor

A c t i v e  O f f e r

Lo’.: ~~5r b c - f l e e -  . 
‘

~ 4

el P ~ C -~ 
- c - h ~ cc ,5 . - C - .  . - -

No 0c~ ar ,’

L,e - ,-/ F r - ~j - : di ’c e -. .O

:i 1~~~
’:i I ‘j - . 1.
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The Effects of the Race cf the Partner , the Type of
Of fe r , and the P r e j u d i c e  Score of the S u b j e c t  on the
Assessment of the Partner ’s Willingness to Help.

Source df ins F 
______

Race of Partner (A) 1 2 . 0-5  1.07 . 305
T2pe of’ Offer (B) 1 26 .0-5  11.51 .001
Prejudice Score (0) 1 7.20 3.13 .051

A x B 1 5.00 2. 15 . 1-e 5
A x C 1 2.145 1.07 .305

B x C 1 6 . 05  2 . 6 3  .100
A x B x C  1 0 .2 0  0 . 09  . 769
E r r o r  72 2 .3 0  
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The Ef f ect s of’ t he Rac e of the Partn er , the Type of
C f f e r , an d the Pre ,j udice Score  of ‘the S u b j e c t  on the
Number of Additional Hours Volunteered.

Source df ins F

Race of the Partner (A) 1 0.20 0.09 .743

Type of Offer (5) 1 0.20 0.09

Prejudice Score (C) 1 1.80 0.52 .36?
A x B 1 - 0 . 2 0  0 . 0 9  .7 -3 3
A x C 1 12.8 0 5 . 8 6  .015

3 x C 1 0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  .999

A x S x C 1 1.80 0.52 .36 7
Error 72 2.18 

~~-‘- ~~~~~~- ~~~~~~~~~~- - — - ----- - - - ~~ -- - -—‘--~~~~~~~~---
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The E f f e c t s  of the  Race of ‘the Par tner , ‘the Type of
O f f e r , and the  Prejudice Score of’ the Subject c, c,
Subjects ’ Evaluative Factor Score Descriptions of Their
Partner.

Source  Of no F

Race  of Par tner  ( A )  1 0 . 0-7 0.54 . 0-c ’?

Type of Offer (3) 1 2.31 2.43 .110

Prejudice Score (C) 1 0.23 0.26 .61 0-

A x 5 1 5. 0-c 6 . 23  .015
A a C 1 0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  .90~
B x C 1 0 . 03  0 .0 3
A a B x C 1 0.14 0.16 .n 9 0

Error  72 0 . 8 3  

~~~~
- -

~~~~~~~~~~ --
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- The Effects of ‘the Rac e of ‘the P a r t n e r , the T:--me of
O f f e r , and the P r ej u d i c e  Score  of the  S u b j e c t cm
S u b j e c t s ’ Evaluat ive  Factor  Score S e l f - D es c r i p t io n s .

S- cur-ce  df ins F

Race of Partner (A) 1 7.149 9 .2 5 .003
Typ e of O f f e r  ( P )  1 0.34 -  0 .0- 0- .5 01’
Prejudice Cocro (-0 ) 1 O .2 o  0 .32  .5~ o

c-c 3 1 14.23  5 . 24  .025
A c-c C 1 0 . 2 7  0 .33
B x C 1 0.10- 0.17
A x S x 0 1 0.11’ 0 .01  .901’

E rr - c r  72 0 .51

I,

L. ~~~~ - - - - - ~_ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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The E f f e c t s  of toe Race  of the Par t n e r ,  the Ty m e  of
O f fer , ar-cd the P r e j u d i c e  Score of the S u b j e c t  on
S u b j e c t s ’ R e l a t i v e  (Par tner  Minus S e l f )  Evaluat ive

L Desc r ip t ion  of’ Thei r  Par tner .

1

S our c e  di’ ins F

Race  cf P a r tn e r  ( A )  1 11.71 3 .27  .006

Tym e of O f f e r  ( B )  ~1 4 . 0-5 3. 1? .079

P r e ju d i c e  Score ( C )  1 0.01 0 .01  .977
A a B 1 0 . 0 8  O . 0 ~ - .5-15

A x 0 1 0.23 0.19 .661

B x C 1 0 . 04  0 . 03  .8c7
A c-c B a C 1 0 . 4 2  0 . 4 0 -  .512
Errc - r  72 1. 0-2

e

4. 

—
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The E f f e c t s  of t he  3’.a-a e cf the  P ar t n e r , ‘tb-c Tyce --  - of
C f f er , arid ~he P r e j ud i c e  Scor e  of toe  :- - c cj e c t  cm
2 - a b j e o t s ’ D i r e c t  and R e l a t i v e  Inte 1licr~ nce 2esc~ 3,pt i~~os
of The i r  Pa rtne r .

I

D ir e ct  R - a~~in ~ R e l a t i v e  F a i t i r e :

So ur c e  Of mc ~r o S p

Ear-c e of Partner ( A )  1 0.00 0.00 .0° 0.20 3. 55 .05

Typ e of O f f e r  ( s )  1 1.5- 0 3.15 .03  1.2 5  1.51 .2 2

Pr ej u - l i ce  Score ( 0 )  1 0. 50- 1. 00 .2 ~ 0. 7-0 - 0 . 0 0  . °°
A a 3 1 1. -S O ~~~~ .0 5  O . 2 C  0 . 2 - ;  .53
2. a C 1 0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  .9° 0 . 0 5  0 . 06  .

B x 0 1 0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  .99 0 . 2 0  0.20- .~~~3

A a 3 x C 1 0 . 2 0  0 . 3 0  .
~~~ 

O n O f  0 . 2 r  .31

E r r o r  72 0 . 5 7  0 . 3 3

~~—~~— --~~- ‘~~~ —~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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S e -r i - a r c t i c  D i f f c ar e o t i a l  Eva lua t ive  Eact or  Loa d ir ’r-c~ and
F a c t o r -  Score C o e f f i c i en t s  Sased on S ub j e c t s ’ R a t i o n s  of
The i r  P a r tn er .

E v a l u a t i v e  E’ia l v a ti ve
F a c t o r  F a c t o r

— Loalici;: Coe fficient

k i r e i - c : - e c e l  .6-53 0.0330-
t raz s t -n : r” t h v-u nt r u s t w o r t hy  . 2 5 0  0 . 0 0  7
h a rd - s o f t  - .501 -0 . 0 4 23
h o t - c o l d  . 1’ ’O 0 . 3 - 0 -0 0-
r-cp crt-able-disreputahle .2~ 9 

-0.0190

r fast-slow .213 - .02s5$
0.0SF:

o-x-oi:able -cai’Lrn - .231 0.0130
::n-od - :-at -.c . ( f - 9 0 .10-’:-~

.103 0 .0 5 2 3
he-a:oy-lirh t - .18~ 0 .0 0 0 1
‘i :- :-;io -tm t - sui ’missive  . 125 0 . 0 2 1 0
- vise—foolish .095 — 0 . 0 2 2 ~
ac t iv e -r a r c s iv e  .5 3 n  0 . 0 - ’0~
r- -11a 0Le— tn rellanle .2°-1- — 0. 0153
tr rtice ,:—un ~rus ~i on .79 7 0 . 2  ch-3

cc i r n c7  e - c-~o 0 . 0 ;
cuchi t i c - ; r — l a z ~-’ . 0-5 0 .  10- Y

.1:0 - — O . 0 3 - :~
— 0 .  12c0-

i m ’t e 1~~i ’~- a n t — crc in te 11i - - o nt  .7- 0-1’ — 0 . 0 2 0 5
v a ’: -a : icus~ :’ie 1iin~ .02 1 0 .0- 10 - -
r eca r- c-r- r - i b i e —  r r c s p c m si b l  a • o5 0 . 0~c3 3 

r t e u r t  . 0-~ 3 —0.01 3- :-
0 . 0 0 70

in cen~ i o n a l — ;re i ~e ~en t io n a 1  . 530 0 .  00-7 .- 
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Semant ic  D i f f e r en t i a l  E’ ;aiuati -re F a c t o r  L o a d i no’s and
F ac t c r  Score C o e f f i c i e n t s  Eased  on S-ob j e c t s ’ S el f-E a ’t in n s .

E v a lu at i v e  E-cahca ’t ive
Factor  F a ct o r
Lc-adiu;-: Coeff icient

k i n d - c r u e l  . —~07 0. 1033
t r u s t w o r t h y - u n t r u s t w o r t h y  .7 0 5  0 . 1r O 3
h a r d - s o f t  .005 - O . O l 0 ’~
h o t - c o l d  .0 2 3  - 0 . 07 0 7
r e p u t a b l e - d i s r e p u t a b l e  .723  0.  ~3-~~1
f a st -r i o ’- -’ , 202 - 0 . 0 o 7 3
s t r o nn -ae ak  . 0-01 0 .0 32 7
exc i t ab le -ca i rn  .0 3 8  - 0 . 0 1 5 3
good-b-ad . 1-50 0 . 0 3 7 0 -
se’~er e — l e o i e n t  - . 05 0 0 .0 7 5 0 :
he a’~-’ r -— i i : h t  .O r : 7 0.0252
d cr n i n a m t -su ’o rn i ss iv e  .00-0- - 0 .  035c
w i r e - f o o l i s h  .2 19 — 0 . 0 1 0 - 7
a c t i ’ :e— c a c c s i r e  . 39 1
re l i ah ie - - i nr e l i  -ab le  ‘c°9 0.  1~~e 0
tr ers t i C r - c — U f l t r 1 l S ’ tLfl g~ , :~~~0- 0.  C0 - -~- I
c o r n o lox - l o or -  . 0 ’~2 —O . Oe-i °

5:9 0 . 2 ’  i.2
.5~ Q 0 . 0 - i - c- h

cc tnceosfu l— ensuc :esrful .1’01 C .  10°”
i n te l i  -‘-~- n t — n ; i : e t e - i l i a i er et .5 3 0  0 . 0 - 0 5 3
tenacaco ’~s-~’~ e-ld iuc t - .121 —O.OO 0~
r e sr on -s ib - l e - -  1 r r e soc -r s ibJ  e . 733 0.  1000
i c r - a c -  t a i t e  t — e c n i r n n o r  t - ’ r - c t  .527 0 . 00  7
c - -cre r ’n t - - - u ’t - in o o -o n et e n ’ t  . 0 0.060 - 1
:ote retoen ,al—unicrt c-nt icn:e i L . 
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